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FOREWORD

The present publication contains basic documents on arms control 
and disarmament developments in 1980 and is the latest in a series of 
volumes issued annually since 1960. The work of the United States 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency in 1980 is described in its 20th 
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.
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

A/^ — General Assembly 
ABM — antiballistic missile 
ACDA — U.S. Arms Control and Disar

mament Agency 
AEC — Atomic Energy Commission 
AECA — Arms Export Control Act 
AECB — Arms Export Control Board 
APR — away from reactor (storage) 
AFRIMS — Armed Forces Research Insti

tute of Medical Science 
ANZUS — A ustra lia-N ew  Zealand-  

United States pact 
ASAT — antisatellite system
C.l^ — First (Political and Security) Com

mittee of the U.N. General Assembly
cal. — calendar
CAT — conventional arms transfers 
CBM — confidence-building measure 
CCD^'^ — Conference of the Committee 

on Disarmament
— Committee on Disarmament 

Com. — Committee
COMECON — Council oti Mutual Eco

nomic Assistance (Soviet bloc)
Cong. — Congress
CPE — Centrally Planned Econom(-y, -ies) 
CSCE — Conference on Security and Co

operation in Europe 
CTB — comprehensive test ban 
CTBT — comprehensive test ban treaty 
CW — chemical weapons/warfare 
CY — calendar year
D., Dem. — Democrat
DC^ — Disarmament Commission 
DCI — Director of Central Intelligence 
DSAA — Defense Security Assistance 

Agency
EAR — estimated additional resources 
ENDC^'^ — Eighteen Nation Disarmament 

Committee 
ESF — Economic Support Fund 
EURATOM — European Atomic Energy 

Community 
Ex., EX — Executive
FBIS — Foreign Broadcast Information 

Service 
FBR — fast breeder reactor 
FEMA — Federal Emergency Manage

ment Agency

FMS — foreign military sales 
FMSA — Foreign Military Sales Act 
FRG — Federal Republic of Germany 
GA, G.A.^ — General Assembly of the 

United Nations 
GDR — German Democratic Republic 
GNP — gross national product 
GW(e), GWd — gigawatts of electricity 
HEU — highly enriched uranium 
HTR — high-temperature reactor 
HWR — heavy water reactor 
lAEA^ — International Atomic Energy 

Agency
ICBM — intercontinental ballistic missile 
ICRC — International Committee of the 

Red Cross
ICRP — International Commission on 

Radiological Protection 
lEA — International Energy Agency 
IMET — international military education 

and training 
INFCE — International Nuclear Fuel Cy

cle Evaluation 
IP & T — International Programs and 

Technology, Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense for 

IRBM— intermediate-range ballistic missile 
ISA — International Security Affairs, As

sistant Secretary of Defense for 
ITAR — international traffic in arms, reg

ulations on 
lUREP — International Uranium Resources 

Evaluation Project 
JCS — Joint Chiefs of Staff 
LDC — less-developed [developing] coun

try
LEU — low-enriched uranium 
LOA — letter of offer and acceptance 
LPDR — Lao People's Democratic Republic 
LRTNF — long-range theater nuclear 

force(s)
LWR — light water reactor 
MAP — multiple aim-point; military assis

tance program 
MBFR — mutual and balanced force re

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

Footnotes at end of list.
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MDEL — Major Defense Equipment List 
MFA — Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
MOX — mixed oxide fuel 
MSWU/a — million separative work units 

per annum 
MUF — missing and unaccounted for 
MWe — megawatts of electricity 
NASA — National Aeronautics and Space 

Administration 
NATO — North Atlantic Treaty Organi

zation
NDP — National Disclosure Policy 
NDPC — National Military Disclosure 

Policy Committee 
NEA — Nuclear Energy Agency [of the 

OECD]
NNPA — Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act 

(of 1978)
NORINCO — North China Industries 

Corporation 
NPT — Non-Proliferation Treaty 
NRC — Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
OECD — Organization for Economic Co

operation and Development [of Europe] 
OJCS — Organization of the Joint Chiefs 

of Staff
OMC — Office of Munitions Control 

(Department of State)
OP ANAL — Organization for the Prohibi

tion of Nuclear Weapons in Latin Amer
ica (Organismo para la Proscripcion de las 
Armas Nucleares en la America Latine) 

OUSDRE — Office of the Under Secre
tary of Defense for Research and En
gineering 

P & A — price and availability 
P & B — planning and budgetary 
par. — paragraph 
PD, P.O. — Presidential Directive 
P.L. — Public Law
PM — Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs 

[Department of State]
PNE — peaceful nuclear explosi (-on, -ve)
P & R — planning and review
PRC — People's Republic of China
prt. — print
pi. — part
pub. — publication

PWR — pressurized water reactor 
R. — Republican
RAR — reasonably assured resources
R & D — research and development
Rep. — Representative
rept. — report
RES/^, res. — resolution
rev.^ — revised
RSI — rationalization, standardization, 

and interoperability 
RW — radiological weapon(s)
S. — Senate
SALT — Strategic Arms Limitation Talks 
s e e  — Standing Consultative Commission 
sess. — session
SIPRI — Stockholm International Peace 

Research Institute 
Supp.' — Supplement 
TCC — Technical Coordinating Committee 
TNF — theater nuclear force(s)
TOW — tube-launched, optically-tracked, 

wire-guided missile 
U.K. — United Kingdom 
UN, U.N. — United Nations 
UNDP^ — United Nations Development 

Program
UNGA^ — United Nations General As

sembly
UNSCEAR^ — United Nations Scientific 

Committee on the Effects of Atomic 
Radiation on Man and His Environ
ment

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

States Army 
USAF — United States Air Force 
USDP — Under Secretary of Defense for 

Policy
USDR & E — Under Secretary of Defense 

for Research and Engineering 
USMC — United States Marine Corps 
USN — United States Navy 
voL — volume
WEC — World Energy Conference 
WMO — World Meterological Organization 
WOCA— World Outside Centrally Planned 

Economies Area

^Abbreviation used in docum ents of United Nations organs or international conferences serviced by the United 

Nations Secretariat.

^Title changed from Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee in 1969 with addition of eight new  members. 

^Replaced Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) in 1979.

^With addition of eight new members in 1969, title changed to Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 

(CCD).



LIST OF PRINCIPAL CONFERENCES 
AND ORGANIZATIONS

Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean
Established as a 15-member body by General Assembly resolution 2992 (XXVII) of Dec.
15, 1972 to further the objectives of the declaration set forth in resolution 2832 (XXVI) 
of Dec. 16, 1971 and extended in succeeding years by General Assembly resolutions. 
Resolutions 34/80 A and B of Dec. 11, 1979 renewed general mandate and requested 
Committee to undertake preparatory work for a conference on the Indian Ocean. Four 
sessions in 1980 (39 formal meetings): Feb. 4 -8 , June 2-13 , July 21-A ug . 8, Oct. 30, in 
New York. Membership enlarged by resolutions 3259 B (XXIX) of Dec. 9, 1974 (3 new 
members* appointed by the President of the General Assembly), 32/86 of Dec. 12,1977 
(5**), and 34/80 B of Dec. 11, 1979 (22**̂ )̂. Membership in 1980 (45): Australia, Bangla
desh*, Bulgaria***, Canada***, China, Democratic Yemen**, Djibouti***, Egypt***, 
Ethiopia**, France***, FRG***, GDR***, Greece**, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Italy***, 
Japan, Kenya*, Liberia***, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives***, Mauritius, Mozambique**, 
Netherlands***, Norway***, Oman**, Pakistan, Panama***, Poland***, Romania***, 
Seychelles***, Singapore***, Somalia*, Sri Lanka, Sudan***, Tanzania, U.K.***, U.S.***, 
USSR***, Yemen, Yugoslavia***, Zambia. Chairman: Sri Lanka (Fernando/Balasubra- 
maniam). Vice-Chairmen: Australia (Nolan), GDR (Kahn), Indonesia (Loeis/Wirjono). 
Rapporteur: Madagascar (Rasolondraibe).

Ad Hoc Committee on the World Disarmament Conference
Established by General Assembly resolution 3183 (XXVIII) of Dec. 18, 1973 as a 
40-member non-nuclear weapons group appointed by the President of the General 
Assembly. Convened in 1980 pursuant to General Assembly resolution 34/81 of Dec. 
11, 1979. Two sessions in 1980: Mar. 31-A pr. 1 (2 meetings), June 16-20 (3 meetings). 
Working Group: June 18-19 (3 meetings). Membership: Algeria, Argentina, Austria, 
Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burundi, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Czechoslovakia, Egypt, 
Ethiopia, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran, Italy, Japan, Lebanon, Liberia, Mexico, 
Mongolia, Morocco, Netherlands, Nigeria, Pakistan, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Romania, 
Spain, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Tunisia, Turkey, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia. 
Chairman: Sri Lanka (Femando/Balasubramaniam). Vice-Chairmen: Burundi (Simbananiye), 
Peru (Calle y Calle), Poland (Jaroszek/Frelek). Rapporteur: Spain (Zelada).

Ad Hoc Panel on Military Budgeting
Appointed by the U.N. Secretary-General pursuant to General Assembly resolution 
33/67 of Dec. 14, 1978. Three sessions in 1980: Jan. 21-25, June 23-July 3, Aug. 25-29. 
Membership: Indonesia (Parwoto), Japan (Kumagai), Nigeria (Odeka), Peru (Encinas 
del Pando), Romania (Grozea), Sweden (Cars), U.S. (Gallik). Chairman: Peru.

Advisory Board on Disarmament Studies
Established pursuant to paragraphs 98 and 124 of the Final Document of the Tenth 
Special Session of the U.N. General Assembly.^ Two sessions in 1980: 4th—Apr.
28-M ay 9; 5th—Sept. 29-O ct. 9, both in New York. Participants: 24 U.N. members at 
4th session, 26 at 5th. Chairman: Pakistan (Shahi). Fourth session chaired by perma
nent Vice-Chairman, Poland (Wyzner).

Footnotes at end of list.
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Committee on Disarmament (CD)
Established in 1978 by the General Assembly at its Tenth Special Session to replace the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD). Organized along lines set out in 
paragraph 120 of the Final Document of that session.^ Two sessions in 1980 (48 formal 
plenary meetings, 45 informal meetings): Feb. 5—Apr. 29, June 1 2 -Aug. 9, in Geneva. 
Membership: The 5 nuclear-weapon states (China,^ France,^ U.K., U.S., USSR) and 35 
non-nuclear weapon states, as follows: 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. Non-member participants (by invitation) in 1980: Austria, Denmark, Finland, 
Spain, Switzerland. Chairmanship rotated monthly in alphabetical order. Ad Hoc 
Working Groups (established at 69th plenary meeting, Mar. 17, 1980): Working Group 
of Scientific Experts to Consider International Cooperative Measures to Detect and 
Identify Seismic Events; Working Group to Negotiate Toward Effective International 
Arrangements to Assure Non-Nuclear Weapon States Against the Use or Threat of Use 
of Nuclear Weapons; Working Group on Chemical Weapons; Working Group on 
Radiological Weapons (to negotiate a draft treaty); Working Group on a Comprehen
sive Program of Disarmament.

Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE)
Meetings held originally in 1973, 1974, 1975, in Geneva. Final summit meeting, 
July-A ug. 1975, in Helsinki. First follouyup session in 1980: Nov. 11-D ec. 20, in Madrid. 
Participants: 35 states, including U.S. U.S. delegation head: Bell.

Disarmament Commission (DC)
Established as a deliberative body and subsidiary organ of the U.N. General Assembly 
by the Final Act of the Tenth Special Session (par. 118)  ̂ to succeed original 
Disarmament Commission established by resolution 502 (VI) of Jan. 11,1952. Continua
tion of its work mandated by General Assembly resolution 34/83 H of Dec. 11, 1979. 
Two sessions in 1980: May 12-Ju n e  6 (substantive—16 plenary meetings, 16 informal 
meetings), Dec. 8 -9  (organizational). Chairman: India (Vellodi). Vice-Chairman (chaired 
organizational session): Bulgaria (Kostov). Membership: All states members of the 
United Nations. U.S. delegation head: Petree.

Group of Experts on a Comprehensive Study on Nuclear Weapons
Appointed by the U.N. Secretary-General pursuant to General Assembly resolution 
33/91 D of Dec. 16, 1978. Three sessions in 1980: Jan. 23-Feb. 1, Apr. 21-25, July 7-12, 
in New York. Membership (12): Allotey (Ghana), Bouayad-Agha (Algeria), Civic 
(Yugoslavia), Correa-Villalobos (Mexico), Imai (Japan), Legault (Canada), Marker 
(Pakistan), Otegui (Argentina), Oxley (Australia), Thunborg (Sweden), Tinea (Romania), 
Vellodi (India). Chairman: Thunborg.

Group of Experts to Prepare a Study on Israeli Nuclear Armament
Appointed by the Secretary-General pursuant to General Assembly resolution 34/89 of 
Dec. 11, 1979. One session in 1980: July 21-A ug . 1, in New York. Membership: Kapur 
(Canada), Khroustalev (USSR), Mazrui (U.S.), Quester (U.S.), Saab (Lebanon). Chairman: 
Mazrui.

Footnotes at end of list.
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Group of Experts on South Africa's Plan and Capability in the Nuclear Field
Appointed by the Secretary-General pursuant to General Assembly resolution 34/76 of 
Dec. 11, 1979. Two sessions in 1980: Feb. 25-29, July 8 -A ug . 8, in New York. 
Membership: Heineback (Zimbabwe), Kulagin (USSR), Lopez (Brazil), Adeyemi/ 
Onwumechili (Nigeria), Sautos-Cugugan (Philippines), S^billeau (France). Chairman: 
Nigeria (Adeyemi/Onwumechili).

Group of Governmental Experts on Confidence-Building Measures
Appointed by the U.N. Secretary-General pursuant to General Assembly resolution 
34/87 B of December 11, 1979. Two sessions in 1980: Apr. 8 -11 , in Geneva; July
29-Aug. 1 (14 formal meetings), in New York. Membership (14): Austria (Ceska/Rudofsky), 
Canada (Roberts), Czechoslovakia (Stembera), Ecuador (Benites), FRG (Pfeiffer), 
Ghana (Boaten), Japan (Ohta), Peru (Palma), Romania (Nicolae), Thailand (Bunnag/ 
Gunakasem), U.S. (Flowerree/Clinard), USSR (Bykov), Zaire (Kamanda). Chairman: 
FRG.

Group of Governmental Experts on the Implications of Establishing an International 
Satellite Monitoring Agency 

Originated in French proposal submitted at Tenth Special Session of the U.N. General 
Assembly and noted in paragraph 125 (d) of the Final Document of that session.^ 
Appointed by the Secretary-General pursuant to General Assembly resolution 33/71J of 
Dec. 11,1979, in Geneva. Membership (13): Argentina (Passalacqua), Austria (Winkler), 
Colombia (Gaviria Lievano), Egypt (Abdel-Hady), France (Bortzmeyer), India (Santhanam), 
Indonesia (Sidik), Italy (Albanesi), Romania (Mandescu), Sweden (Danielsson), Tuni
sia (Louisz), Upper Volta (Ouedraogo), Yugoslavia (Vucurovic). Chairman: France.

Group of Governmental Experts on Regional Disarmament
Appointed by the U.N. Secretary-General pursuant to General Assembly resolution 
33/91 E of Dec. 16, 1978. Two sessions in 1980: Apr. 14-25, in New York; July 28-A ug. 
8, in Geneva. Membership (11): Argentina (Otegui), Belgium (Willot), Egypt (Shaker), 
Finland (Tomudd), FRG (Heisenberg), Indonesia (Suwondo), Mexico (Gonzalez de 
Leon), Nigeria (Adeniji), Pakistan (Naik), Poland (Przygodski/Wieczorek). Chairman: 
Belgium.

Group of Governmental Experts on the Relationship Between Disarmament and 
Development

Appointed by the U.N. Secretary-General in accordance with General Assembly 
resolution 32/88 A of Dec. 12, 1977 and par. 94 of the Final Document of the Tenth 
Special Session.^ Three sessions in 1980: Feb. 11-18, in Geneva; June 2-12 , in New 
York; Sept. 15-26, in Geneva. Membership (27): Brazil (Duarte), Canada (Wood), Egypt 
(El Shafei), France (Pradelle de la Tour de Jean), FRG (Becker), GDR (Engelhardt), 
Hungary (Backsai), India (Subrahmanyam), Jamaica (Hill), Japan (Kakitsubo), Mexico 
(Garcia Reynoso), Netherlands (de Haan), Nigeria (Sagay), Norway (Lundbo), Paki
stan (Ahmad), Peru (Encinas del Pando), Philippines (Verceles), Poland (Czarkowski), 
Romania (Vlad), Senegal (Sy), Sri Lanka (Mohamed), Sweden (Thorsson), U.K. 
(Haselden), U.S. (Gallik), USSR (Simonia), Venezuela (Cabana), Yugoslavia (Admovic).

Group of Governmental Experts to Study the Institutional Arrangements Relating to 
the Process of Disarmament

Appointed by the Secretary-General pursuant to General Assembly resolution 34/87 E

Footnotes at end of list.
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of Dec. 11, 1979. Two sessions in 1980: Apr. 8 -11 , June 30-July 3, in New York. 
Members (20): Argentina (Ortiz de Rozas), China (Yang), Cuba (Lechuga-Hevia), 
France (D'Aboville), GDR (Thun), India (Dubey), Japan (Ishiguri), Kenya (Maina), 
Mexico (Cabrera-Silva), Morocco (Rahhali), Netherlands (Kooijmans), Nigeria (Adeyenii), 
Poland (Pac), Senegal (Sy), Sri Lanka (Mohamed), Sweden (Bjomerstedt), U.K. 
(Dean), U.S. (Rosenstock), USSR (Shustov), Yugoslavia (Silovic). Chairman: Argentina.

International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
Established by statute of Oct. 26, 1956, which entered into force in 1957; headquarters, 
Vienna, Austria. 25th General Conference in 1980: Sept. 22 -26 , in Vienna. Board of 
Governors meeting: June 17-20, in Vienna. Membership: 110 states in 1980. Director- 
General: Eklund. Board of Governors: 34 states.

International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation (INFCE)
Two-year study initiated by the United States and supported by the International 
Atomic Energy Agency administratively and in other ways. Launched at organizing 
conference, Oct. 1977, in Washington. Two plenary conferences: Nov. 27-29, 1978 and 
Feb. 25-27, 1980, in Vienna. Participants: 59 states and 6 international organizations in 
1980. Presidents: Egypt (Effat) in 1978; Japan (Yatabe) in 1980. Eight working groups on 8 
aspects of the fuel cycle, comprising 519 experts from 46 countries and 6 international 
organizations; 61 meetings. Chairman: U.S. (Chayes). U.S. Representative—Smith.

Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers
Eleventh Islamic Conference held May 17-22,1980, in Islamabad, Pakistan. Participants: 
Foreign Ministers of 39 Islamic states of the Middle East and Africa, observers of 1 
African country and 22 organizations, including the United Nations.

Negotiations on M utual Reductions of Forces and Armaments and Associated Meas
ures in Central Europe (Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions Talks—MBFR) 

Preparatory talks held early 1973, in Vienna. Negotiations began in late 1973, 
continuing to present. Three rounds of talks in 1980: 20th— Ĵan. 31-A p r. 3; 21st—May 
14-July 24; 22d—Sept. 25—Dec. 18. Regular participants: NATO—Belgium, Canada, 
FRG, Luxembourg, Netherlands, U.K., U.S. Warsaw pact—Czechoslovakia, GDR, 
Poland, USSR. Special status participants: Bulgaria, Denmark, Greece, Hungary, Italy, 
Norway, Romania, Turkey. U.S. delegation head: Dean; Soviet: Tarasov.

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., Aug., in Geneva. Third and final session in 1980: Mar. 
24-A pr. 3, in Geneva. Participants: 45 states parties to the Treaty serving on IAEA 
Board of Governors or represented in the Committee on Disarmament.

Preparatory Committee for the Second Special Session of the General Assembly 
Devoted to Disarmament

Established pursuant to General Assembly resolution 35/47 of Dec. 3, 1980. One 
session (organizational) in 1980: Dec. 4 -5 , in New York. Participants: 78 U.N. member 
states appointed by the President of the General Assembly. Chairman: Nigeria 
(Adeniji). Vice-Chairmen (13): Australia, Bahamas, Bangladesh, Benin, Bulgaria, GDR, 
India, Italy, Japan, Mexico, Morocco, Peru, Yugoslavia. Rapporteur: Turkey (Ersun).
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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 B of Dec. 14, 1978 and in 
accordance with Preparatory Committee decision of July 1979. One session in 1980 (12 
plenary meetings): Mar. 3 -21 , in Geneva. Participants: 53 states (of 67) parties and 8 
signatories (of 37). President: Norway (Vaem6). Vice-Presidents (16): Argentina, Bulgaria, 
Canada, Ecuador, Ghana, Hungary, Italy, Kuwait, Nigeria, Pakistan, Spain, U.K., 
U.S., USSR, Venezuela, Yugoslavia. Committee of the Whole: Chairman—Bulgaria 
(Voutov). Drafting Committee: Chairman—Kenya (Maina); Vice-Chairman—Denmark 
(Mortenson). Credentials Committee: Chairman—^Brazil (de Souza e Silva); Vice-Chairman— 
Ukrainian SSR (Kochubey). Secretary-General of the Conference: Segarra (U.N. Center for 
Disarmament).

Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons

Second review conference convened in accordance with the Final Declaration of the 
first review conference. May 30,1975.^ One session in 1980: Aug. 11-S ep t. 7, in Geneva. 
Participants: 75 (of 114) states parties, 1 signatory (Egypt), a number of observers, 
including representatives of the United Nations, IAEA, OPANAL, etc. Chairman: Iraq 
(Kittani). U.S. delegation head: ACDA Director Earle; alternate head: Van Doren.

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 
Indiscriminate Effects

Convened pursuant to General Assembly resolution 32/152 of Dec. 19, 1977. One 
session in 1979, in Sept. Second and last session in 1980: Sept. 1 5 -Oct. 10, in Geneva. 
Participants: 85 states (82 in 1979, 76 in 1980) and observers. President: Nigeria (Adeniji). 
Vice-Presidents (11): Colombia, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Jamaica (1979-1980)/Argentina 
(1980), Mexico, Sweden, U.S., USSR, Yugoslavia, Zaire. Rapporteur: Netherlands 
(Akkerman). Committee of the Whole: Chairman—Bulgaria (Voutov). Drafting Committee: 
Chairman—Pakistan (Marker, 1979—1980/Akram, 1980). Working Group on a General 
Treaty: Chairman—^Mexico (de Icaza). Drafting Committee: Brazil, France, GDR, Hungary, 
Kenya, Pakistan, Peru (1979-1980)/Argentina (1980), Philippines, Spain, the Sudan. 
Executive Secretary of the Conference: Segarra. Legal Adviser: Szasz.

United Nations General Assembly (UNGA)
Thirty-fifth regular session: Sept. 16, 1980—Sept. 14, 1981.
Membership: 152 states.
Secretary-General: Waldheim.
President, General Assembly: Romania (Marinescu).
Chairman, First Committee: Pakistan (Naik).

World Congress on Disarmament Education
Convened by the Director-General of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organization (UNESCO) pursuant to decision 7.1.2 adopted by the Executive 
Board at its 105th session and resolutions 3/2.1/2 and 11.1 adopted by the 20th session 
of the General Conference. One session in 1980: June 9-13 , in Paris. Participants (in their 
personal capacity): 132 specialists from 48 countries, 122 observers from 97 non
governmental organizations, 55 member states, 9 U.N. organizations, 2 international 
governmental organizations, 2 liberation movements.

Footnotes at end of list.
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United States-Soviet Talks

Standing Consultative Commission (SCO 
Joint U.S.-USSR body established Dec. 21, 1972 pursuant to the Memorandum of 
Understanding of Dec. 21, 1972^ to promote implementation of the provisions of the 
SALT I agreements and of the Agreement on Measures to Reduce the Risk of Outbreak 
of Nuclear War.^ Two sessions in 1980: XVII—^Mar. 1 8 -Apr. 3; XVIII—Sept. 24-O ct. 24. 
Commissioners: U.S.—Buchheim; USSR—Starodubov.

Theater Nuclear Forces’' (TNF)
Preliminary exchange of views on arms control, including "'Eurostrategic'' nuclear 
arms as agreed by Secretary of State Muskie and Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko, 
Sept. 25, 1980. One session in 1980: Oct. 17-N ov. 17, in Geneva. U.S. Representative, 
Keeny; Soviet, Karpov.

Joint Working Groups®
Antisatellite Systems (ASAT). Initiated for the purpose of preventing an 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, in Helsinki. Two rounds in 1979: Jan.-Feb., in Bern; Apr.-June, in Vienna. Has 
not met since.

Chemical Weapons (CW). Meetings held pursuant to U.S.-USSR agreement of July 3, 
1974.  ̂ Rounds I through X held 1976-1979, in Geneva. Two rounds of talks in 1980: 
Round XI—Feb. 11-M ar. 19; Round XII—May 22-July 7, both in Geneva. Delegation 
heads: U.S.—CD representative Flowerree; USSR—CD representative Issraelyan.

Comprehensive Test Ban (CTB). Talks began as bilateral session in Washington, June 
1977. U.K. included in all subsequent sessions. Three sessions in 1980: Feb. 4 -A p r. 5, 
June 16—Aug. 2, Oct. 5 -N ov . 12, in Geneva. Delegation heads: U.S.—York; U.K. 
—Edmonds; USSR—Petrosyants.

Conventional Arms Transfer (CAT). Preliminary exchange of views held in 1977, in 
Washington. Three rounds of talks in 1978, in Helsinki and Mexico City. Has not met 
since.

Indian Ocean. 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.^°

*The Final Docum ent of the Tenth Special Session (also known as the first special session of the General Assembly 

devoted to disarmament) may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 411 ff.

^China took its seat for the first time in Feb. 1980.

^France was a member of both precursor bodies, the ENEKT and the CCD, but it took no part in either. It took its seat 
at the CD for the first time in Feb. 1979.

^The Final Declaration may be found ibid., 1975, pp. 146-156.

^Ibid., 1972, pp. 8 6 8 -  869.

% id .,  1971, pp. 634-635.

 ̂Referred to as intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF) since 1981.
” With the exception of the CW group, these resulted from a Mar. 1977 agreement with the Soviet Union to establish 

several bilateral working groups to consider various arms control topics. See ibid., 1977, pp. 179, 578-579.

^Ibid., 1974, p. 236.

'^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.



Letter From President Carter to the M ajority Leader of 
the Senate (Byrd): Request for a Delay in Senate Con
sideration of the SALT II Treaty, January 3, 1980 ^

In light of the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, I request that you  
delay consideration of the SALT II Treaty on the Senate floor.^

The purpose of this request is not to withdraw the Treaty from con
sideration, but to defer the debate so that the Congress and I as Presi
dent can assess Soviet actions and intentions, and devote our primary 
attention to the legislative and other measures required to respond to 
this crisis.

As you know, I continue to share your view that the SALT II Treaty 
is in the national security interest of the United States and the entire 
world, and that it should be taken up by the Senate as soon as these 
more urgent issues have been addressed.

Statement by the Department of State: Export of 
Fighter A ircraft, January 4, 1980 ^

The President has decided that in certain cases the sale to foreign 
countries of intermediate fighter aircraft developed or modified for ex
port (FX) would be in the national interest and would be consistent 
with the objectives of the U.S. arms transfer policy. An intermediate 
fighter is defined as one whose cost and performance characteristics 
would generally lie between our current export fighter, the F-5E, and 
fighter aircraft now in production for U.S. forces, such as the F-16.

The availability of FX aircraft will contribute to our national security 
objectives by permitting the United States to respond positively to the 
security needs of our Wends and allies when the F-5E is inadequate, 
and it will contribute to arms transfer restraint objectives by discourag
ing purchases of more sophisticated first-line aircraft from the United 
States and other suppliers. An interagency study of the FX concept 
found that, without an intermediate alternative, an increasing number 
of countries may turn to first-line aircraft to fill their fighter needs. The 
FX, with its capabilities tailored largely toward a defensive role, is thus 
consistent with the overriding arms control purpose of the President's 
arms transfer policy—to provide countries with the weapons best 
suited to their legitimate self-defense purposes.

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Jan. 7, 1980, p. 12.
 ̂The treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Mar. 1980, pp. 64-65.
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The U.S. Government will not provide funding for development of 
the aircraft, and aircraft companies will assume all financial and market 
risks. Interested companies can proceed, however, with the assurance 
that the U.S. Government will not disapprove the sale of an intermedi
ate fighter on the grounds that it was developed or modified solely for 
export. We will continue, of course, to apply all other arms transfer 
policy criteria to any proposed sales on a case-by-case basis to insure 
consistency with our foreign policy, national security, and arms control 
interests. In addition, any FX sales to countries covered by the Presi
dent's arms transfer ceiling will be accommodated within the annual 
ceiling.

Interview of Deputy Secretary of State Christopher on 
CBS News "face  the Nation^': Adherence to the 
Strategic Arms Limitation Agreement (SALT II) 
[Extract], January 6, 1980 ^

Q. On the question of SALT,^ which is of interest to a lot of people, 
the Administration tried so hard to complete the process of negotiating 
SALT. You went to the Congress, held up in the Senate Afghanistan, 
and suddenly you are pulling back and shelving it for the time being. 
At the same time, it is made very clear that we are going to abide by the 
terms of the treaty as it was negotiated and it seems why the 
ratification process, in a sense? But w hy stick with the terms?

A. Under international law, a country is obligated to stick to the 
terms of a treaty that has been negotiated and which is in the process of 
ratification. We intend to do that for our part. But we also intend to 
keep our eye on the Soviet Union, and if w e find some deviation from 
the terms of SALT II on their part, then, of course, we will be in quite a 
different position ourselves.

Memorandum From President Carter to Secretary of 
Commerce Kiutznicic: Technology Transfers to the 
Soviet Union, January 8, 1980 ^

I direct that you, in consultation with the Secretary of Defense and 
other appropriate officials, review and revise our policy with respect to 
the export of high technology and other strategic items to the Soviet

 ̂ Department of State Bulletin, Feb. 1980, p. 6.
 ̂The SALT II Treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Jan. 14, 1980, pp. 43-44. The memoran

dum was announced on Jan. 9.
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Union.  ̂Pending review, no validated export licenses for shipment of 
goods or technical data to the Soviet Union are to be approved. This 
review is to reassess what exports will make a significant contribution 
to the military potential of the Soviet Union and therefore prove 
detrimental to the security of the United States in light of the Soviet 
intervention in Afghanistan.

In addition, I direct that you immediately review those transactions 
for which validated licenses have already been issued but export has 
not occurred to determine whether any such licenses should be 
suspended or revoked in light of the changed national security 
circumstances.

Finally, I direct that you, in consultation with the Secretary of State 
and other appropriate officials, determine whether certain transactions 
now under general license requirements should be subject to validated 
license requirements.

Memorandum From President Carter to Secretary of 
State Vance and Secretary of Defense Brown: Tech- 
n Transfers to the Soviet Union, January 8,

I have directed the Secretary of Commerce to review and revise our 
policy with respect to the export of high technology and other strategic 
items to the Soviet Union.^ This review is to reassess what exports will 
make a significant contribution to the military potential of the Soviet 
Union and therefore prove detrimental to the security of the United 
States in light of the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan.

Our COCOM partners should be consulted on this review, which 
will reexamine precedents established in the past for COCOM exceptions, 
in order to secure their cooperation. These consultations should make 
clear that the basis for review and revision is the Soviet intervention in 
Afghanistan which has changed the nature of the potential danger to 
our common military security.

Second Amendment to the Agreement for Cooperation 
Between the United States and the International 
Atomic Energy Agency, January 14, 1980 ^

The International Atomic Energy Agency and the United States of 
America,

 ̂The directive to the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense is printed infra.
 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Jan. 14, 1980, p. 44. The memorandum 

was announced on Jan. 9.

 ̂TIAS 9762, pp. 2 -3 . The am endm ent was signed by Roger Kirk for the U.S. and 
Sigvard Eklund for the IAEA.

1 7 0 V

 ̂Supra.
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Desiring to amend the Agreement for Co-operation between the 
International Atomic Energy Agency and the United States of America, 
signed at Vienna on 11 May 1959, as amended on 12 February 1974"̂  
(hereinafter referred to as the "Agreement for Co-operation"),

Agree as follows:

ARTICLE I

Article IV of the Agreement for Co-operation is amended by the 
addition of the following sentences:

The applicable laws, regulations and licence requirements of the 
United States include criteria for the arrangements for transfer and 
export and the performance of services referred to in the foregoing 
sentence, as set forth in the Annex and the Appendix thereto. The 
Appendix may be modified by mutual consent of the Parties, 
witnout amendment of this Agreement. For the purpose of 
implementing the arrangements set forth in the Annex, the 
Agency may act as an intermediary at the request of a Member 
State or group of Member States.

ARTICLE II

1. Sub-paragraphs (a) and (b) of Article V of the Agreement for 
Co-operation are amended as follows:

(a) Safeguards in accordance with the Agency's Statute and the 
Agency's safeguards system shall be maintained, and implemented 
by the Agency with respect to all Agency activities in which 
rnaterial, equipment or facilities made available pursuant to this 
Agreement are used. Small quantities of source material and 
special nuclear material subject to this Agreement may be trans
ferred to Member States by the Agency for safeguards related 
purposes. Any such material so transferred may be deemed to be 
exempt from the application of safeguards, provided that the total 
quantity of such material shall not at any time exceed in quantity 
one effective kilogram, as defined in the Agency's safeguards 
system. Any such material shall remain subject to this Agreement 
regardless of its physical location until the Parties agree that any 
such material has been consumed, or has been diluted in such a 
way that it is no longer usable for any nuclear activity relevant 
from the point of view of safeguards, or has become practically 
irrecoverable.

(b) Material, equipment or facilities transferred pursuant to this 
Agreement, and material used in or produced through the use of 
any such material, equipment or facilities, shall not be used for 
nuclear weapons or any other nuclear explosive device, for re
search on or development of any nuclear explosive device, or for 
any other military purpvose.

2. Sub-paragraph (c) of Article V of the Agreement for Co-operation 
is amended by the addition of the following sentence:

 ̂TIAS 4291, 7852; 10 UST 1424; 25 UST 1199.
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In cases where the United States transfers material, equipment 
or facilities in accordance with this Agreement for the Agency's 
own use, such material, equipment or facilities and any f e c ia l  
nuclear material used in or produced through the use of  ̂such 
material, equipment or facilities may be transferred by the Agency 
only upon agreement by the United States.

ARTICLE III

This Amendment shall enter into force on the date on which the 
Agency receives from the United States written notification that it has 
complied with all requirements for such entry into force. ^

In Witness Whereof, the undersigned representatives have signed this 
Amendment pursuant to duly constituted authority.

Done at Vienna, this fourteenth day of January 1980, in duplicate in 
the English language.

State of the Union Message by President Carter: Nu
clear Weapons Control and Strategic Arms Limita
tion [Extract], January 21, 1980 ^

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

Together with our friends and allies, w e are striving to build a world 
in which peoples with diverse interests can live freely and prosper. But 
all that humankind has achieved to date, all that w e are seeking to 
accomplish, and human existence itself can be undone in an instant— în 
the catastrophe of a nuclear war.

Thus one of the central objectives of my Administration has been to 
control the proliferation of nuclear weapons to those nations which do 
not have them, and their further development by the existing nuclear 
powers—notably the Soviet Union and the United States.

NON-PROLIFERATION

I entered office committed to assert American leadership in stem
ming the proliferation of nuclear weapons—which could create funda
mental new instabilities in critical regions of the world, and threaten 
the security of the United States. This should not and cannot be done 
unilaterally. The cooperation of other suppliers of nuclear technology 
and materials is needed. This issue must not become a North-South 
confrontation.

We have been proceeding on a number of fronts:

—We have been seeking to encourage nations to accede to the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty,^ or to accept full-scope international safeguards.

 ̂May 6, 1980.
 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Jan. 28, 1980, pp. 178-180.
 ̂For the text of the treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act calls for such safeguards in connec
tion with United States nuclear exports.^

— T̂he International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation (INFCE) has 
demonstrated that suppliers and recipients can work together. Its 
results will be published in a month."  ̂While differences remain, it will 
provide a broader international basis for national decisions which must 
balance energy needs with non-proliferation concerns.

—^Finally, we are working to encourage regional cooperation and 
restraint. Protocol I of the Treaty of Tlatelolco  ̂which will contribute to 
the lessening of nuclear dangers for our Latin American neighbors has 
not yet been ratified by the United States Senate.

Working together with the Congress, I remain committed to the 
vigorous pursuit of our non-proliferation objectives.

LIMITATIONS ON STRATEGIC ARMS

The most prominent of our nuclear arms control efforts is, of course, 
SALT 11.̂

The signing of the Treaty brought to an end painstaking negotiations 
carried out under three administrations of both parties.

—SALT II is in our mutual interest; it is neither an American favor to 
the Soviet Union nor a Soviet favor to the United States.

—Ratification of the SALT II Treaty would represent a major step 
forward in restraining the continued growth of Soviet strategic forces.

Because SALT II reduces superpower competition in its most danger
ous manifestation, this Treaty is the single most important bilateral 
accord of the decade:

—SALT II will permit us better to maintain strategic equivalence in 
nuclear weapons and devote our defense increases more heavily to our 
highest priority needs for conventional force improvements;

—Without it, the Soviets can add more power to their forces and 
better conceal from us what they are doing;

—Without SALT II, and the beginning of SALT III, deeper cuts 
would take many more years to achieve;

—^Without SALT II, our efforts to control the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons will be more difficult.

I believe that the Senate will ratify SALT II because the Treaty is, in 
its simplest terms, in the interest of our Nation's security.

But I do not believe it advisable at this time to bring up the Treaty for 
consideration on the Senate floor. The Congress and the Executive 
Branch must first deal with the pressing matters arising from the Soviet 
invasion of Afghanistan.

 ̂See ibid., 1978, pp. 118-164.
See post, Feb. 27.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1967, p. 82.
 ̂The treaty is printed ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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Report by Secretary of Defense Brown to the Con
gress: Negotiations W ith the Soviet Union, Counter
vailing Strategy, and the Adequacy of Strategic 
Capabilities [Extracts], January 29, 1980 ^

CHAPTER 4

In t e r n a t io n a l  P o l it ic s  a n d  D e f e n s e

II. COOPERATION WITH THE SOVIET UNION

Although the Soviets have not shown much restraint in their 
unilateral defense decisions, they have been willing to engage in 
negotiations to control the military competition. Where mutual re
straint is feasible, and can be made equitable and verifiable, it will no 
doubt remain in our national interest to negotiate formal and detailed 
arms control agreements that will enhance our security through limits 
on the Soviet threat.

A. SALT

SALT II is such an agreement.^ It provides effective restraints on 
strategic arms and will measurably enhance our national security, 
particularly when the Soviets are behaving aggressively. But the timing 
of ratification of SALT must be deferred until Soviet actions in 
Afghanistan have been adequately countered. We should recognize, 
meanwhile, that SALT II remains in our interest for a number of 
reasons.

1. SALT II will actually reduce the strategic forces of the Soviet 
Union, as shown in Chart 4 —4. It will require the Soviets to reduce 
their current inventory of strategic missile launchers and heavy bomb
ers by 254 units. It will halt the buildup of Soviet strategic nuclear 
delivery vehicles that would probably occur in the absence of SALT II. 
In every category of weapons that SALT II limits, the Soviets, simply 
by continuing their current rate of deployment, could substantially 
exceed the SALT II ceilings by 1985. They could, for example, have 
about 3,000 strategic nuclear delivery vehicles of all kinds instead of the 
2,250 allowed by the treaty; a total of 1,500 MIRVed missile launchers 
instead of 1,200; and more than 1,000 MIRVed ICBM launchers instead 
of 820. Indeed, we believe the Soviets were already building toward at 
least 100 more MIRVed ICBM launchers than would be allowed under 
this ceiling.

 ̂ Report of Secretary of Defense Harold Brown to the Congress on the F Y 1981 Budget, F Y 1982 
Authorization Request, and FY 1981-1985 Defense Programs, pp. 39-44, 65-68, 85-88.

 ̂The agreement is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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C h a r t 4 - 4
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2. SALT II will impose some important qualitative constraints on the 
strategic arms competition between the United States and the Soviet 
Union. The most important of these restrictions are the provisions 
limiting each side to no more than one new type of ICBM and the 
so-called fractionation limit. The Soviets have been developing at least 
four follow-on ICBMs. Under SALT II, all but one will now have to be 
quite limited modifications of existing ICBMs; and the Soviets cannot 
under SALT II provisions increase the launch-weight or throw-weight 
of the SS-18 or SS-19. The fractionation limit means that the maximum 
number of reentry vehicles on existing or modified types of ICBMs 
cannot be increased from what that number is now. The new ICBM 
that is permitted cannot have more than 10 reentry vehicles. The treaty 
thus takes away the ability of the Soviets to exploit fully the throw- 
weight of their larger missiles. If it were not for this limit, each Soviet 
SS-18 ICBM could be equipped to carry 20 or even 30 MIRVs, and the 
SS-19 could carry more than the six RVs it has now. As a consequence, 
the task of designing a more secure U.S. ICBM force is eased. Under 
SALT II, the Soviets will have to choose between a new missile to 
replace their existing single-warhead SS-11 land-based missile, and a 
10-RV missile to replace their MIRVed SS-17s and SS-19s. Under SALT
II, they cannot do both.
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3. SALT II will bring greater predictability and stability to the 
nuclear relationship between the United States and the Soviet Union. 
Without it, both sides probably would increase their strategic forces as 
hedges against uncertainty, resulting in less rather than more security 
for the United States.

4. The greater predictability and stability afforded by SALT II will 
make it significantly less expensive for us to maintain the strategic 
balance with the treaty than without it. We will need to increase our 
investment in the strategic nuclear forces even with SALT. Without 
SALT we would probably have to spend tens of billions of dollars over 
the next decade in addition to those we are already programming in 
order to meet increased Soviet efforts during that period. Those funds 
would be better spent on meeting our conventional requirements, with  
Soviet strategic force levels limited by SALT II.

5. The treaty will help us to monitor Soviet strategic forces. With or 
without SALT II, w e have a vital interest in keeping track of those 
forces, and we spend billions of dollars on systems for that purpose. 
Several provisions of the agreement will help us with the task. One 
explicitly prohibits interference with national technical means of 
verification. Another bans deliberate concealment of information where 
that would impede verification by national technical means. Given the 
capabilities of these means, and taking account of possible exploitation 
by the Soviets of monitoring uncertainties (where they exist), the 
Soviets could not gain any military advantage by attempting to 
circumvent the treaty. We would detect and could offset any cheating 
before it reached a scale that would affect the strategic nuclear balance. 
SALT thus helps to improve our strategic intelligence. Without SALT
II, w e could be faced with concealment, countermeasures to our 
national technical means, and all of the various "cheating scenarios" so 
worrisome to the critics of SALT—^because without SALT, nothing 
would prohibit these actions.

6. SALT II will not interfere with any program the United States will 
need, or with needed cooperation with our allies. On the other hand, 
rejection of the treaty—if perceived as a unilateral U.S. repudiation of 
the SALT process—could be seen as evidence of inability on the part of 
the United States to manage the process of building a more stable 
international order, and could affect our alliances adversely.

7. SALT II will demonstrate U.S. compliance with its obligation 
under the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) "to pursue negotiations in 
good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear 
arms race at an early date. .

8. Finally, SALT II will reduce the risk of nuclear war; it will limit the 
competition between the United States and the Soviet Union in a most 
dangerous and destabilizing area— strategic offensive arms—and it will 
lead to further SALT negotiations and more comprehensive restraints.

The United States is, by most meaningful measures, the strongest 
nation in the world. Only in military capabilities has the Soviet system

 ̂For the treaty text, see ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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been able, at great cost to the real needs of the Soviet peoples, to 
compete with ours. SALT II cannot and will not end the competition 
between our two nations. But if an assessment of recent Soviet actions, 
and the accomplishment of U.S. and allied responses, demonstrate (as
I believe they will) that some measures to regulate the U.S.-Soviet 
competition remain appropriate, SALT II can help to divert the 
competition into areas where the United States enjoys a clear compara
tive advantage. A delay in taking action in the current circumstances is 
appropriate, but to ask that such a treaty be used to solve all of our 
security problems or that its ratification be conditioned on resolving all 
of our other differences with the Soviet Union is to place a heavier 
burden on the agreement than is consistent with our national interest.

B. Other Negotiations

When the time comes to consider the ratification of the treaty, SALT
II should be judged on its own merits. We have the opportunity and 
the mechanisms in other negotiations to discuss the other aspects of 
managing the military competition with the Soviets. We have been  
using both.

We and the British have made significant progress in negotiations 
with the Soviets on a comprehensive nuclear test ban. We have been  
focusing on the development of verification measures that could 
effectively supplement existing national technical means of verification. 
Agreement in principle has been reached on arrangements for initiat
ing and conducting voluntary on-site inspections and for establishing a 
system of seismic stations on the territories of the parties. However, 
considerable work remains to be done in translating these agreements 
in principle into detailed verification arrangements satisfactory to the 
Parties.

In the negotiations on Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions 
(MBFR), NATO and the Warsaw Pact participants have agreed in 
principle on the goal of a common collective ceiling on ground forces 
for each side. But w e and our NATO allies have been unable to 
translate this principle into practice by resolving the disagreement with 
the Soviets and their Warsaw Pact allies over the number of troops they 
presently station in the relevant areas of Eastern Europe. We do not 
even have an agreement on the size of the Soviet forces that will be in 
the area after the withdrawal of the 20,000 troops and 1,000 tanks 
announced by President Brezhnev. In any event, those unilateral 
reductions are far less than the Soviet component of the mutual 
reductions NATO has sought in MBFR. Moreover, even if they are 
fully implemented, there would be no legal bar to troop reintroduction, 
no verification measures, and no confidence-building measures to 
regulate exercises. We and our NATO allies therefore have continued 
to seek a meaningful negotiated agreement in Vienna that will result in 
common collective ceilings on the military personnel on each of the 
two sides, to be based on reductions from the present levels, based on 
agreed data.

In the interim, NATO has proposed an initial agreement, consistent
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with Western objectives in the negotiations— în particular the establish
ment of parity in the form of a common collective ceiling for military 
manpower in the area of reductions—that would focus first on U.S. 
and Soviet manpower withdrawals, based on agreed U.S.-Soviet data, 
and on associated measures to be applied on a multilateral basis. This 
interim agreement would open the way for a subsequent agreement, 
based on agreed overall data, providing for further reductions by all 
direct participants to a combined common collective ceiling on each 
side of approximately 700,000 for ground force manpower and approxi
mately 900,000 for air and ground force manpower combined.

A substantial package of associated measures would form an integral 
part of any MBFR agreement. NATO has recently completed work on a 
new package of such measures and presented them to the East in 
Vienna. The measures are designed to promote military stability and 
confidence by regulating military activities, to ensure adequate verifica
tion of any MBFR agreement, and to assure undiminished security for 
countries on the flanks of the central European area in which force 
reductions under MBFR would occur.

The last formal round of talks with the Soviets on conventional arms 
transfers was held more than a year ago. At that time w e made some 
progress in establishing general guidelines for the limitation of those 
transfers. However, should these talks be resumed, more will need to 
be done on developing these guidelines as well as on how to apply 
them satisfactorily to specific regions.

The last round of talks on anti-satellite (ASAT) arms control was 
concluded in June, 1979, and the next round has not been scheduled. 
Some progress has been made toward an agreement to prohibit certain 
actions against satellites and to limit development of ASAT systems. 
Discussions on stabilizing the military presence of the two sides in the 
Indian Ocean were suspended in February, 1978, and there are no 
plans to schedule a further session. Some progress, on the other hand, 
has been made toward the control of chemical and radiological 
weapons. Although w e and the Soviets agree that we should control 
chemical weapons, w e have not yet resolved the issues of how to 
specify stocks of weapons and facilities, how to verify any controls we 
impose, or when any agreement should enter into force. We have, 
however, presented a joint agreed proposal on radiological weapons to 
the Committee on Disarmament in Geneva, which w e hope can be 
rapidly formulated into a convention open to international adherence. 
What happens next will depend on that committee.

In NATO we and our allies have developed the principles to be used  
in addressing U.S. and Soviet long-range theater nuclear systems, 
especially the SS-20. NATO has given its approval for the United States 
to conduct arms control negotiations with the Soviet Union concerning 
long-range theater nuclear forces, and, despite the current Soviet 
refusal to negotiate the issues, we look forward to discussions of these 
systems within the SALT III framework.^

 ̂See ibid., 1979, pp. 814-819.
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This is neither a stirring record nor the basis for great encouragement 
about the future. Although the two sides still share the common goal of 
reducing the risk of nuclear war, the relationship between the United 
States and the Soviet Union remains largely adversary in nature. For 
that very reason, as in SALT, we will continue our attempts, at an 
appropriate time, to contain the Soviet threat and the dangers of 
conflict through specific, equitable, and verifiable measures of arms 
control. At the same time, we have to recognize that the foreign 
policies and military capabilities of the Soviet Union have the potential, 
and possibly the intention as well, to undermine our security.

CHAPTER 5 

The N uclear Capabilities

A. Deterrence: The Countervailing Strategy

For deterrence to operate successfully, our potential adversaries 
must be convinced that we possess sufficient military force so that if 
they were to start a course of action which could lead to war, they 
would be frustrated in their effort to achieve their objective or suffer so 
much damage that they would gain nothing by their action. Put 
differently, we must have forces and plans for the use of our strategic 
nuclear forces such that in considering aggression against our interests, 
our adversary would recognize that no plausible outcome would 
represent a success—or any rational definition of success. The pros
pect of such a failure would then deter an adversary's attack on the 
United States or our vital interests. The preparation of forces and plans 
to create such a prospect has come to be referred to as a "countervailing 
strategy."

To achieve this objective we need, first of all, a survivable and 
enduring retaliatory capability to devastate the industry and cities of 
the Soviet Union. We must have such a capability even if the Soviets 
were to attack first, without warning, in a manner optimized to reduce 
that capability as much as possible. What has come to be known as 
assured destruction is the bedrock of nuclear deterrence, and we will 
retain such a capacity in the future. It is not, however, sufficient in 
itself as a strategic doctrine. Under many circumstances large-scale 
countervalue attacks may not be appropriate—nor will their prospect 
always be sufficiently credible—to deter the full range of actions we 
seek to prevent.

Recognizing this limitation on assured destruction as an all-purpose 
standard for deterrence, for many years the Defense Department has 
assessed the range of nuclear attacks an enemy might launch against 
the United States and its allies. We have examined the types of targets 
we should cover in retaliation, and shaped our strategic posture to 
maintain high confidence in our deterrent against the spectrum of 
possible attacks. We have recently completed a basic re-examination of 
our strategic policy. It reaffirms our basic principles, but also points out 
new ways to implement them.
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We have concluded that if deterrence is to be fully effective, the 
United States must be able to respond at a level appropriate to the type 
and scale of a Soviet attack. Our goal is to make a Soviet victory as 
improbable (seen through Soviet eyes) as we can make it, over the 
broadest plausible range of scenarios. We must therefore have plans 
for attacks which pose a more credible threat than an all-out attack on 
Soviet industry and cities. These plans should include options to attack 
the targets that comprise the Soviet military force structure and 
political power structure, and to hold back a significant reserve. In 
other words, we must be able to deter Soviet attacks of less than all-out 
scale by making it clear to the Kremlin that, after such an attack, we  
would not be forced to the stark choice of either making no effective 
military response or totally destroying the Soviet Union. We could 
instead attack, in a selective and measured way, a range of military, 
industrial, and political control targets, while retaining an assured 
destruction capacity in reserve.

Such a capability, and this degree of flexibility, we have believed for 
some years, would enable us to:

— prevent an enemy from achieving any meaningful advantage;
— inflict higher costs on him than the value he might expect to gain 

from partial or full-scale attacks on the United States and its allies; and
— leave open the possibility of ending an exchange before the worst 

escalation and damage had occurred, even if avoiding escalation to 
mutual destruction is not likely.

This is what I referred to last year as a countervailing strategy. In 
certain respects, the name is newer than the strategy. The need for 
flexibility and calibrating U.S. retaliation to the provocation is not, of 
course, a new discovery, whatever interpretation may have been 
placed on general statements of prior doctrines. It has never been U.S. 
policy to limit ourselves to massive counter-city options in retaliation, 
nor have our plans been so circumscribed. For nearly 20 years, w e have 
explicitly included a range of employment options—against military as 
well as non-military targets—in our strategic nuclear employment 
planning. Indeed, U.S. nuclear forces have always been designed  
against military targets as well as those comprising war supporting 
industry and recovery resources. In particular, we have always consid
ered it important, in the event of war, to be able to attack the forces that 
could do damage to the United States and its allies.

There is no contradiction between this attention to the militarily 
effective targeting of the large and flexible forces we increasingly 
possess—to how w e could fight a war, if need be—and our primary 
and overriding policy of deterrence. Deterrence, by definition, de
pends on shaping an adversary's prediction of the likely outcome of a 
war. Our surest deterrent is our capability to deny gain from aggres
sion (by any measure of gain), and we will improve it. That ability is 
manifest in our forces and expressed in our statements. It must be 
recognized by any potential adversary who exhibits a self-interested 
regard for measuring the certain consequences of his actions before 
acting.
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In adopting and implementing this policy we have no more illusions 
than our predecessors that a nuclear war could be closely and surgi
cally controlled. There are, of course, great uncertainties about what 
would happen if nuclear weapons were ever again used. These 
uncertainties, combined with the catastrophic results sure to follow  
from a maximum escalation of the exchange, are an essential element 
of deterrence.

My own view remains that a full-scale thermonuclear exchange 
would constitute an unprecedented disaster for the Soviet Union and 
for the United States. And I am not at all persuaded that what started 
as a demonstration, or even a tightly controlled use of the strategic 
forces for larger purposes, could be kept from escalating to a full-scSe 
thermonuclear exchange. But all of us have to recognize, equally, that 
there are large uncertainties on this score, and that it should be in 
everyone's interest to minimize the probability of the most destructive 
escalation and halt the exchange before it reached catastrophic 
proportions. Furthermore, w e cannot count on others seeing the 
prospects of a nuclear exchange in the same light we do.

Therefore, U.S. nuclear forces, in a state of rough quantitative parity 
with the Soviet Union must, just as before parity, do more than 
dramatize the risk of uncontrolled escalation. Our forces must be in a 
position to deny any meaningful objective to the Soviets and impose 
awesome costs in the process.

As I pointed out last year, no potential enemy should labor under 
the illusion that he could expect to disable portions of our nuclear 
forces without in turn losing assets essential to his own military and 
political security, even if the exchange were to stop short of an all-out 
destruction of cities and industry. In our planning, w e take full account 
of the fact that the things highly valued by the Soviet leadership appear 
to include not only the lives and prosperity of the peoples of the Soviet 
Union, but the military, industrial and political sources of power of the 
regime itself. Nor should any possible foe believe that our hands 
would be tied in the event that he threatened or attacked our allies with 
nuclear weapons. He too would place critical targets at risk, both in his 
own homeland and in the territory of his allies—targets, I might add, 
the destruction of which would undermine his political and military 
ability to gain control over such vital regions as Western Europe and 
Japan. The notion that, somehow, our only available response to 
enemy attacks on allied targets would be to strike at enemy cities is 
incorrect. We have had, and will continue to improve, the options 
necessary to protect our interests and, when challenged, to deny an 
enemy any plausible goal, no matter how he might attempt to reach it. 
That is the essence of our countervailing strategy to assure deterrence.

V. ADEQUACY OF THE U.S. STRATEGIC CAPABILITIES

It is, of course, the Soviet nuclear force (not that of our British and 
French allies, or of China) that must be of primary concern to us. What, 
in particular, is the military impact of recent Soviet strategic nuclear
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developments, and what do these developments signify for the design  
of our nuclear strategy and force structure?

At present, there are excellent grounds for confidence in the U.S. 
strategic deterrent. Our alert bombers, SLBMs on patrol, and a number 
of our ICBMs could be expected to survive even a well-executed Soviet 
surprise attack. Several thousands of warheads could be launched in a 
comprehensive retaliation, and most of the bombers and missiles 
should be able to penetrate to their targets. If the U.S. force were 
generated to a high alert before being attacked, even more warheads 
could be launched. We would also have the option to withhold a 
number of these warheads and use a part of the force with deliberation 
and control against subsets of targets. However, we would not have 
high confidence, on a second strike, of destroying the majority of the 
Soviet ICBM silos and other very hard targets with our quick-reacting 
missile forces, although our bomber weapons (bombs now and ALCMs 
later) would have a good albeit delayed capability against hard targets.

The Soviets, at the present time, would have a somewhat compara
ble capability. Even supposing a U.S. first strike, they too would have a 
substantial number of surviving weapons. However, they could not 
cover as many targets, since their inventory of surviving alert war
heads would be smaller. As with the United States, if the Soviets 
generated their offense prior to being attacked, the number of their 
surviving weapons would increase.

Because of this Soviet capability, which matches ours for all practical 
purposes, w e have a situation of essential equivalence. It can also be 
said with some confidence that a state of mutual strategic deterrence is 
currently in effect. It follows that nuclear stability would probably 
prevail in a crisis as well.

Longer-term stability is not equally assured. The most immediate 
source of future instability is the growing Soviet threat to our fixed, 
hard ICBMs. Although the Soviets have only just begun to deploy a 
version of the SS-18 ICBM with 10 MIRVs, within a year or two w e can 
expect them to obtain the necessary combination of ICBM numbers, 
reliability, accuracy, and warhead yield to put most of our Minuteman 
and Titan silos at risk from an attack with a relatively small proportion 
of their ICBM force. For planning purposes, therefore, we must 
assume that the ICBM leg of our TWAD could be destroyed within a 
very short time as one result of a Soviet surprise attack.

To say this is not to imply that the probability of a Soviet surprise 
attack will increase as this hypothetical vulnerability grows greater. 
Prudent Soviet leaders would not be certain of obtaining the necessary 
performance from or coordination in their forces to make such an 
attack effective. Nor could they be sure that we would not launch our 
ICBMs on warning or under attack (as w e would by no means wish to 
rely on having to do). However, less prudent or more desperate Soviet 
leaders might not be constrained by these considerations.

Still, even if the Soviets were able, in a surprise attack in the 1980s, to 
eliminate most of our ICBMs, all our non-alert bombers, and all our 
ballistic missile submarines in port, we would still be able to launch
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several thousand warheads at targets in the Soviet Union in retaliation. 
And we would still have the option of withholding a number of these 
warheads while directing still others to a variety of non-urban targets, 
including military targets of great value to the Soviet leadership.

These results, in general terms, are shown in Chart 5 -5 . In other 
words, the hypothetical ability of the Soviets to destroy over 90 percent 
of our ICBM force cannot be equated with any of the following: a 
disarming first strike; a Soviet advantage that could be made meaning
ful in an all-out nuclear exchange; a significant contribution to a 
damage-limiting objective; or an increased probability of a Soviet 
surprise attack. It would amount to none of these. What it would 
amount to is that the United States, in these hypothetical circumstances, 
could lose an important leg of the TRIAD and a significant but not 
crippling number of valuable warheads. We would suffer a loss in our 
ability to attack time-urgent hard targets and a reduction in the 
flexibility with which w e could manage our surviving forces. However, 
as Chart 5 - 5  indicates, despite growing Minuteman vulnerability, the 
total number of surviving U.S. warheads would actually increase after 
1981, because of Trident and ALCM deployments, followed by MX.

In the decade ahead, w e will have strategic retaliatory forces 
sufficient to deter Soviet attack, not only by the risk of escalation to 
massive destruction of cities and industry, but also by the certainty of 
our ability to destroy, on a more selective basis, a range of military and 
industrial targets and the seats of political control. That should surely 
deny the Soviet Union any advantage from embarking on a course of 
action that could lead to nuclear exchanges.

I must add this important caveat, however: my assessment is based 
on the assumption that Soviet forces remain within the limits set by 
SALT II. Should the treaty fail of ratification, and should Soviet force 
levels then increase (as I believe and, in any event, must assume they 
would), we would have to make a larger commitment of resources to 
the strategic nuclear element of our defense—bl commitment which, 
though then necessary, would not improve our security beyond that 
available—at far lower cost—given ratification of SALT II.
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Chart 5 - 5
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(NOTE: Forked lines reflect our uncertainty 
about whether the Soviets will deploy a single 
RV or a MIRVed (10 RV) payload on the new 
ICBM allowable under SALT II)

If our situation promises to be so favorable with SALT, why is such 
an issue being made over Minuteman vulnerability, and why do we 
need to go to the expense of the mobile MX ICBM, particularly an MX 
with a significant hard-target kill capability of its own? Why should we  
not settle for the new status quo and plan to launch our ICBMs on 
warning,, or replace Minuteman— îf w e must replace it at all—with 
what some would call a less threatening (meaning less versatile and 
effective) system than MX?
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These questions have several answers. The first is that it is one thing 
(and by no means an easy one) to have an operational capability to 
launch nuclear weapons, with warning or under attack. It is quite 
another matter to be obliged to launch them simply in order to avoid 
losing them to the attacker. The latter posture, with its vulnerability to 
accidents and false alarms, and still more with its premium on hasty 
action rather than deliberation and control, is unacceptable to the 
United States. In a given situation, the President may decide to order a 
launch, with or without warning. The duty of the Department of 
Defense is to plan and procure systems so that the force can ride out an 
attack if that is what the situation calls for, and what the President 
directs. It is not our duty to force his hand.

The second answer is that we can live temporarily with the vulnera
bility of one TRIAD leg, so long as the other two are in good working 
order. But w e would be ill-advised to accept that vulnerability as a 
permanent condition in light of what could happen to the survivability 
of the other two legs. Indeed, right now, considering the momentum  
behind current Soviet strategic programs, it is not unreasonable to 
assume that in such a case:

—the Soviets would be tempted to expand greatly their efforts to 
neutralize the effectiveness of the bomber and SLBM legs;

—our acquiescence in Minuteman vulnerability would encourage 
them to increase the resources dedicated to that enterprise; and 

—they would be able to transfer resources from their ICBM program 
for this purpose.

In other words, if we stand still, and do not repair the vulnerability of 
the ICBMs, w e may find that the bombers and then the SLBMs have 
become vulnerable as well.

The third answer follows from the second. We would have preferred 
to see both sides retain their fixed hard ICBMs in a survivable state. 
And in our SALT proposals of early 1977 w e specified offensive 
-limitations and reductions that might have been able to minimize 
ICBM vulnerability for some years to come. The Soviets saw fit to reject 
those proposals. N ow  both sides—not just the United States—must be 
made to face the consequences of that rejection. Essential equivalence 
requires no less.
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Message From President Carter to the Congress Trans
m itting a Proposed Amendment to the Agreement 
for Cooperation Between the United States and the 
international Atomic Energy Agency, February 1, 
1980^

I am pleased to transmit to the Congress, pursuant to section 123d of 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 2153), as amended, the text 
of the proposed amendment to the Agreement for Cooperation Be
tween the United States of America and the International Atomic 
Energy Agency.^ The proposed amendment is accompanied by these 
items:

—^My written determination, approval and authorization concerning 
the Agreement;

— T̂he memorandum of the Director of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency with the Nuclear Proliferation Assessment State
ment concerning the amendment;^

— T̂he joint memorandum submitted to me by the Secretaries of State 
and E n erg y ,w h ich  includes a summary of the provisions of the 
amendment; and

— T̂he views of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

The United States began negotiating for the proposed amendment in 
late 1977. This was done in anticipation of the passage of the Nuclear 
Non-Proliferation Act,^ which calls upon me to renegotiate existing 
agreements for peaceful nuclear cooperation so as to bring them into 
line with the Act's provisions. In my judgment the United States—IAEA 
agreement will meet all statutory requirements once this amendment is 
added.

The IAEA is a key element in the framework of international 
cooperation in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, and I am pleased to 
forward an amendment designed to strengthen our cooperation with  
the Agency. The proposed amendment will, in my view, further the 
nonproliferation and other foreign policy interests of the United States.

I have considered the views and recommendations of the interested 
agencies in reviewing the proposed amendment and have determined 
that its performance will promote, and will not constitute an unreason
able risk to, the common defense and security. Accordingly, I have 
approved the agreement and authorized its execution, and I urge that 
the Congress give it favorable consideration.

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Feb. 4, 1980, p. 266.
 ̂The proposed amendment, signed on Jan. 14, is printed ante.
 ̂Submitted Nov. 5, 1979; not printed in Documents on Disarmament.
 ̂Also submitted Nov. 5, 1979 and not printed in Documents on Disarmament. 
 ̂Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 118-164.
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Statement by the Chinese Representative (Zhang 
Wen-Jin) to the Committee on Disarmament, Febru
a ry  5, 1980 ^

This is the first time that China is taking part in the work of the 
Committee on Disarmament. Allow me to express, in the name of the 
Chinese delegation, our thanks to our colleagues and friends from 
various countries for their concern and support. I also wish to 
congratulate Mr. McPhail, Head of the Canadian delegation, on his 
assumption of the chairmanship for the first month of the 1980 annual 
session of this Committee. We are confident that, under your guidance, 
a good beginning will be made for the work of this session.

The Committee on Disarmament, established by decision of the 
special session of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to 
disarmament, represents a significant step towards democratization 
with a larger membership than that of the original negotiating body 
and a change in the system of chairmanship. China has now decided to 
take part in its work as from this year, and w e are ready to join all of 
you in the deliberations actively and do our share for progress in 
genuine disarmament and for the cause of peace.

The advent of the 1980s marks the conclusion of the First Disarmament 
Decade proclaimed by the United Nations.^ In the last decade, many 
countries concerned with peace advanced a number of valuable 
propositions and suggestions with regard to disarmament and made 
positive efforts in opposing wars of aggression and for the cause of 
defending world peace. Positive results have been achieved in break
ing superpower monopoly of the disarmament negotiations. All this is 
encouraging.

On the other hand, w e must admit frankly that the First Disar
mament Decade has failed to produce for the people of all countries 
any gratifying results. On the contrary, the expansion of armaments 
and the production and development of weapons on the part of the 
Superpowers have continued to escalate. In particular, that Superpower, 
which is making propaganda about the danger of arms expansion, is 
unmatched in its blind faith in the use of military force and in its 
enthusiasm for arms expansion. Each year in the past decade, it has 
come up with at least one novel disarmament proposal, but at the same 
time has made a giant step in arms expansion. It has been expanding 
its armaments at a speed and on a scale greater than ever, seeking by 
every means to attain military superiority over the other Superpower 
in all fields. It has reached rough parity with the latter in strategic 
nuclear weapons and attained an obvious superiority in conventional 
a||}is and forces. It has considerably expanded its strategic air force and

 ̂ CD/PV. 53, pp. 19-27. This is the Chinese representative's full statement. The 
ellipses indicate where he was interrupted by the Soviet representative and challenged 
on procedural grounds.

^  G.A. res. 2§02E(XXIV), Dec. 16, 1969. For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1969, 
pp. 713-715.
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ocean-going fleets. It has made no scruples about its readiness to fight 
an all-out or a local nuclear war, as well as conventional wars of all 
kinds. In the light of these facts, no one can escape the conclusion that 
the Disarmament Decade was in fact a decade of accelerated arms 
expansion.

With the intensification in arms expansion and war preparations the 
rivalry for world hegem ony has become more acute. The change in the 
balance of military force between the Superpowers has resulted in a 
change in their respective over-all strategic postures. One Superpower 
tries to preserve and stabilize its existing positions while the other, 
under the cover of such fine-sounding slogans as "detente", "equal 
security" and "non-use of force", is aggressively pursuing a strategy of 
outflanking Europe and, on the other hand, is stepping up its 
aggression, interference and subversion in many places in Asia, Africa 
and Latin America. It is resorting to every possible means, from 
engineering wars by proxy and staging coups d'etat to fostering puppet 
regimes and dispatching their own troops abroad. The armed interven
tion in Afghanistan shows that the practice of military aggression and 
occupation has now been extended from inside the "big community" 
to the third world and Islamic countries. This is a new danger signal 
that its hegemonist activities have escalated to a new stage.

More and more people have come to see that its routine slogans of 
"detente", "equal security" and "non-use of force" are merely fraudu
lent rhetoric. In seeking the so-called "equal security", it is actually 
trying to outstrip others and attain an absolute superiority.

By "detente" and "non-use of force", it actually tries to lull other 
people so that it can trample at will on the norms of international 
relations and the Charter of the United Nations and wantonly resort to 
the use of military force and launch surprise attacks. It openly defies 
the resolution of the United Nations General Assembly supported by 
more than 100 Member States calling for the withdrawal of its troops, 
and obdurately continues with its armed occupation.^ In these 
circumstances, how can there be any guarantee for the independence 
and sovereignty of all States and for world peace and security? Do we 
have any choice other than heightening our vigilance and taking 
actions together to defend the dignity of the Charter of the United 
Nations.

It is natural that people have placed high hopes on the coming 
decade—the Second Disarmament Decade declared by the United 
Nations.^ In the first days of this new Disarmament Decade, however, 
what people have heard are the roars of guns of armed invaders 
instead of the melody of peace. This is a bad omen. People cannot but

 ̂G.A. res. ES-6/2, Jan. 14, 1980. For text, see General Assembly Official Records: Sixth 
Emergency Session, Supp. No. 1 (A/ES-6/7), p. 2.

 ̂G.A. res. 34/75, Dec. 11, 1979. For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 
758-759.
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have the foreboding that the 1980s will be a decade fraught with crises, 
turmoil and perils. The turbulent international situation and the 
growing danger of war have caused widespread concern and anxiety. 
The practice of arms expansion in deeds and disarmament in words 
has aroused increasingly strong indignation among the people of all 
countries. They demand a new start in the disarmament negotiations 
and that these negotiations should really contribute to the safeguard
ing of world peace. It is in these circumstances that the Committee on 
Disarmament is meeting here. The Chinese delegation has come to 
Geneva to take part in these negotiations with the sincere desire to 
defend world peace and will earnestly work for the realization of 
genuine disarmament. We would now state our views on some 
important questions in the field of disarmament.

We hold that, if real progress is to be made in disarmament, we must 
proceed from the characteristics of the present international situation 
in the field of armaments and establish for the disarmament negotia
tions principles to be followed that would be effective in solving 
existing problems, and set the objectives that w e should work for. An 
important feature of the present state of armaments is that the two 
Superpowers possess armaments of the highest levels in the world. 
Their military strength far surpasses that of any other country. And 
they are the sources of the main threats to world peace. In order to 
prevent a world war, it is necessary to call on the two Superpowers to 
be the first to reduce drastically their armaments in a balanced way. 
After progress has been made in this respect which is tangible and 
substantial, and not perfunctory and nominal, it will then be possible 
for the other nuclear-weapon States and militarily significant States to 
join them in a further reduction of armaments according to rational 
procedures and ratios. As for the peace-loving small and medium
sized countries, their defence capabilities are usually inadequate or 
even insignificant, and, generally speaking, they should not be the 
target countries of disarmament efforts. If no distinction is made 
among States with totally different conditions and characters, and if 
they are all indiscriminately asked to reduce their armaments in the 
same ratio and according to the same rules, this obviously would not 
be fair, nor would it help to preserve world peace and security and to 
attain the real goals of disarmament. Therefore we deem it a fundamen
tal principle that the Superpowers should take the lead in reducing 
armaments and it will be a touchstone of genuine disarmament.

As long as general disarmament cannot be realized, it is understanda
ble that people hope for some progress through partial disarmament. 
Under present historical conditions, it is indeed very difficult or even 
impossible to achieve general and complete disarmament. We there
fore believe that it would be advisable to reach agreements through 
consultations on partial disarmament measures which are conducive to 
the maintenance of the independence and sovereignty of nations and 
of world peace and security. The partial disarmament measures may 
include the banning or reduction of certain types of weapons, such as 
nuclear, conventional, chemical, biological and other weapons of mass
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destruction. These measures may also include regional arrangements 
such as the establishment of zones of peace or nuclear-free-zones. 
They may also include other special measures, such as a guarantee for 
the security of non-nuclear-weapon States, the withdrawal of foreign 
troops, the dismantling of foreign military bases, and studies and 
disclosure of the true state of affairs in arms reduction and arms 
expansion. The non-aligned countries have demanded the formulation 
of a comprehensive programme of disarmament, embracing principles 
and concrete measures for disarmament. We are in favour of having 
the matter discussed in this Committee. Such a programme should 
give full expression to the reasonable positions of all States and 
facilitate future efforts for the realization of genuine disarmament.

The non-nuclear-weapon States are opposed to the nuclear threat 
and demand that their security should be guaranteed as far as the use 
of nuclear weapons is concerned, and that all nuclear-weapon States 
should undertake not to use nuclear weapons against them. No doubt 
these are just and reasonable demands. It is our consistent view that 
complete prohibition and total destruction of nuclear weapons are 
essential for the elimination of nuclear war and nuclear threats. We are 
aware that its realization is no easy matter. This being the case, we 
hold that the nuclear-weapon States should at least undertake not to 
use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against the non-nuclear- 
weapon States and nuclear-free-zones. On its own initiative and 
unilaterally, China long ago declared that at no time and in no 
circumstances would it be the first to use nuclear weapons.^ And China 
has signed the Additional Protocol II to the Treaty for the Prohibition of 
Nuclear Weapons in Latin America.^ We wish to reiterate this position 
of ours here. We support the conclusion of an international convention 
to guarantee the security of the non-nuclear-weapon States, and are 
prepared to work with all of you for the attainment of this goal.

Many countries have asked that priority should be given to the 
problem of nuclear disarmament. It is true, nuclear weapons are highly 
destructive, and a nuclear war would bring unprecedented disaster to 
the human race. But where should we begin in nuclear disarmament? 
This is a question that should be given careful consideration.

Some people suggest that the first step of nuclear disarmament is to 
"stop producing nuclear weapons". TTiis suggestion sounds rather 
doubtful. It is an indisputable fact that at present there exist huge gaps 
among the nuclear arsenals of different nuclear-weapon States, not to 
mention the States which have no nuclear arsenals at all. Does not a 
mere cessation of all such production mean the recognition of the right 
of certain nuclear-weapon States to perpetuate their nuclear superior
ity and to use it to threaten and blackmail other countries? This 
proposition is unacceptable because it completely ignores the actual 
needs and is devoid of a just basis. We maintain that, as a correct first 
step to nuclear disarmament, the nuclear-weapon States with the

 ̂Ibid., 1964, p. 449.
 ̂Printed ibid., 1967, p. 83.
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largest nuclear arsenals should first reduce their nuclear armaments 
until the huge gap between them and the other nuclear-weapon States 
is reduced to the minimum. Only then should all other nuclear- 
weapon States be asked to join them in reducing and destroying the 
nuclear weapons.

Some people suggest that the question of nuclear disarmament 
should be discussed in a separate forum by the nuclear-weapon States 
and some other selected States. We hold that our Committee, which 
already includes all the nuclear-weapon States and is widely represented, 
is the right place for the deliberations on nuclear disarmament, and it is 
neither necessary nor appropriate to create another forum.

Many countries ask for the cessation of all nuclear tests. We 
understand the honest desire of those who oppose the nuclear arms 
race and wish to prevent nuclear pollution. But it must also be pointed 
out that the cessation of nuclear tests alone will not curb the nuclear 
arms expansion of the Superpowers, let alone reduce their nuclear 
arsenals; therefore it will not by itself result in nuclear disarmament.

There is much concern about nuclear proliferation. China is against 
big-Power monopoly of nuclear weapons. We hold that, when the 
Superpowers are constantly expanding their nuclear arsenals and 
carrying out nuclear threats, it is clearly not fair to ask all non-nuclear- 
weapon States to give up their right to acquire nuclear weapons for 
self-defence; still less should there be restrictions and infringement on 
the sovereign right of any State to the peaceful use of nuclear energy. 
Of course, this does not mean in any way that we advocate or 
encourage nuclear proliferation.

The prohibition of chemical weapons is an important issue before 
this Committee. The Superpowers possess enormous arsenals of 
chemical weapons which constitute a grave threat to the human race. 
A convention on the prohibition and destruction of chemical weapons 
should be concluded at an early date. China has always stood for the 
complete prohibition of chemical and biological weapons. China has 
long acceded to the 1925 Geneva Protocol on the Prohibition of the Use 
in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriologi
cal Methods of Warfare.^ It is our position that a convention on the 
prohibition of chemical weapons should prohibit all types of such 
weapons and that it should include in its scope the prohibition of their 
use, manufacture and stockpiling and the destruction of these weapons. 
In addition, there should be international supervision and inspection 
to ensure the effective implementation of these provisions. We agree 
that our Committee should start direct negotiations as soon as possible 
on the drafting of the convention. The practice of having an agreement 
reached first by a few big Powers and then submitted to the Committee 
is well out of date, and must no longer be followed.

The reduction of conventional weapons should not be overlooked 
because of the real threat of conventional wars, the growing destruc
tive power of modern conventional weapons and the tremendous

 ̂Printed ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.
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consumption of resources in the production of such weapons. The 
appropriate way is to give equal importance to conventional disar
mament and nuclear disarmament, and carry out the two in conjunction. 
This is our position.

On the eve of the Second World War, when the people of some 
countries had already fallen victim to aggression, delegates had also 
gathered in Geneva, this "capital of disarmament", and engaged in 
heated discussions on disarmament and the defence of peace in this 
very building of the League of Nations. But fine words and clever 
formulas failed to prevent the outbreak of the Second World War, and 
the memory of the unprecedented holocaust and sufferings brought to 
the whole world is still fresh in people's minds. No one wishes to see 
history repeated. People have also learned from their bitter experience 
that hegemonism is indeed the hotbed of world war. The hegemonists 
always pour out a stream of honeyed words about ''detente" and 
"disarmament" while they are feverishly expanding their armaments 
in preparation for war. We would not be so naive as to think that 
disarmament negotiations would make them abandon their arms or 
renounce their ambitions for expansion and aggression.

In order to preserve world peace, it is more urgent than ever that all 
peace-loving countries and peoples should unite and earnestly get 
down to work. We have to let the public know about the danger of war 
so that they will heighten their vigilance. It is necessary to take 
effective measures and practical steps constantly to upset the war- 
schemers' plan for aggression and expansion, and wage a tit-for-tat 
struggle against the forces of aggression without compromise or 
retreat. We are convinced that the outbreak of a world war can be 
delayed so long as the people of the whole world persevere in these 
efforts.

The prospect of a disquieting international situation in the 1980s 
poses a great challenge to all those working for the preservation of 
peace, and the Committee on Disarmament is thus faced with a 
historical test. Whether w e want genuine disarmament, sham disar
mament or no disarmament at all will decide the outcome of the 
disarmament negotiations. It is our sincere hope that the Committee 
on Disarmament, acting in line with the trend of history and giving 
expression to the aspirations of the people of the world, will pursue 
genuine disarmament and make progress in the interest of preserving 
world peace.

Ita lian W orking Paper Submitted to the Committee 
on Disarmament: Control and Limitation of Interna
tional Arms Transfers, February 5, 1980 ^

1. The international arms transfers have sharply increased over the 
past years, reaching ever higher levels and new alarming patterns.

' CD/56.
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More and more arms are being traded every day in different areas of 
the world, leading to massive accumulation and large-scale spread of 
tremendous means of destruction.

According to available sources, the overall value of conventional 
world arms sales has reached an impressive ceiling of $20,000 million 
per year. About 75 per cent of supplies go to developing countries. The 
volume of such transfers since 1974 is rising at an annual average rate 
of over 25 per cent. Important means and funds—which could be 
devoted to economic development and social progress—are thus 
increasingly diverted to military expenditures. The expansion of trade 
is both quantitative and qualitative. The growth in dimension is 
accompanied by the accelerating technological sophistication of weap
ons traded.

The transfers mainly consist of major weapons and weapons systems, 
such as combat aircraft, armoured vehicles, missiles, warships and 
other military devices with a high destruction capability. In a number 
of cases the transfer includes not only equipment and services but also 
know-how.

The economic, political and military consequences of such a flow of 
arms can be easily assessed. Enormous resources, which could be 
made available for eradicating poverty, hunger and diseases, are lost in 
the wasteful and ever spiralling arms competition. The uncontrolled 
acquisition of major weapons systems by a greater and greater number 
of countries creates an atmosphere of anxiety and suspicion, engen
ders destabilizing effects and further exacerbates tensions in various 
regions of the world. Such a trend, far from strengthening interna
tional security, pose additional threats to peace and hinders effective 
progress toward the goal of general and complete disarmament.

2. The tenth Special Session of the United Nations General Assem
bly devoted to disarmament has significantly acknowledged the need 
for agreed measures of control and limitation of international transfers 
of conventional weapons.

The Final Document of the Special Session deals with the problem in 
a specific paragraph (85), which recommends: "Consultations should 
be carried out among major arms suppliers and recipient countries on 
the limitation of all types of international transfer of conventional 
weapons, based in particular on the principles of undiminished 
security of the parties, with a view to promoting or enhancing stability 
at a lower military level".^

The need of such consultations has been reaffirmed by the United 
Nations Disarmament Commission in the elements of a comprehensive 
programme for disarmament submitted, through the General Assembly, 
to the Committee on Disarmament.^

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 427.
 ̂G.A. res. 34/83, Dec. 11, 1979, requesting submission of the program to the CD, is 

printed ibid., 1979, pp. 779- 780. For the Disarmament Commission report, see General 
Assembly Official Records: Thirty-fourth Session, Supp. No. 42 (A/34/42).
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Furthermore, the urgency of considering ways and means of bring
ing the international arms trade under control has been recently 
reemphasized by a number of countries at the thirty-fourth Session of 
the General Assembly.

3. The Italian Government believes that the consideration of the 
issue of international arms trade should not be delayed any longer.

The problem represents a crucial issue in the efforts toward general 
and complete disarmament. It calls for prompt and responsible action 
by all countries concerned [and] would warrant the early establishment 
of appropriate mechanisms and procedures, combining the global and 
regional approach.

To this effect, Italy advocates the setting up, within the United 
Nations, of an ad hoc body for the purpose of monitoring, controlling 
and limiting, through agreed procedures, international arms trade.

In the view of the Italian Government such a body should be 
structured into a number of regional Committees, corresponding to the 
areas taken into consideration for transfer restraints, which would  
include all major arms suppliers and recipients of the region.

A General Conference within the ad hoc body should be entrusted 
with the task of:

—shaping basic principles and general guidelines for control and 
limitation arrangements;

—elaborating legal, technical and military criteria for the achieve
ment of such arrangements (identification and implementation of 
relevant international norms, classification of types of weapons and 
weapons systems, consideration of the relationship between weapon  
requirements, defence and security needs and regional military balance);

—controlling effective compliance with agreed arrangements;
—^keeping a register of transactions.

Specific arrangements concerning different areas should then be 
worked out within the framework of the regional Committees, in 
accordance with the above-mentioned principles and guidelines.

Such arrangements should pursue the objective of stabilizing the 
arms balance and strengthening the security in each region at a lower 
level of armaments.

4. The Italian Delegation, in putting forward this proposal, fully 
realizes the complexity and the scope of the issues to be solved. The 
topic of arms transfers is in itself a difficult, sensitive and unattractive 
one, touching on a number of conflicting interests.

Any search for a solution requires sincere motivation, strong commit
ment and creative efforts by all countries concerned.

Furthermore, the setting up of new machinery to deal with the 
problem on an ad hoc basis will begin a serious study of organizational, 
legal and financial aspects.

Yet, precisely because of the complexity and the sensitivity of the 
matter Italy believes that appropriate action should be taken, in order 
to lead, as soon as possible, to effective negotiations on the substance 
and on the institutional aspects of the problem.
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Preliminary consultations could be undertaken, as a first step, within 
the framework of existing disarmament bodies, with a view to acquir
ing the necessary background knowledge and to reaching a better 
understanding and a common perception of all the aspects of the issue 
and of possible options. Attention should be focused inter alia on the 
questions of definitions, of supply on a regular basis of factual 
information by concerned countries, of international standardized 
accounting, and registering of transfers and of verification.

As already suggested by Italy to the Special Session,^ publication by 
the United Nations of all available data on the production and transfer 
of weapons and the development of an effective system for processing 
such data would prove extremely useful.

Such consultations would give to every country an opportunity to 
express its views, to suggest alternative approaches, to make proce
dural and substantive proposals, conducive to genuine and reliable 
arrangements. The need for an effective contribution to the discussion  
by the most important supplier and recipient countries has scarcely to 
be emphasized. In a later stage, from an in-depth analysis of the 
problem, it could be possible to move to the consideration of effective 
solutions in an atmosphere of increased confidence and wider knowl
edge of the different elements of the problem.

5. In this context, it should be consistently kept in mind that the 
programme of action agreed upon by the Special Session of the United 
Nations devoted to disarmament, in fixing priorities in disarmament 
negotiations, considers conventional weapons together with nuclear 
weapons. Efforts to control, reduce and gradually reverse the conven
tion^ arms race—of which the arms trade represents a major component— 
should therefore be pursued concurrently with initiatives aimed at the 
limitation and reduction of nuclear weapons and other weapons of 
mass destruction.

The Committee on Disarmament has inscribed the problem of 
conventional weapons as a specific item on its general agenda.

It is the view of the Italian Delegation that the Committee on 
Disarmament should give to the issue of arms transfers all the attention 
it deserves and play a role fully consistent with its functions as the 
single multilateral disarmament negotiating forum in paving the way 
toward commonly acceptable solutions.

 ̂A/AC. 187/97.
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Letter From President Carter to the Speaker of the 
House (O 'N eill) and the President of the Senate 
(Mondale): Agreements Regarding Nuclear Co
operation W ith the European Atomic Energy Com
m unity, February 7, 1980 ^

The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978 (NNPA)^ amended the 
Atomic Energy Act^ to establish new  criteria for nuclear exports. 
Included was a requirement that the U.S. have a right to consent to the 
reprocessing of fuel exported from the U.S.

Our agreements with the European Atomic Energy Community 
(EURATOM)^ do not contain such a right. To avoid disrupting coopera
tion with EURATOM, the NNPA included a proviso permitting 
continued cooperation until March 10, 1980, if EURATOM agreed to 
negotiations concerning our cooperation agreements.

In July 1978, EURATOM agreed to discussions on the agreements on 
the understanding that the issues being studied in the International 
Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation (INFCE) would not be addressed in the 
US-EURATOM discussions until completion of INFCE, and that the 
results of INFCE would be taken into account in the final negotiations.^ 
We have had two rounds of such discussions with EURATOM—in 
November 1978 and September 1979. A third meeting is scheduled for 
April 1980, shortly after INFCE concludes its work.

To continue nuclear cooperation with EURATOM after March 10, 
1980, we have to extend our waiver of the provision relating to U.S. 
approval of reprocessing. Under the law, this can be done only on an 
annual basis, and only after a Presidential determination that failure to 
cooperate would seriously prejudice the achievement of U.S. non
proliferation objectives or would otherwise jeopardize the common 
defense and security. The Act further provides for notification to the 
Congress of any such determination.

During the November 1978 and September 1979 discussions with 
EURATOM, progress was made in clarifying the issues and positions 
relating to our agreement for cooperation. Our next session with 
EURATOM, in April 1980, will be our first chance to deal with the 
substantive issues addressed in INFCE and to determine how w e can 
factor the results of that study into our agreement for cooperation. Our 
continued cooperation with EURATOM during this period is essential 
to demonstrating our reliability as a reliable partner in the sensitive 
area of energy supply—and thus improving the prospects for interna
tional acceptance of measures to limit proliferation.

For these reasons, I have determined that failure to continue

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Feb. 11, 1980, pp. 286-287. 
 ̂Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 118-164.
 ̂42 U.S.C. 2153.
 ̂HAS 4291, 7852; 10 UST 1424; 25 UST 1199.
 ̂ INFCE reports issued on Feb. 27 are printed post.
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peaceful nuclear cooperation with the European Atomic Energy Com
munity would be seriously prejudicial to the achievement of U.S. 
non-proliferation objectives and would otherwise jeopardize the com
mon defense and security of the U.S. I will therefore issue, in the 
immediate future, an Executive Order extending the waiver of the 
application of the relevant export criterion of the NNPA for an 
additional twelve months from March 10, 1980.^

Statement by Deputy Secretary of State Christopher 
Before the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations: 
Palcistan's Nuclear Activities [Extract], February 7, 
1980"

During the Islamabad discussions w e reiterated our deep concerns 
about Pakistan's nuclear activities. We have made clear to the Paki
stanis our view that a nuclear explosion in the present unsettled  
international environment in South Asia would be especially danger
ous and even more unwise than before. We have stated what we 
consider to be a fact—that a Pakistani nuclear test would drastically 
alter our relationship and put at serious risk our further cooperation.

Statement by the Deputy Assistant Secretary of State 
for Inter-American Affairs (Bushnell) Before a Sub
committee of the House Committee on Foreign Af
fairs: Security Assistance for Latin America [Ex
tract], February 7, 1980 ^

Our request for FMS and IMET of $63.7 million is the largest w e have 
sought for Latin America in 3 years. Although that represents a 65% 
increase over the amount originally requested for Latin America in the 
1980 budget, it is close to the average of the programs Congress 
approved for 1977 and 1978. It is still substantially below the Latin 
American programs of earlier years. Moreover, since most of the 
program is for FMS credits, which require appropriations for only 10% 
of the total amount, the actual request for appropriations is small—  
only $14.6 million.

This increased request does not reflect a general increase in assis
tance to the region. On the contrary, the programs w e are asking that

 ̂The Executive Order was issued on Feb. 12 and is printed post.
 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Mar. 1980, p. 66.
 ̂ Ibid., Apr. 1980, p. 74. The statem ent was made before the Subcommittee on Inter- 

American Affairs.
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you approve for important South American countries are shrinking to 
levels that are largely symbolic. In 1979, 1980, and 1981 we will offer 
FMS loans of between $3 and $6 million to Bolivia, Ecuador, and Peru, 
and between $10 and $12 million to Colombia. Such loans to Peru, for 
example, represent less than one-half of 1% of its total military budget.

A squadron of 18 F-5E fighters—the aircraft we have made available 
to major Latin American countries in lieu of our more advanced 
planes—costs approximately $75 million, exclusive of spare parts and 
training. A squadron of Mirages or Soviet SU-22s costs substantially 
more, but credit from the U.S.S.R. or France is often available with 
concessional interest i:ates and repayment periods.

Obviously, a U.S. loan of $4 million, offered not on concessional 
terms but at 11.4% interest, with 5 - 8  years to repay, neither provides 
major assistance to friendly governments nor offers any alternative to 
major purchases from suppliers who offer concessional credit.

Our FMS sales, both cash and credit, to all Latin America have 
declined from a high of $212 million in 1974 to $81 million in 1978 and 
$33.2 million in 1979. FMS sales to South America, excluding the two 
countries where sales are prohibited by law, dropped from $120 million 
in 1974 to $30 million in 1979. That represents less than 3% of total 
South American arms purchases from outside the area.

There are, of course, a number of reasons for this decline. In a few  
cases, we have denied the sale of major weapons systems in accord
ance with our policies on conventional arms restraint. We have also 
deliberately curtailed our sales to some countries where major human 
rights violations have occurred. In particular, w e have avoided a close 
military relationship with countries where the military has overthrown 
civilian regimes and is making little or no progress toward a return to 
democratic government. Pursuant to that policy, w e terminated all 
military and most economic assistance to Bolivia last year w hen a 
military officer overthrew the elected President of that country.

Fortunately, that intervention was quickly terminated by the people 
and the armed forces of Bolivia themselves, and w e were able to 
resume assistance. Where military governments have made firm plans 
for elections and have prepared to return their countries to civilian 
control, where human rights situations have shown decided improve
ment, we have sought to respond by modest increases in our security 
assistance.

I began by noting that the Administration is seeking increased 
security assistance in FY 1981 in Latin America. Given the essential 
stability of our South American programs, it will be evident to you that 
most of the increase is being sought for Central America and the 
Caribbean. In his message to the Congress last November on the 
supplemental request. President Carter said that w e would be 
reprograming $5 to $10 million in FMS credits and IMET funds for the 
Caribbean and similar amounts for such programs in Central America.

We are considering reallocating about $14 million in FMS credits and 
$500,000 in IMET to the Central American and Caribbean countries, 
within the worldwide levels which w e hope will be approved by the
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conference committee on the FY 1980 appropriation bill. As you know, 
those levels are austere. FMS credits for the rest of Latin America in 
1980 are being cut by $9.5 million below the President's request in 
order to fund, in part, the necessary increases in the Caribbean and 
Central America. IMET funds for the rest of Latin America are being 
cut by more than 20%.

It is time now to establish these new programs in the regular annual 
budget process, responding to the new and critical circumstances in 
our southern neighbors. Permit me to touch briefly on each of the 
countries where we are proposing new or substantially increased 
security assistance in 1980 and 1981.

Memorandum From the Agency for the Prohibition of 
Nuclear Weapons in Latin America to the United 
States: U.S. Ratification of Protocol I to the Treaty  
for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin 
America, February 7, 1980 ^

President Carter signed Additional Protocol I of the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco for the United States on May 26, 1977} This Protocol was 
sent to the Senate for approval prior to ratification in May 1978.^ The 
Foreign Relations Committee began its analysis in public hearings that 
received wide journalistic coverage. After this preliminary analysis, as 
far as we know, it has not returned to be an object of consideration of 
the committee.

The General Conference of OPANAL in its sixth regular period of 
sessions approved resolution 121 (VI), adopted April 26, 1979, which 
says in this regard, "2. calls on the Governments of the United States 
and France to proceed as soon as possible to the ratification of 
Additional Protocol I." The United Nations General Assembly in its 
resolution 33/58 adopted December 14, 1978 invited the United States 
of America " . . .  to make every effort to ratify as soon as possible 
Additional Protocol I of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco)."^

The absence of ratification of Additional Protocol I by the United 
States of America, almost three years after its signature, deeply 
preoccupies the Latin American states parties to the Treaty of Tlatelolco. 
This absence of ratification would appear to demonstrate little interest 
in the question of military denuclearization of Latin America. Such an

 ̂ ACDA files.
 ̂The treaty and its protocols are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 

69-83. The President's remarks upon signing Additional Protocol I are printed ibid., 
1977, pp. 338-339.

 ̂The transmittal letter and the recommendations of the Secretary of State are printed 
ibid., 1978, pp. 303-307.

The resolution may be found ibid., pp. 718-719.
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attitude on the part of the United States of America—in certain form 
incompatible with the repeated declarations of President Carter and 
Secretary of State Vance of full and total support for the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco—prejudices Latin American efforts to denuclearize the conti
nent militarily and affects all policy regarding peaceful use of nuclear 
energy in Latin America, reducing the force of United States' efforts in 
this area and affecting negatively negotiations to obtain the signatures, 
ratifications, and waivers still lacking for the Treaty of Tlatelolco (Cuba, 
Guyana, Argentina, Brazil, and Chile).

At a time when the ratification of the SALT II Treaty^ has been  
indefinitely postponed, it is extremely important that the United States 
not reduce its support, so often proclaimed and invoked, of the Treaty 
of Tlatelolco. And today, the only formally effective way of undoubted 
transcendence of realistically manifesting this support is in the ratifica
tion of Additional Protocol I. All the credibility of United States policy 
on nonproliferation of nuclear weapons in Latin America is compro
mised at the present time, if it does not proceed with urgency to ratify 
Additional Protocol I.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the 
Committee on Disarmament, February 7, 1980 ^

On a somewhat more sombre note, the Soviet aggression in Afghani
stan has passed a shadow over the arms control process and over the 
work we begin here today. This aggression, condemned by the 
overwhelming majority of nations at the United Nations, has obviously 
engendered a difficult situation which directly affects the work of this 
Committee. It demonstrates that arms control must be accompanied by 
restraint in international relations and by strict observance by all 
nations of the principles and obligations of the Charter of the United 
Nations. Without such restraint, our efforts here will be of little avail. 
The events in Afghanistan underscore the necessity for realistic negotia
tions and they identify the dangers of well-meaning declarations based 
only on hope or misplaced trust.

Nevertheless, the negotiation of enforceable arms control agree
ments containing effective and adequate verification measures contin
ues to be the valid goal of this Committee. In this regard, there are 
important immediate tasks before us. In the coming months we must 
keep our attention riveted on these tasks. We will have to proceed 
rapidly and effectively if w e are to make significant progress in the 
work that has already been started or will be begun at this session:

We have before us the task of negotiating the text of the first 
international convention to be negotiated in this body since the

 ̂The treaty is printed ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff. 
 ̂ CD/PV. 55, pp. 11-16.
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completion of the Environmental Modification Treaty,^ and I refer to a 
convention to prohibit radiological weapons.

Of particular importance to many members is the question of a 
chemical weapons convention. We will have to decide the best and 
most practical means of increasing the general understanding of the 
issues involved and to lay the foundation for eventual agreement on an 
effective and verifiable CW treaty.

The General Assembly has asked us to continue our work on 
assurances to non-nuclear-weapon States against nuclear attack, a 
subject on which there is still a wide divergence of views—and, I may 
add, on which three separate General Assembly resolutions were 
passed last fall.^

The General Assembly has also forwarded to us for consideration the 
report of last year's meeting of the United Nations Disarmament 
Commission on a comprehensive programme for disarmament.^ And, 
as you may recall, Mr. Chairman, at our informal meeting I referred to 
the slightly dubious position that the United States has on this 
particular issue.

There will, of course, be other issues for us to debate, and perhaps 
include formally in our agenda. We will have our differences as to how  
these issues should be approached, but my delegation hopes that the 
precedent of frank expressions of views tempered by a willingness to 
seek ways to develop a consensus will carry over from the Committee's 
initial session last year to the 1980 session on which we have now  
embarked.

There is no lack of constructive work to be done. Let us use our time 
wisely, not unmindful of the turbulent era in which w e are living, but 
still determined to make progress toward the goals which prompted 
the establishment of the Committee on Disarmament and its predecessors.

Last year, in my opening remarks to the Committee, I stressed the 
importance of perseverance as a quality vital to the attainment of these 
goals. Today that admonition is perhaps even more pertinent. We 
must not allow ourselves to submit to despair and disillusionment 
when progress is difficult. If the goals of international stability and the 
reduction of the risk of war are worth pursuing—and the United States 
and, I am sure, all the countries sitting at this table believe that they 
are—then the patience and perseverance necessary to achieve them  
should not be found wanting in this body.

The entry into force of the SALT II Treaty^ is a matter of deep interest 
and concern to my Government, as it surely is to other members of this 
Committee. In this connexion, I would like to read to this Committee

 ̂For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 322-326.
 ̂G.A. res. 34/84, 34/85, and 34/86, all of Dec. 11, 1979, are printed Md., 1979, pp. 

785- 790.
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the letter that President Carter, the President of the United States, 
wrote on 3 January to the Majority Leader of the Senate of the United 
States requesting a delay in the consideration by the Senate of the 
SALT II Treaty. It reads as follows:

[Text of letter printed ante.]
The Senate leadership agreed to President Carter's request. I would  

only like to stress now that the Treaty has not been withdrawn from 
the Senate; it has not been withdrawn—further action on it has simply 
been deferred for the time being.

In his State of the Union address on 23 [21] January, President Carter 
reaffirmed his strong commitment to the over-all process of the control 
of nuclear weapons and specifically to the ratification of the SALT II 
Treaty when circumstances permit. I would cite this key passage:

Preventing nuclear war is the foremost responsibility of the two 
Superpowers. This is why we have negotiated the strategic arms 
limitation treaties—SALT I and SALT II. Especially now, in a time 
of great tension, observing the mutual constraints imposed by the 
terms of these Treaties will be in the best interest of both countries 
and will help to preserve world peace. I will consult very closely 
with the Congress on this matter as w e strive to control nuclear 
weapons. That effort to control nuclear weapons will not be 
abandoned.^

I would note that the Soviet Union has also publicly reaffirmed in 
recent days that it w ishes to see SALT II ratified. Pending entry into 
force of the Treaty and assuming a parallel Soviet attitude, my 
Government will do all it can to preserve the SALT process.

At this point I would like to draw your attention to the over-all 
position which the United States has adopted on arms control negotia
tions in the wake of the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and the 
consequent strain in our relations with the Soviet Union. In his State of 
the Union message. President Carter said "we remain deeply commit
ted to the process of mutual and verifiable arms control, particularly to 
the effort to prevent the spread and further development of nuclear 
weapons".^

We are continuing to pursue the trilateral negotiations on a compre
hensive test ban in which w e are involved with the United Kingdom  
and the Soviet Union. Indeed, a new round of negotiations began here 
in Geneva on 4 February. We expect that these talks will proceed in a 
business-like or, as w e often state, a workman-like manner as our 
negotiators continue to tackle the difficult technical and political 
problems associated with verification of a comprehensive test ban. The 
problem of verification of a comprehensive test ban is, of course, of 
particular interest to this Committee, and w e look forward to further 
progress in the work of the seismic experts who will be meeting again

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Jan. 28, 1980, p. 196; for an extract of this 
message, Jan. 21, see ante.

 ̂Ibid., p. 163.
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under the aegis of this Committee on Disarmament beginning next 
Monday.

Bilateral United States-USSR negotiations on a chemical weapons 
convention will resume next week, and the United States will exert its 
best efforts to achieve progress towards the promised joint initiative on 
an effective prohibition of chemical weapons. The reported use of 
chemical weapons in south-east Asia and, more recently, in Afghani
stan underscores the importance and urgency of a prohibition on the 
development, production and stockpiling of such weapons.

In all these negotiations, the United States sees the conclusion of 
satisfactory agreements as contributions to the enhancement of interna
tional security and world peace. We will continue to pursue them.

There are, of course, other issues in which our participation is part of 
a much wider international effort. Non-proliferation of nuclear weap
ons is today more than ever a vital international concern. We await 
the final report of the International [Nuclear] Fuel Cycle Evaluation 
(INFCE) which will be approved at the end of this month. The 
recommendations of this group will have an important bearing on the 
future use of nuclear energy in a world where the finite supply of fossil 
fuels and the understandable desire of many nations to achieve greater 
energy independence have made many countries increasingly inter
ested in nuclear power. Many of the nations represented in this room 
have participated in the INFCE exercise, including some which are not 
parties to the Non-Proliferation Treaty.® All of us must bear in mind the 
consequences of the growing utilization of nuclear power and we must 
recognize the stake we have in ensuring that such growth is not 
accompanied by the proliferation of nuclear weapons, which without 
question would greatly escalate the danger to international peace. In 
the backs of all of our minds and in the forefront of the concerns of 
some of us as we carry out our work, will be the Second Review 
Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons, scheduled to begin on 11 August of this year.^ In 
the view of the United States, all nations, whether or not they are 
parties to the Treaty, have a vital stake in the successful outcome of 
that Conference.

Earlier in my remarks I referred to a major task before the Committee, 
that of negotiation of an international convention to prohibit the 
development, production and stockpiling of radiological weapons. 
This convention will deal with a very real problem and merits the best 
efforts of the Committee. While such weapons may not now exist, their 
feasibility was energetically investigated in the period following the 
first creation of atomic explosives. This led to the conclusion that 
radiological weapons are feasible. The characteristics of usable radiologi-

® The text of the treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465. 
The INFCE reports were issued on Feb. 27 and are printed post.

 ̂The first review conference took place in 1975. The final declaration of that conference 
may be found ibid., 1975, pp. 146-156. For a summary of the 1980 review conference, see 
the address of ACDA Assistant Director Van Doren on Sept. 8, post.
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cal materials are known, and making weapons from them would not be 
an insurmountable task. Moreover, since those early feasibility studies, 
the world supply and availability of radioactive material has grown 
enormously. We are in a position now to prevent the development of 
one category of weapon of mass destruction that would be very 
difficult to control, could be available on a world-wide scale, and could 
create terrifying dangers. The United States hopes that all countries 
represented here have given serious and careful attention to the major 
elements of a radiological weapons convention submitted jointly by the 
United States and the USSR last July.^  ̂ The successful conclusion of 
such a treaty would be a modest but useful contribution to a safer 
world.

The arms control agenda for 1980 is a long one, and the challenges 
before us are formidable. The United States delegation will exert its 
best efforts to help this Committee fulfil the task that the world expects 
of it.

Statement by the Yugoslav Representative (Vrhunec) 
to the Committee on Disarmament: Simultaneous 
Negotiations on All Types of Armaments [Extract], 
February 7, 1980 ^

Disarmament is a unique process which must include all compo
nents necessary for the achievement of balanced disarmament measures. 
For that reason, w e are for the conduct of a simultaneous and parallel 
process of negotiations on all types of armaments with the participa
tion of all interested countries. We, of course, bear in mind the fact that 
account should be taken of the specific situations in particular regions 
of the world and types of weapons.

The nuclear Powers bear the primary responsibility for nuclear 
disarmament and, together with countries of military significance and 
others, for the halting and reversal of the arms race. This responsibility 
also rests with them because of the fact that they are the greatest 
producers of arms, are in possession of the greatest arsenals of arms 
and lead the arms race. Events have proved that negotiations on the 
limitation of nuclear armaments and on disarmament in general cannot 
be conducted solely with regard to a single component, i.e. strategic 
nuclear arms, while its other, equally dangerous component—tactical 
nuclear weapons, which are constantly developed and improved—are 
completely ignored.

The tenth special session adopted as one of its main objectives the 
prevention of the outbreak of nuclear war. This objective is in great 
jeopardy unless negotiations are also held on so-called tactical nuclear

For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 357-361. 
' CD/PV.55, pp. 25-26.
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weapons which would have particularly grave consequences of a 
strategic nature if used on the territories of small countries.

We therefore consider it necessary to take appropriate steps as soon  
as possible, with a view to a comprehensive consideration of the entire 
nuclear disarmament issue. In our opinion, it is necessary to deal 
simultaneously, within a single process, with conventional armaments 
as well. They constitute a very important component of what is usually 
termed as the over-all balance of power, particularly in regions where 
these weapons are very densely concentrated.

The obvious weakness of separate SALT and mutual force reduction 
negotiations is that the SALT negotiations exclude weapon systems 
that are a significant part of the over-all balance of forces while their 
constant improvement and deployment is given as the very reason for 
its disturbance and, hence, the main reason for their failure.

Two, important, and in our opinion, complementary initiatives have 
emerged in Europe—one in respect to the convenmg of the European 
disarmament conference and the other calling for the relaxation of 
tensions in the military field and disarmament in Europe. Both of them  
could, after a corresponding exchange of views and preparations, 
represent the basis for the convening of a single European conference 
that would deal comprehensively with the issue of armaments and 
armed forces with the participation of all European countries.

The first occasion for the preliminary exchange of views on such a 
possibility is offered by the Conference on Security and Co-operation 
in Europe that is to take place in Madrid later this year. It could be the 
concrete issue of this important meeting at which, inter alia, the 
principles of the Final Act of the Helsinki Conference should be 
reaffirmed.^

Letter From Secretary of State Vance to the Chairman 
of a Subcommittee of the Senate Committee on For
eign Relations (Pell): Agreement Between the 
United States and the international Atomic Energy 
Agency on the Application of Safeguards in the 
United States, February 9, 1980 ^

Thank you for your letter of December 18, 1979, concerning Senate 
consideration of the proposed U .S.-IA E A  Safeguards Agreement.

 ̂The portions of the Final Act relating to disarmament have been reprinted in 
Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304-308.

 ̂ U .S.-IAEA Treaty: Hearing Before the Committee on Foreign Relations . on Ex. B., 
95-2 . . Dec. 11, 1979, p. 9. The letter was supplied in response to a request made
during the hearing and was subsequently inserted into the record. The text of the 
safeguards agreement to which it refers may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 
1977, pp. 738 ff. Senator Pell is the chairman of the Subcommittee on Arms Control, 
Oceans, International Operations and Environment.
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I would like to assure you, on behalf of the Executive branch, that 
the Department of State will inform the Congress in advance through 
notification to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and the House 
Foreign Affairs Committee of any planned changes to the list of United 
States facilities eligible for application of safeguards under the Agreement. 
This will be done prior to our notifying the International Atomic 
Energy Agency (IAEA) of any such changes. Under Article 34 of the 
proposed Agreement, the United States may remove facilities from the 
eligible list without giving advance notification to the IAEA in ''exceptional 
circumstances." If any such extraordinary case were to arise, the 
Congress would be informed as far in advance as possible of notifica
tion to the IAEA. As you noted in your letter, adoption of these 
procedures by the Executive branch should enable the Congress to 
raise any concerns it may have about any contemplated alteration in 
the list of eligible facilities.

I hope that this commitment by the Department of State is helpful to 
you in your further consideration of the Agreement and that final 
Committee action on this matter can be scheduled promptly permitting 
consideration by the full Senate and ratification at an early date.

Executive Order 12193: Nuclear Cooperation W ith  
the European Atomic Energy Community, February 
12, 1980 ^

By the authority vested in me as President by the Constitution and 
statutes of the United States of America, including Section 126a(2) of 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2155 (a) (2)), 
and having determined that, upon the expiration of the period 
specified in the first proviso to Section 126a(2) of such Act, failure to 
continue peaceful nuclear cooperation with the European Atomic 
Energy Community would be seriously prejudicial to the achievement 
of United States non-proliferation objectives and would otherwise 
jeopardize the common defense and security of the United States, and 
having notified the Congress of this determination, I hereby extend the 
duration of that period to March 10, 1981.

Jim m y  C a r t e r

Statement by the Swedish Representative (Thorsson) 
to the Committee on Disarmament, February 12, 
1980^

In his statement a week ago, at the opening of the 1980 session of the 
CD, the Swedish Foreign Minister addressed the international situa
tion in which this body starts its work in a new decade. I am today

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Feb. 18, 1980, p. 304. 
2 CD/PV.57, pp. 29-38.
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going to deal with some of the specific issues before our Committee, 
but I would however first like to make some general remarks. I shall be 
immodest enough to recall something I said in this hall about half a 
year ago. Looking back on the 17 years of work in the ENDC and the 
CCD, I stated then as my convinced opinion that w e had for long 
conducted our work in virtual isolation from the military, economic 
and political realities in the world outside the walls of the Palais des 
Nations. This has meant, inter alia, that we traditionally indulged in an 
exchange of well-prepared rhetoric on the imminent need of and the 
possibilities for disarmament not very much related to the factors that 
shape these realities. I think it is quite clear by now that we should not 
delude ourselves into wishful thii^ing about the world as it should be, 
but rather to act to create an atmosphere of complete realism and 
frankness about the world as it is. We must, as it were, open the doors 
of this Salle des Conseils to that world and base our work on a 
thorough analysis of the reasons behind its present state. I ended that 
speech by expressing the belief that, if in the 1980s w e do not achieve a 
dramatic breakthrough in disarmament negotiations, the prospects of 
our surviving this century without a nuclear war are bleak indeed.

In February 1980 it should be obvious to everyone that—to para
phrase a well-known French book title—les annees quatre-vingts sont mal 
parties. If w e are to overcome the discrepancies between what happens 
in the real world and what we try to achieve here, drastic changes will 
have to be made, and radically new moves will have to be undertaken 
in our work. And, looking at this world of ours, I would say, quite 
frankly, that it is justified to question the wisdom of its big and mighty, 
to question their capability to solve, on their own, the problems of 
co-existence, for which they carry a great responsibility but which  
affect all of us. Big is not always beautiful.

The fact is that the happenings in the real world in the last few years, 
with a tremendous, perhaps decisive impact on our common collective 
future, have climaxed into a situation where it would almost be an 
anticlimax to quote T.S. Eliot's seventh Chorus from "The Rock":

What have w e to do
But stand with empty hands and palms turned upwards
In an age which advances progressively backwards?

It seems to me that we, whose task it is, and w hose aspiration it is, to 
work for genuine disarmament, are largely reduced to regarding the 
performance from the sidelines while the bilateral big business specta
cle featuring the contest for world domination and, hopefully, some 
mutual accommodation, goes on at a level which is supposedly beyond 
our grasp and responsibility. In the feeling that some are more equal 
than others, the Superpowers show continued unwillingness to accept 
real multilateral negotiation on central disarmament issues. This is 
both politically and morally unacceptable. In conformity with the call 
of the tenth special session of the United Nations General Assembly, it 
is imperative—and at no time before was it as urgently compelling to
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emphasize this—that the maddening arms race be reversed through 
common international action, so that the very survival of all nations 
ceases to be at the mercy of and subject to the vacillations of 
Superpower politics and international bickering.

Certainly, most of us do not possess the awesome weapons— 
nuclear, chemical and other weapons of mass destruction—which 
constitute the central perennial items on the disarmament agenda. But 
as potential victims of such weapons all nations are obviously directly 
concerned. We must jointly seek to establish some means, some way of 
pressure to divert the Superpowers and their alliances from their 
obsession with military hardware and military security to the detri
ment of all peaceful activities.

Unless this is achieved— and w e urge that this be achieved—the 
international community, as represented in the United Nations and 
the Committee on Disarmament will doubtlessly be forced to continue 
its irrelevant debates on procedural and secondary substantive issues. 
What has been called "the game of disarmament" will go on.

I may be allowed to quote from a remarkable speech by the late Earl 
Mountbatten in May 1979, printed in the September 1979 issue of the 
Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists. He said: "There are powerful voices 
around the world who still give credence to the old Roman precept—if 
you desire peace, prepare for war. This is absolute nuclear nonsense. I 
repeat, it is a disastrous misconception to believe that by increasing the 
total uncertainty one increases one's certainty."

It is obvious that, under present international circumstances, the CD 
risks facing another year of eloquence but of little concrete progress. In 
making certain comments on this year's agenda I sincerely hope, nay, I 
request that the small and middle-sized States be—at long last— 
recognized as equal partners in the Committee's work. Real disar
mament negotiations are long overdue. The doomsday clock has been 
moved very close to twelve.

A cynical observer has suggested that the Superpowers consider 
disarmament work in the United Nations and in this body as a mere 
"damage-limiting game". He voiced the view that, while the serious- 
looking preambular phraseology of United Nations resolutions may 
voice serious concern, the operative parts all too often stand out as 
virtually devoid of real and realistic content. Although, given the 
meagre results of generation-long disarmament discussions, not all 
seem willing to refute this evaluation, I think it must be refuted. In 
order to do so w e must, however, also show that such attitudes are 
unwarranted. Thus, as the ongoing talks between the nuclear-weapon 
Powers might reach a stalemate, the CD itself must assume the role 
assigned to it by the General Assembly for the preparation and conduct 
of negotiations in the nuclear field. For obvious reasons we shall this 
year have to be more successful in our endeavours than last year, 
which was another year of lost opportunities.

At our last session w e discussed at some length, though without 
reaching any common conclusion, the subject of the cessation of the 
nuclear arms race and initiation of nuclear disarmament, in accordance
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with article VI of the NPT. One of the bases of our discussion was an 
initiative by seven socialist States entitled "Negotiations on ending the 
production of all types of nuclear weapons and gradually reducing 
their stockpiles until they have been completely destroyed". The 
initiative was commonly referred to as CD/4. ^

In my intervention on 26 June 1979,  ̂I suggested that this proposal 
and the proposal concerning the question of an adequately verified 
cessation and prohibition of production of fissionable material for 
weapons purposes and other nuclear explosive devices (General As
sembly resolution 33/91 H),  ̂should not be dealt with separately. They 
should instead be taken up in the context of the consideration of the 
entire paragraph 50 of the Programme of Action in the Final Document 
of the tenth special session of the General Assembly.  ̂ In its paper 
CD/36 of 12 July 1979,  ̂ the Group of 21 underlined the close link 
between the various elements contained in paragraph 50 and proposed 
that the prerequisites and elements for multilateral negotiations on 
nuclear disarmament should be identified taking into account this key 
paragraph of the Final Document.

In the informal discussions held on that subject last year, the 
Swedish delegation welcomed the fact that the sponsors of CD/4 
accepted the broadening of the scope to cover the implementation of 
the entire paragraph 50. This formula was further adopted in General 
Assembly resolution 34/83 J ® in which the Committee on Disarmament 
was requested, inter alia, to initiate, as a matter of high priority, 
negotiations on the question of the cessation of the nuclear arms race 
and nuclear disarmament, in accordance with the provisions of para
graph 50 of the Final Document of the tenth special session of the 
General Assembly.

In spite of the fact that three nuclear-weapon States voted against 
this resolution, the Swedish Government feels its request constitutes 
one of our primary tasks in this Committee. During the discussions last 
year, however, a number of questions were raised and answered on 
various aspects of such negotiations. Well, it cannot be said that all 
questions got very full replies, and there is still some doubt concerning 
the possibilities of embarking upon nuclear disarmament negotiations 
in the CD, perhaps in particular at this time. Like many others, the 
Swedish delegation would still like to become convinced that it is 
possible to carry out such negotiations on the basis of the present 
proposal.

I would therefore challenge the sponsors of CD/4 to prove the 
sincerity of their initiative by presenting us with a more elaborate 
proposal on how they envisage that paragraph 50 of the Final Docu
ment can be implemented through negotiations in which this Commit-

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 40-41.
 ̂CD/PV.36, pp. 20-28.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 774- 775. 
 ̂Ibid., pp. 420-421.
Ibid., 1979, pp. 410-411.

® Ibid., pp. 781-782.
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tee can play its proper role. Answers to the effect that such questions 
have to be left to preparatory consultations in the Committee are not, I 
repeat not, satisfactory. If ever meaningful consultations are to take 
place, a much more detailed proposal than the one contained in CD/4 
must be presented.

The sponsors should also specify the division of work between this 
Committee and other disarmament forums. To judge the realism of the 
proposal, it is furthermore essential to have more detailed knowledge 
concerning the degree and timing of the participation by individual 
nuclear-weapon States. A revised proposal should also consider the 
relationship between nuclear and conventional disarmament, as well 
as the problem of verification.

As I dwell on the urgency of starting nuclear disarmament negotiations, 
the problems of nuclear proliferation will spontaneously come into 
mind.

This year will be crucial for international efforts to prevent this from 
happening. INFCE will soon be concluded. Many countries here 
present will meet in August to review once again the implementation 
of the Non-Proliferation Treaty. ^

The situation in the world at the end of the five-year period 
following the First NPT Review Conference does not augur well for the 
struggle against proliferation. The deterioration of confidence between  
the Superpowers, and its regional causes and consequences, have 
already caused a serious setback to prospects of ratification of SALT II 
and an equally serious delay in efforts aimed at the conclusion of a 
CTBT. These developments could have dire consequences for the 
non-proliferation regime and, in the worst of cases, even lead to its 
erosion.

Such risks are real. The impending danger of a nuclear arms race in 
south Asia has been much debated. What has happened in the south 
Atlantic remains obscure, but nevertheless gives rise to continued 
concern. Acquisition of nuclear weapons by any new State will have 
repercussions elsewhere.

Neighbouring States are, of course, the first to be affected. Increased 
instability in one region may, however, affect the security of other 
regions, and, in the final analysis, the world community at large. To 
quote from a memorandum stating the views of the Nordic countries 
on the question of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons at the 
United Nations General Assembly last autumn, it is our strongly-held 
hope that all States will do their utmost to enhance international 
confidence so that nuclear weapons proliferation will not take place.

It goes without saying that again, the main responsibility for the 
survival of the non-proliferation regime rests with the Superpowers 
which, during a decade of a NPT in force, have demonstrated their 
complete lack of ability and/or will to subordinate their perceived 
national interests to the common interests of all, including themselves.

 ̂The treaty text may be found ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465. 
Ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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I refer of course to the glaring lack of implementation of the eleventh 
preambular of the NPT on the CTB and of article VI on the start of 
nuclear disarmament negotiations.

Increased efforts must be made to create a political situation— 
including progress in the field of disarmament—which helps to safe
guard and strengthen the central role of the NPT. In a more technical 
sense, post-INFCE work towards an international regime of enhanced 
nuclear supply assurances will also serve the same purpose of non
proliferation. The possible internationalization of sensitive stages of 
the nuclear fuel cycle—something which was suggested by the Swe
dish Government as early as at the CCD summer session 1974—retains 
its importance in this context. But, in my view, we shall also have to 
mobilize a great amount of fresh thinking on other constructive 
non-proliferation measures before, at, and after the Second NPT 
Review Conference.

An important part of efforts to achieve results in work aimed at 
nuclear disarmament consisted of the continuous debates and 
negotiations, all since 1963, on a CTBT, to which w e attached such 
great hopes in the last few years. Part of these efforts were devoted to 
the problem of a satisfactory verification process.

The Ad Hoc Group of Seismic Experts has successfully completed 
its first round of work. Its report to the CD (CD/43) shows that a 
world-wide monitoring system for a CTBT is feasible. The main 
functions of an international data centre were demonstrated in Stock
holm last summer. I am convinced that the continuing work—^however 
highly technical and non-political in nature—of the Ad Hoc Group of 
Seismic Experts which, under its new mandate, started a new session  
yesterday, will together with further national and international experi
mentation provide unambiguous results: it will become manifest for 
everyone that an adequately verifiable CTBT can be made operable at 
short notice.

All relevant technical prerequisites for a CTBT—long requested by 
the non-nuclear-weapon States and long overdue—are present, and a 
comprehensive test ban can become a reality once the necessary 
change of political attitudes has taken place. Regrettably such a change 
has not yet occurred. The record of observed nuclear weapons testing 
provides ample proof of this.

Twenty-eight Soviet underground nuclear tests were observed at the 
National Swedish Seismic Observatory in Hagfors during 1979, repre
senting the largest number of Soviet tests ever observed during one 
single year. The Soviet Union has conducted on an average 20 nuclear 
tests annually during the 1970s.

Twenty of the nuclear explosions last year were carried out at the 
Semipalatinsk testing site in East Kazahkstan and on the Novaya 
Zemlya Island in the Arctic Ocean. Four other explosions were 
conducted at different sites in northern and central Siberia. The four

”  Ibid., 1979, pp. 476-481.
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remaining explosions were observed within a small area north of the 
Caspian Sea.

During the same year of 1979 the United States reported 15 nuclear 
tests, all carried out in Nevada. This figure is close to the annual 
average during the past decade.

One British test was conducted last year at the United States test site 
in Nevada.

No Chinese nuclear test was announced or observed in 1979, the first 
and only year of the past decade without any Chinese nuclear testing 
activity.

France conducted nine underground nuclear tests on the island of 
Mururoa in the Pacific. This is the largest annual number of tests ever 
carried out by France.

To summarize these disgusting statistics: a total of 421 nuclear 
explosions were reported during the 1970s, of which the Soviet Union 
made 191, the United States 154, France 55, China 15, the United 
Kingdom 5 and India 1.

Obviously, allowing underground testing only has not put any 
obstacles in the way of further qualitative improvements of nuclear 
arsenals.

We must therefore, time and again, request the three nuclear- 
weapon States parties to the preparatory talks on a CTB to bring to us 
proposals for the elements of a draft treaty, in such a shape and with 
such a content that, through CD negotiations, w e can work out a truly 
comprehensive and durable treaty on a CTB early in the 1980s. As the 
tripartite preparatory negotiations have just been resumed, we further
more request the three negotiators to submit to us a detailed progress 
report on the state of their endeavours. And finally, w e would, as 
firmly, request the setting up of a CD working group on a CTBT well 
before the Second NPT Review Conference.

Speaking of CD working groups, I am humbly grateful that we have 
at least one such group established last year under the able leadership 
of the delegate of Egypt, namely, the one on security guarantees.

Sweden attaches great importance to efforts to enhance the security 
of non-nuclear-weapon States, including efforts to achieve effective 
arrangements to assure these States against the use or threat of use of 
nuclear weapons. Such assurances could play a role in the process of 
strengthening international security.

Various forms of assurances have been discussed, and from some 
quarters the idea of an international convention has been pursued. 
Since the discussions in the CD last year, the matter has been further 
considered during the thirty-fourth session of the General Assembly.

The Swedish Government has reservations about the idea of an 
international convention on this subject. A convention would be based 
on the assumption that all the States concerned—nuclear-weapon and 
non-nuclear-weapon—enter into some kind of reciprocal obligations.

But the vast majority of non-nuclear-weapon States have already 
accepted their obligations by acceding to the NPT. There is conse
quently no reason for them to repeat this undertaking.
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The responsibility to formulate a binding set of assurances accept
able to all States must therefore rest primarily with the nuclear-weapon 
Powers themselves.

Thus our preference would be that co-ordinated guarantees should 
be worked out by these Powers and thereafter endorsed by the 
Security Council. If the nuclear-weapon Powers prefer to formulate the 
agreement among themselves in a treaty or a convention they are, of 
course, free to do so. But as I just stated, for the non-nuclear-weapon 
countries to sign such a convention does not seem to serve any rational 
purpose.

The Working Group on this issue will continue its endeavours 
during this session. It should be taken for granted that the nuclear- 
weapon States will co-operate constructively with the other members 
of the Group in order to achieve early results to be presented to us.

I want to turn to another priority item on our agenda which w e shall 
have to deal with effectively during this year's session, irrespective of 
the present international situation. But first a few words on a different 
matter.

We are all aware that, during last summer's session of this Committee, 
the United States and the Soviet Union jointly submitted draft basic 
elements of a convention on the prohibition of radiological weapons. 
The Swedish Government has carefully studied the relevant docu
ments and we are prepared to enter into negotiations on a convention  
in the course of this session. I shall of course not, at this moment, make 
any direct comments on the draft text before us, but just limit myself to 
saying that, although this draft convention may be of value in certain 
prospective cases, it is of far less importance than the high priority 
matters which have been entrusted to us by the United Nations 
General Assembly and with which the CD and its predecessor strug
gled for many years without even being able to start real negotiations.

In the introductory part of this statement I emphasized in general 
terms the necessity of conducting the multilateral disarmament negotia
tions on the basis of broad and equal participation. But contrary to the 
intentions which are implicit in the Final Document of the tenth special 
session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, the two 
Superpowers largely reserve for themselves the prerogative to decide 
when a disarmament matter is ripe for negotiation in this multilateral 
negotiating body. I am referring in this case to the question of 
negotiations on a chemical weapons convention. In spite of the 
compelling resolution of the thirty-third session which was adopted by 
consensus, and in spite of continuous efforts of a number of countries, 
especially those belonging to the so-called Group of 21, it proved 
impossible at last year's session to reach consensus on the establish
ment of a Working Group with the task of initiating real negotiations 
on a CW convention. This question has been the subject of protracted 
discussions, hundreds of working papers and even several complete 
draft conventions over many years. It is, therefore, no wonder that the 
majority of the members of this Committee and the vast majority of the 
Members of the United Nations increasingly feel that negotiations
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must no longer be delayed by Superpower resistance, by the fruitless 
waiting for a "joint initiative". What is at stake is respect for resolu
tions adopted by the United Nations General Assembly and the 
credibility of this Committee as the international negotiating body. 
Last summer w e were put in a not very agreeable situation as the 
account of the preparatory bilateral Superpower deliberations was 
presented to the Committee only after the matter had been dealt with 
on the agreed agenda and after many of the experts concerned had left 
Geneva. We noted with some satisfaction that the account given was 
more detailed than had previously been the case. However, in view of 
the many years passed in fruitless deliberations, in view of the late 
presentation of the joint statement and, above all, the refusal to start 
real treaty negotiations on the matter, it is no wonder that most 
countries, including my own, refused to engage in renewed non
committal exchanges of views.

Real negotiations are long overdue, and Sweden intends, together 
with other like-minded countries, to press for such negotiations within 
this Committee. As in almost any disarmament and arms control issue, 
time is a crucial factor. The longer negotiations and agreements are 
being delayed, the more difficult they tend to become. It is therefore 
imperative that at the earliest possible stage of this session negotiations 
on a chemical weapons convention are initiated and that a working 
group is established for this purpose.

Nuclear disarmament and all the various aspects of that process are 
and will remain our foremost concern. It is legitimate to presume that 
all members of the CD will continue their active search for ways to 
come to grips with this tremendous problem, in the spirit of the Final 
Document of the General Assembly's first special session devoted to 
disarmament.

But concomitant with the nuclear arms race there has been— âs we 
are painfully aware—a similar race in the field of conventional arms, a 
process involving an amount of military technology which is horrifying.

However, although this serious issue is dealt with in the 1978 Final 
Document, it has so far not been possible for the international 
community to find the ways and means to start a negotiation process in 
this field. It seems obvious that talks, consultations and negotiations 
on the limitation of conventional weapons should preferably be carried 
out on the regional level. We await with expectation the outcome of the 
ongoing United Nations study on the subject. Meanwhile the Swedish 
Government has noted with appreciation the thoughts, ideas and 
proposals on the possibilities of starting work in this field as well as in 
the control and limitation of the international arms trade, submitted 
by, inter alia, the Government of Italy and referred to in the statement 
by the Italian representative last week and in Working Paper CD/56.
We shall certainly give this issue a most careful examinationi

This leads me to some very brief remarks on another task given to us 
by the United Nations General Assembly, namely, negotiating a new

Submitted on Feb. 5; printed ante.
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comprehensive programme of disarmament to be submitted to the 
General Assembly's second special session devoted to disarmament in 
1982. This task has been considerably facilitated by the work of the 
Disarmament Commission last year which resulted in document 
A/34/42, containing the elements of such a comprehensive programme. 
The Swedish delegation looks forward to participating in the important 
work ahead of us in this respect.

Mr. Chairman, it might seem that my statement today is very much 
the kind of traditional CD statement on which I made, in the beginning, 
some remarks. However, I have observed, with interest and quite 
some relief, a note of increased concern and impatience in the 
statements of many of my colleagues which is indeed highly justified 
considering the international political situation in which we have to 
continue our common efforts. My own remarks are intended to reflect 
the same sentiments. Never before since March 1962, when the ENDC 
was set up, has the urgency of disarmament negotiations been more 
clearly demonstrated here than now. It is all the more important that 
we, the members of this multilateral body, pursue our activities in a 
spirit of concern and impatience but also of determination and cool 
composure. It is compellingly necessary that these efforts should be 
concentrated on the central disarmament issues which have been given 
high priority.

Sweden, like other countries, pledges itself to do the utmost to 
achieve constructive results in our work even, if, or—to put it in a 
positive way— ĵust because we live in difficult times.

Remarks by Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko: Soviet 
interest in Disarmament [Extracts], February 18, 
1980^

. . .  It is being acknowledged throughout the world that in the 
recent decade—the 1970's—an important change for the better has 
occurred in international relations. This historic achievement became 
possible, first and foremost, due to the fact that the Soviet Union and 
the other fraternal socialist countries have placed their powerful 
potential on the scales of peace. It is precisely due to the efforts of the 
Soviet Union, which implemented the peace program of the 25th CPSU 
Congress, and the efforts of our friends and allies, which has met with  
the support of other peaceloving states, that at the outset of the 1980's 
a new phenomenon—relaxation of tension—has emerged in interna
tional politics. There came into being a number of international 
documents which contain something in the nature of rules in interstate 
relations. The most significant of them is the Final Act of the all- 
European conference. Definite limits were placed on one of the most

 ̂ Moscow Domestic Service in Russian, Feb. 18,1980; FBIS, Daily Report, Feb. 19,1980, 
vol. Ill, pp. R7-R9.
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dangerous trends, the arms race. A provisional agreement was signed  
in 1972 between the USSR and the United States on the limitation of 
strategic offensive weapons.^ An important and major step on that 
same path was the signing last year of a Soviet-U.S. treaty which is 
commonly known as SALT 11.̂  Unfortunately, this new treaty has still 
not been implemented because there are influential circles in the 
United States acting against it, who are adopting a position of 
continuing the arms race, including in the field of strategic arms. These 
actions put a stamp on the entire foreign policy of the United States.

Nevertheless, there is every reason to say that detente has been 
entered too firmly into the tissue of international relations and that it 
has too many advocates in the world for one country to have the 
monopoly in deciding its fate. Detente lives and breathes despite the 
trials to which it is being subjected and despite the present attempts of 
the U.S. administration to ring its death bells.

At the turn of the 1970's and into the 1980's a new turn toward cold 
war again revealed itself in Washington's policy. It began long before 
the Afghan events, over which political hysteria has broken out in the 
United States taking on a particularly ugly form in the atmosphere of 
the pre-election presidential campaign. In May, 1978, NATO adopted a 
decision to automatically increase each year the military spending of 
the bloc's states right up until the end of this century.

The course directed toward the arms race was also expressed in the 
recent NATO decision which, incidentally, had been taken before the 
events in Afghanistan and which concerns the production and deploy
ment of U.S. medium-range nuclear missiles in certain West European 
countries. Both these things were done under U.S. pressure. At the 
same time, the United States announced a new program providing for 
a sharp increase in its armaments.

It is precisely in the atmosphere of this militaristic orgy in Washing
ton that the ratification of the SALT II treaty was first delayed and then 
postponed. The common aim of all these actions is clear: to break the 
existing approximate parity, the equality in military strength of the 
East and the West, or, to be more precise, of the Soviet Union and the 
United States; and to try and gain superiority over the socialist 
community. Moreover, it is apparent that the White House is not 
taking too much trouble to ask itself the question of whether this 
course is realistic.

We have repeatedly stated, on the most authoritative level, that we 
will not let this happen. The Soviet Union's capacity to stand up for its 
legitimate interests will continue to be maintained properly. Those 
who determine U.S. foreign policy and that of its NATO allies 
camouflage their aims with fabrications about Soviet foreign policy.

 ̂Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 202-204.
 ̂The SALT II Treaty and accompanying documents may be found ibid., 1979, pp. 

189 ff.
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Our policy is one of principle. It has but one foundation. In a speech 
on 4 February, which drew an exceptionally broad and positive 
international response, Leonid Ilich Brezhnev said: The peoples of the 
world now have a common concern—to overcome tension which is 
again overshadowing international relations. Detente is the result of 
varied efforts, the common gain of peaceloving states, and the reckless 
imperialist forces must not be allowed to waste its fruits.

He went on to stress: Every road is for us acceptable and welcome if 
it leads to a firm peace. The Soviet Union believes that all talks in the 
field of curbing the arms race and of disarmament, which have started 
in recent years at various international forums and on a bilateral level, 
but which for one reason or another have been suspended or postponed, 
should again be resumed and continued. The Soviet Union is ready to 
conduct them on a constructive basis. We reaffirm our readiness to 
attend appropriate talks on questions of disarmament regarding Eu
rope if the NATO decision on U.S. medium-range nuclear missile 
weapons in Europe is repealed or at least if its implementation is 
officially suspended. The NATO countries are aware of our position. 
The interests of lessening military confrontation on our continent 
would be met by calling a conference on military detente and disar
mament in Europe. We will also continue to seek accord at the Vienna 
talks on the reduction of arms and armed forces in central Europe 
which have now resumed. The Soviet Union will do everything in its 
power to promote the successful work of the meeting of representa
tives of member countries of the all-European conference scheduled for 
this fall in Madrid.

Progress Report to the Committee on Disarmament on 
the Ninth Session of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific 
Experts To Consider international Cooperative 
Measures To Detect and identify Seismic Events 
[Extract], February 18, 1980 ^

6. The Ad Hoc Group came to the conclusion that the main tasks for 
its next report to the Committee on Disarmament would be the 
compilation, summarization and assessment of new information and 
experience to be acquired through national efforts and co-operative 
studies in the areas relevant to its work. With a view to appropriately 
and efficiently organizing these activities and in similarity with its 
previous procedures, it decided to establish five study groups to deal 
with specific issues. The topics for these open-ended study groups are 
as follows:

‘ CD/61.
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(a) Seismological station and station network
(b) Data to be regularly exchanged (Level I data)
(c) Format and procedures for the exchange of Level I data through 

WMO/GTS
(d) Format and procedures for the exchange of Level II data
(e) Procedures to be used at international data centers.

The Ad Hoc Group also established a list of particular items which 
might be considered under the above headings.

7. The Ad Hoc Group took note with appreciation of the information 
submitted by the representative of the World Meteorological Organiza
tion on various improvements in the WMO communications network 
which should contribute, inter alia, to the efficiency of the international 
seismic data exchange.

8. The Ad Hoc Group discussed also the schedule for its further 
work. It felt that in the light of the time needed for national investiga
tions and co-operative studies and for the reliable assessment of their 
results, it should envisage the submission of its report, based on the 
then available information, and in compliance with its present mandate, 
during the summer part of the 1981 session of the Committee on 
Disarmament. The Ad Hoc Group considered that it would require 
three or four further sessions to meet its responsibilities; a second  
session in 1980 and two or three sessions in 1981. It suggested that the 
next session, subject to approval by the Committee on Disarmament, 
should be convened between 7 and 18 July 1980, in Geneva.

Address by President Carter Before the American 
Legion: Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty [Extracts], 
February 19, 1980^

We've also negotiated a sound strategic arms limitation treaty, SALT
11,̂  which has great advantages for our country. It will enhance world 
stability and peace. SALT II will continue the process of arms control 
which was begun by President Eisenhower and which has been  
continued by every President since his time.

It will help to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons among 
the other nations on Earth. It will force substantial reduction in the 
present numbers of Soviet missile launchers, and provides no similar 
requirement that missile launchers of the United States be reduced. It 
wiU enhance the ability that w e have to monitor the Soviet nuclear 
forces. It will prevent an expensive and a dangerous nuclear arms race, 
an arms race that would be counterproductive both for ourselves and 
for the Soviet Union, and would require funding, very high levels of

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Feb. 25, 1980, pp. 345, 348.
 ̂The text of the treaty and accompanying documents may be found in Documents on 

Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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funding, which are needed to improve the American conventional 
forces.

SALT II is not a panacea. It is a supplement and not a substitute for a 
strong defense. SALT II is not based on trust; it can be verified by our 
own national technical means. I will consult very closely with the 
Congress when the time comes again to move toward ratification of the 
treaty.

Preventing nuclear war is a preeminent task, to repeat what I said 
earlier. That is w hy the last three U.S. Presidents have negotiated the 
strategic arms limitation treaties, and I will not abandon this effort to 
control nuclear weapons. In fact, the immediate crisis underscores the 
importance of mutual constraint on nuclear weapons. Because it serves 
our security interests, I remain committed to the ratification of the 
SALT II treaty.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Smith) to the 
international Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation Con
ference, February 25, 1980 ^

I am pleased to represent the United States at this concluding 
plenary conference of the International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation 
(INFCE). President Carter has asked me to deliver the following 
message:

The International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation, now completed, 
was a valuable forum in which to examine a number of the 
economic and technical issues, as w ell as the question of 
nonproliferation, as they relate to the development and continued 
use of nuclear energy. The evaluation's final reports contribute 
greatly to increased understanding among members of the interna
tional community.

I would like to express appreciation to the representatives of the 
participating governments and international organizations for 
their hard work over the past 2 years. The United States will 
carefully review the evaluation's results and take them into 
account in implementing its national and international policies 
with regard to the development and expansion of nuclear ener^.^

We ^1 share the conviction that nuclear power is needed to 
conserve valuable nonrenewable resources and, in many countries, 
to reduce intolerable dependencies on imported fossil fuels. I 
believe we all seek to assure that nuclear power will be generated

 ̂ Department of State Bulletin, June 1980, pp. 56-58. The statement was made at the 
final plenary of the conference.

 ̂For a summary and overview of the conference results, see the report of the Technical 
Coordinating Committee, submitted Feb. 27, printed post. The final communique of the 
conference, released the same day, is also printed post.
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only under conditions serving to minimize risks of nuclear 
proliferation.

Working Group Reports

For over 2 years, since the INFCE Organizing Conference in 
Washington, representatives of the countries and organizations gath
ered here have labored jointly and diligently in an unprecedented 
undertaking in international cooperation. We have pooled our analyti
cal talents to examine the various fuel cycles, their risks, and the ways 
in which such risks might be minimized through institutional and 
technological measures. We have explored ways in which nuclear 
supply assurances can be improved and have given attention to the 
special needs of developing nations.

We were not asked to negotiate solutions but rather to offer 
governments our collective analyses of the implications of different 
approaches.

The United States believes that INFCE has been a success. I would  
hope that all participants will join in accepting the working group 
reports with appreciation and in forwarding them for study by 
governments, the IAEA [International Atomic Energy Agency] and 
other appropriate international organizations. I propose that our 
special thanks be expressed to the IAEA for its essential help and to 
Professor Abram Chayes [Chairman of the Technical Coordinating 
Committee], whose leadership played a crucial role in assuring the 
successful and timely completion of this evaluation.

When I say that w e believe that INFCE has been a success, I do not 
wish to imply that the United States, or any other nation, agrees with 
every statement in the reports. The participants in INFCE have worked 
as experts seeking consensus. Accordingly, the reports reflect a wide 
range of perspectives, judgments, and viewpoints. These include the 
views of developing countries eager to assure themselves of access to 
the benefits of nuclear power; the perspectives of both exporters and 
importers of uranium, enrichment services, and reactors; the views of 
those now engaged in developing breeder options; and the views of 
nations, like mine, which believe they can prudently defer moves 
implying a commitment to "a plutonium economy." All interested 
nations have had their views considered and reflected in the reports.

On most matters of substance, the members of the working groups 
and of the Technical Coordinating Committee were able to reach 
agreement on a single view. On some matters, however, such conver
gence was not achieved and the residual differences are expressed in 
the reports.

Without justifying or finding fault with the nuclear power policies of 
any nation or group of nations, the process has produced a common 
factual background and findings which should inform our thinking, 
facilitate new international understandings at the political level, and 
help achieve a more orderly international community as we seek to

 ̂All brackets in this document are in the source text.



54 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1980

realize the benefits of nuclear power under conditions consistent with 
nonproliferation policies.

With the firm belief that INFCE has been constructive, I should like 
to refer to a few matters that strike us as particularly useful and also to 
mention briefly a few areas where we believe some cautions are 
warranted.

INFCE Process

I start with a word about the process of INFCE itself. Before its start 
there was understandably a very wide range of perspectives and 
insufficient mutual communication. The international nuclear commu
nity was in a state of some disarray. Tensions were developing 
between suppliers and consumers, and there were widespread misun
derstandings of each other's problems and concerns.

INFCE has helped to remedy that situation. We now better under
stand each other's objectives, needs, and interests. All of us have a 
better appreciation of global nuclear energy needs and resources, 
worldwide concerns about nuclear proliferation, and the technical and 
institutional problems and possibilities that lie before us. We hope that 
the IAEA will review our findings with the participation of all inter
ested states, so as to identify those INFCE matters that merit follow-on 
IAEA actions. And, w e should strive to preserve the spirit, tone, and 
momentum of this effort.

The clear recognition in INFCE of dual objectives is important. The 
continued value that nuclear power has and will have for many of our 
economies is emphasized. There is also broad agreement that there are 
proliferation risks associated with nuclear power as well as measures 
that can and should be taken to make such risks more tolerable and 
manageable.

We all recognize that proliferation is basically a political matter and 
that if a nation elects to develop nuclear explosives, it can do so 
without misusing civilian nuclear power facilities. However, INFCE 
points out that such facilities can be misused and that for this reason, it 
is important to plan future fuel cycles with careful attention to 
proliferation risks. The United States recognizes that there are such 
risks in every fuel cycle. INFCE has not identified any technical 
solution that will eliminate such risks, but it has identified several 
major positive factors useful in future planning.

We accept INFCE's judgment that it is not appropriate to make broad 
generalizations about the comparative proliferation risks of different 
fuel cycles. For example, we appreciate the fact that comparison of the 
proliferation resistance of the once-through light water reactor cycle, 
with alternatives, must also include consideration of the location and 
types of uranium enrichment facilities and how they are to be safeguarded.

I believe we have all come to share the assessment that there are 
substantial risks associated with weapons-usable materials and the 
technologies that can produce them. Our collective acceptance of this 
premise should help steer the future of nuclear power in safer 
directions. N ew  protective measures, including but not limited to
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improved safeguards, will be required to cope with fuel cycles involv
ing ready access to significant amounts of weapons-usable materials.

We are now more conscious of the long-range implications of 
near-term actions, and w e already are moving to constrain the use of 
weapons-grade materials in reactors when such use is not essential. 
The recent move to convert research reactors to use lower enrichment 
fuel is an example.

A single fuel cycle will not satisfy all nations' needs. Clearly, 
different national situations require different choices. For example, the 
need for and timing of breeder development will vary among countries 
depending on their technical infrastructure, electric grid size, confi
dence in access to uranium resources, and other factors. Especially 
important is the relationship between demand for power and the 
availability and price of uranium.

Demand-Supply Relationships

On the resource side, I believe that INFCE did a good job in 
evaluation of the factors bearing on prospective availability of natural 
uranium.

On the demand side, there will be a need for periodic revision of the 
estimates developed in INFCE. For example, since these estimates 
were prepared over 2 years ago, there have been large reductions in 
reactor orders and lengthy delays in construction schedules. This has 
resulted for the United States, which makes a major contribution to 
total demand, in a reduction in projections for 1995 nuclear capacity of 
about 30%. Since the urgency for construction of additional fuel cycle 
facilities and the introduction of new technologies depend on demand- 
supply relationships, it is important that estimates be kept up to date. 
This underscores the need to insure that such estimates are revised 
periodically.

Demand-supply relationships are also important in considering the 
adequacy of enrichment services. We appear to agree that there will be 
sufficient enrichment capacity through at least the mid-1990s, and new  
capacity can be brought on stream in sufficient time to meet demand 
that develops thereafter.

Major INFCE Issues

Reprocessing, recycling of plutonium in thermal reactors, and the 
need and timing for breeders were key issues in INFCE. From our 
perspective, several important insights emerge.

While reprocessing has been preferred by some nations as the way to 
deal with spent fuel, the evaluation makes it clear that other choices are 
feasible. Spent fuel can be safely stored on an interim or long-term 
basis, and terminal disposal without reprocessing appears to be a 
realistic option for either economic or nonproliferation reasons. I stress 
this point since I believe nuclear power can only benefit if flexibility 
exists in the choice of approaches.

The great majority of participants shared the view that, for economic 
reasons, when reprocessing plants are built they, like enrichment
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plants, should be large in scale. And, apart from economics, scale is an 
important consideration for nonproliferation reasons.

It is worth noting that all agreed that the economic advantage of 
plutonium recycle in light water reactors will at best be small.

Effective International Safeguards

INFCE working groups concluded that effective international safe
guards are an essential feature of nuclear fuel cycle facilities. Stress was 
laid on the special need to apply effective safeguards, particularly for 
the sensitive fuel cycle steps involving enrichment, reprocessing, and 
fabrication of fuel using plutonium or highly enriched uranium. 
Inclusion of safeguards planning at the earliest stages of plant design is 
called for. The importance of giving high priority to the testing and 
optimization of new improved safeguards methods for sensitive fuel 
cycle steps was emphasized.

In that connection, I would stress the importance the United States 
attaches to applying effective IAEA safeguards to all civilian nuclear 
facilities and to providing the IAEA with the additional funds, trained 
manpower, and policy support it needs to carry out its expanding 
safeguards responsibilities.

While safeguards alone will not be sufficient to minimize prolifera
tion risks from sensitive fuel cycle activities, w e are convinced that 
comprehensive safeguards coverage will be necessary if nuclear power 
is to play its proper role in meeting global energy needs.

Comprehensive Safeguards Coverage

The participants appeared to agree that constraints that now apply to 
reprocessing and to separated plutonium need to be reinforced by 
other protective mechanisms. For example, in addressing the particu
lar concerns associated with separated plutonium, it was recom
mended that as one follow-on mechanism, special attention should be 
given to placing excess plutonium under international oversight. The 
United States is prepared to work cooperatively for an effective 
international plutonium storage regime. We are also participating in 
the IAEA study of international arrangements for spent fuel storage.

Breeders

The need and prospects for breeders understandably are given 
considerable attention in light of their promise and the interest that 
some nations have in this technology. TThere is no question that, over 
the long term, breeders could extend uranium resources in a dramatic 
way. This accounts for the heavy investments that the United States 
and other nations are making in developing the breeder and in 
assessing the feasibility, economic, and proliferation implications of its 
technology.

But the breeder is not without its costs, risks, and uncertainties. 
Some of these are identified in the report of working group 5, although 
that report focuses much more on the positive features of the technology. 
We note that the report concludes that breeder development and
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deployment are not likely to be economically attractive to nations with 
modest nuclear power programs.

INFCE has provided useful insights on the special needs of develop
ing nations. As part of the IAEA's follow-on activity, we would hope 
that the agency would give special emphasis to its recommendations of 
particular interest to the developing world.

Conclusion

In examining potential proliferation risks which arise from various 
approaches to nuclear power, the INFCE reports dealt extensively with  
possible measures to reduce such risks. It was generally found that a 
combination of new  safeguards, technical, and institutional measures, 
such as multinational ventures, constitute a promising approach.

It will take major efforts by many nations to implement such 
measures by the time they are needed to deal adequately with the 
proliferation risks which are inherent in such sensitive facilities as 
reprocessing and enrichment plants. We hope such efforts will get 
underway promptly. We have for too long contented ourselves with 
merely talking about them.

Finally, INFCE has also formulated a number of important recom
mendations in the area of nuclear supply that should be given great 
weight in future governmental decisions. INFCE recognized in a 
variety of ways that a country pursuing a nuclear power pro^am  
needs to be able to plan ahead with confidence regarding, for example, 
reactor fuel supply and disposition of spent fuel.

We all agree that it will be crucial to preserve a high degree of 
confidence and stability in nuclear supply relations if nuclear power is 
to remain a viable energy option and if the premature spread of 
sensitive facilities is to be avoided. Pointed observations may be found 
in the working reports about the need for greater predictability in 
nonproliferation conditions and the prejudicial results of abrupt or 
unilateral changes in supply conditions.

On the other hand, the reports recognize that suppliers cannot be 
expected to freeze their policies or to ignore situations that might 
seriously aggravate efforts to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons.

The call in the reports for a greater degree of confidence and 
predictability in the terms of nuclear trade presents us with a major 
challenge. The United States believes that this goal is achievable, and 
we intend to devote our energies and ingenuity to meeting this 
challenge in the immediate future.

Statement by President Carter: Nuclear and Arms 
Export Controls [Extract], February 27, 1980 ^

The agencies administering our nuclear export controls have taken

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Mar. 3, 1980, p. 403.
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steps to enhance the United States reliability as a supplier of nuclear 
materials and equipment, consistent with our firm commitment to 
prevent the spread of nuclear weapons. For example, we are now  
providing multiple reload licenses for components for most reactors 
abroad, and eliminating licensing requirements for nonsignificant 
quantities of nuclear material. A separate retransfer authorization is no 
longer required in cases where the retransfer was foreseen and 
approved in the license issued by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 
Moreover, in dealing with specific cases of proliferation concern, we 
have had considerable success in harmonizing our nuclear export 
policies with other key countries.

Further streamlining of our nuclear export licensing system should 
be considered. Meanwhile, executive branch agencies are undertaking 
these measures:

1. In considering exports of dual-use items of significance for 
nuclear explosives, they will focus attention primarily on countries of 
proliferation concern, minimizing interruption of commerce with coun
tries that have good nonproliferation credentials; and

2. They will continue efforts to harmonize international conditions 
for approving or denying exports and re-exports of those dual-use 
items which w e continue to license.

ARMS EXPORT CONTROL

During the course of this review, the munitions export licensing 
process has been expedited. Although the annual case load has 
increased from about 24,000 in 1978 to about 30,000 in 1979, the 
average number of export applications awaiting decision for over 30 
days dropped from about 675 in 1978 to under 400 in 1979. As a general 
rule, decisions now are being given within 20 working days.

Message From President Carter to the Congress Trans
mitting His Report on Nuclear Nonproliferation in 
1979, February 27, 1980 ^

I have reviewed the activities of U.S. Government departments and 
agencies during CY 1979 with respect to the prevention of nuclear 
proliferation, and am pleased to submit the second annual report 
called for by Section 601(a) of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978 
(Public Law 95-242).^

The enclosed report^ contains a general summary and chapters 
detailing the progress made in the following areas:

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Mar. 3, 1980, pp. 403-404. The report is 
entitled Report of the President to the Congress Pursuant to Section 601 of the Nuclear 
Non-Proliferation Act of 1978—January 1980.

 ̂The text of the act may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 118 ff.
 ̂Not printed here.
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—completion of the studies of the International Fuel Cycle Evalua
tion (INFCE);

—creation of an international nuclear fuel regime;
—development of common export and domestic policies;
—increased adherence to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 

Nuclear Weapons;
—strengthening of International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards; 
—negotiation of international agreements for peaceful nuclear 

cooperation;
—cooperation in energy with developing countries;
—international cooperation in protection of the environment;
—establishment of procedures on other export-related matters; and 
—determinations as specified in 601 (a)3 of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation 

Act.

The report concludes that U.S. non-proliferation initiatives, including 
the Non-Proliferation Act of 1978, have continued to make a positive 
contribution to non-proliferation by increasing international awareness 
of the proliferation risk inherent in certain peaceful nuclear activities. 
This increased awareness is reflected most notably in the International 
Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation, which will conclude in late February.^ 

The Evaluation meetings have also provided a forum for an organized, 
wide-ranging and detailed technical reexamination of assumptions and 
alternatives, in which a large number of countries with varying 
interests have participated. Our own contributions to these discussions 
have helped to overcome some of the doubts and concerns of other 
countries about the motives and intentions behind our policies. After 
the conclusion of INFCE, Congress will be informed of its specific 
findings.

Further progress was made during 1977 on most of the other 
challenges identified in last year's report as well. Negotiations were 
completed for an international convention on the physical protection of 
nuclear material. Bilateral cooperation agreements were reached on the 
peaceful uses of nuclear energy. Six additional countries signed the 
NPT. The IAEA safeguards system was technically improved and 
strengthened.

On the less positive side, additional effort will be needed to 
demonstrate the feasibility of arranging for the international storage of 
spent fuel as well as for the permanent disposal of nuclear waste. And  
some countries continue to have concerns about U.S. non-proliferation 
policy and our reliability as a nuclear supplier. We will need to work 
closely with our trading partners to resolve fuel cycle and related issues 
in the months ahead. In addition, special proliferation issues must be 
confronted in certain areas such as South Asia and the Middle East.

We will continue to address these and other concerns noted in the 
report during the coming year, as we pursue our efforts to achieve

 ̂The report of the Technical Coordinating Committee of the INFCE and the INFCE 
final communique were issued on Feb. 27; see post.
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international support for additional measures to reduce the risk of 
proliferation while meeting legitimate energy needs.

Letter From President Carter to the Congress Transmit
ting Proposed Legislation on International Devel
opment and Security Assistance [Extract], February 
27, 1 9 8 0 '

In addition, the bill makes the special authority of section 614(a) of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, applicable to pro
grams under the Arms Export Control Act, and to "free-standing" 
provisions of law contained in annual development and security 
assistance authorization acts. This change restores the scope of the 
President's authority under section 614(a) as it existed prior to 1968, 
when the military sales provisions of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
were removed from that act and included in the Foreign Military Sales 
Act (now the Arms Export Control Act).^ As a consequence, this 
change removes an anomaly from present law, whereby the President 
may use his authority under section 614(a) to authorize grants under 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, but not sales or financing under the 
Arms Export Control Act.

The bill also amends the Arms Export Control Act to eliminate the 
requirements for advance certification to the Congress of all major FMS 
sales, and proposed third-party transfers, to NATO, any NATO 
member, Japan, Australia, and N ew  Zealand. This change would  
facilitate vital military supply cooperation with important allies, and 
would render the third-party transfer procedures less cumbersome by 
conforming those requirements to those applicable to major direct 
transfers under FMS. In addition, the bill amends the Arms Export 
Control Act to clarify the limitations upon the performance of defense 
services for a country in the event such country becomes engaged in 
self-defense or other military operations.

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Mar. 3, 1980, pp. 410-411. Identical 
letters were sent to the Speaker of the House (O'Neill) and the President of the Senate 
(Mondale).

 ̂Portions of the Arms Export Control Act are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 
1976, pp. 386-430.
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Statement by the Under Secretary of State for Secu
rity  Assistance, Science and Technology (Nimetz) 
Before a Subcommittee of the House Committee on 
Foreign Affairs: Arms Transfer Policy [Extract], Feb
ruary 27, 1980 ^

The final proposed modification contained in our FY 1981 authoriza
tion bill involves congressional review of proposed transfers under 
Sections 36(b) and 3(d) of the Arms Export Control Act.^ Existing law 
requires congressional review of a wide range of arms transfer proposals. 
As you know, all FMS cases over $25 million—no matter the equip
ment or services involved—all FMS cases over $7 million of major 
defense equipment, and virtually all third-party transfers—irrespective 
of value—are subject to 30 days' advance certification to the Congress. 
In the case of sales, this period is extended by an informal 20-day 
advance review and is often further drawn out, when notifications are 
deferred, to take into account scheduled congressional recesses.

We would propose to exempt from the requirement for 30 days' 
advance certification and review FMS cases involving transfers to 
NATO, any NATO member nation, Japan, Australia, and N ew Zealand. 
In addition, the Administration's proposed legislation would exempt 
from advance certification all third-country transfers to these countries. 
It would also set a threshold on congressional review of all other 
third-party transfers similar to that on direct sales, i.e., transfers of $7 
million or more in major defense equipment and all transfers valued at 
$25 million or more.

These proposed changes would bring legislation affecting security 
assistance programs more nearly into line with our arms transfer 
control policy, which exempts NATO countries, our ANZUS [Australia, 
N ew  Zealand, United States pact]^ allies, and Japan from its controls. In 
view of our close security ties with these nations and the fact that sales 
involving them have rarely, if ever, generated controversy; we believe 
that an exemption of this sort is fully justified. In addition, these 
changes would have the effect of applying similar criteria to third- 
country transfers under Section 3(d) as those applicable to direct FMS 
sales under Section 36(b) of the Arms Export Control Act. We would be 
prepared to report to the Congress, on a quarterly basis, all third- 
country transfers involving less than $7 million in major defense 
equipment or non-major defense equipment items less than $25 
million.

 ̂ Department of State Bulletin, June 1980, pp. 61—62. The statement was made before the 
Subcommittee on International Security and Scientific Affairs.

 ̂Portions of the act may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 386-430. 
 ̂Brackets in source document.
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Report of the Technical Coordinating Committee to 
the Final Plenary Conference of the international 
Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation, February 27, 1980 ^

In t r o d u c t io n

1. The International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation (INFCE) was 
organized at a conference held in Washington, DC, on 19-21 October
1977, in which 40 countries and four international organizations were 
represented. In the communique issued by the Conference the 
participants

were conscious of the urgent need to meet the world's energy 
requirements and that nuclear energy for peaceful purposes should be 
made widely available to that end;

were convinced that effective measures can and should be taken at 
the national level and through international agreements to minimize 
the danger of proliferation of nuclear weapons without jeopardizing 
energy supplies or the development of nuclear energy for peaceful 
purposes;

recognized that special consideration should be given to the specific 
needs of and conditions in developing countries.^

2. The Organizing Conference agreed that INFCE was to be a 
technical and analytical study and not a negotiation. The results were 
to be transmitted to governments for their consideration in developing 
their nuclear energy policies and in international discussions concern
ing nuclear energy co-operation and related controls and safeguards. 
Participants would not be committed to INFCE's results.

3. It was furthermore agreed that the evaluation should be carried 
out in a spirit of objectivity, with mutual respect for each country's 
choices and decisions in this field, without jeopardizing their respec
tive fuel cycle policies or international co-operation, agreements and 
contracts for the peaceful use of nuclear energy, provided that agreed 
safeguards measures are applied.

4. The Washington Communique acknowledged the vital impor
tance of preventing proliferation and, moreover, of effective and 
urgent measures to stop and reverse the nuclear arms race among the 
nuclear-weapon states. It was recognized that a decision by a govern
ment to construct nuclear weapons is essentially a political decision 
motivated by political and national security considerations, among 
which is the relationship between vertical proliferation and horizontal 
proliferation and the existing and undiminished arms race. But it was 
not the task of INFCE to discuss these political matters. In this respect.

 ̂ International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation, vol. 9, 'TNFCE Summary V olum e/' pp. 
1-53. The report is the "'Summary and Overview" of the entire evaluation. Vol. 9 also 
contains summaries for each of the eight working groups.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1977, p. 654. The texts of addresses by Under Secretary of 
State Nye and President Carter at the 1977 conference may be found ibid., pp. 284-289, 
645-648.
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the task of the study was to consider the possibility that the know
how, facilities or materials used in the nuclear fuel cycle might be 
misused for the purposes of constructing nuclear weapons—although 
it was recognized that nuclear energy for peaceful purposes is not the 
only or perhaps even the preferred route to that end—and also to con
sider whether any technical, institutional or improved safeguards 
measures might be introduced to discourage such misuse. Although 
possibilities for diversion by sub-national groups were also considered 
to some extent, it was recognized that the physical protection of nu
clear materials and facilities is primarily a national responsibility.

5. The Washington Communique also laid down the organization, 
terms of reference, procedures and methodology for the study. Eight 
working groups were established, chaired by countries that volun
teered to assume the responsibility:

Working Group 1— F̂uel and Heavy Water Availability
(Co-Chairmen: Canada, Egypt, India);

Working Group 2—Enrichment Availability
(Co-Chairmen: France, Federal Republic of Germany, 
Iran);

Working Group 3—^Assurances of Long-Term Supply of Technology, 
Fuel and Heavy Water and Services in the Interest 
of National Needs Consistent with Non-Proliferation 
(Co-Chairmen: Australia, Philippines, Switzerland); 

Working Group 4—Reprocessing, Plutonium Handling, Recycle 
(Co-Chairmen: Japan, United Kingdom);

Working Group 5—Fast Breeders
(Co-Chairmen: Belgium, Italy, USSR);

Working Group 6—Spent Fuel Management
(Co-Chairmen: Argentina, Spain);

Working Group 7—Waste Management and Disposal
(Co-Chairmen: Finland, Netherlands, Sweden); 

Working Group 8—^Advanced Fuel Cycle and Reactor Concepts
(Co-Chairmen: Republic of Korea, Romania, USA).

Each working group operated independently and is solely responsible 
for its own report and findings.

6. The 22 co-chairmen were constituted as a Technical Co-ordinating 
Committee (TCC) to co-ordinate the work of the working groups from 
the technical point of view. At its first meeting, the TCC elected 
Professor Abram Chayes of the delegation of the United States of 
America as its Temporary Chairman, and he was reconfirmed in that 
capacity from meeting to meeting. The International Atomic Energy 
Agency (IAEA) participated in the TCC and in all working groups and 
sub-groups and provided accommodation for meetings and secretariat 
services for the study.

7. The Organizing Conference decided that all interested states and 
international bodies should be entitled to participate in the work of 
INFCE and that all participants would have an equal opportunity to 
contribute to that work. Sixty-six countries and five international
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organizations have accepted this invitation to participate in some form. 
The result has been a broadly representative group of countries, 
including industrialized countries and countries in various stages of 
economic development; countries with larger or smaller nuclear energy 
programmes at various stages of advancement; materials or equipment 
consumers as well as suppliers; market and centrally planned economies; 
nuclear-weapon states, non-nuclear-weapon states, parties to the 
Euratom Treaty,^ the Non-Proliferation Treaty,^(NPT) and the Tlatelolco 
Treaty,^ as well as states which are parties to none of these treaties; and 
countries from all geographical regions.

8. In all, the eight working groups held 61 meetings on 174 days, in 
which a total of 519 experts, representing 46 countries and five 
international organizations, participated and produced more than 
20,000 pages of documents. The TCC has met nine times. A first 
Plenary Conference was also held in Vienna from 27 to 29 November
1978, which decided on the procedures for preparing this report and 
the Working Group final reports.

9. It is apparent from this account that this Summary and Overview  
can only touch on the main themes and highlights of the study. These 
matters are taken out of a rich context of detailed technical, quantita
tive and analytic information contained in the summaries and reports 
of the individual working groups, which should be consulted in every 
case for a full appreciation of points mentioned in the Summary and 
Overview.

10. The remainder of this report is divided into seven chapters. The 
first presents the demand and resource data on which the remainder of 
the analysis was based. The second presents assessments of technical 
feasibility, economics, and health, safety and environmental impacts of 
various stages of the fuel cycle. The third considers fuel cycle stages 
and activities from the point of view of non-proliferation. Chapters IV, 
V and VII are keyed to the three basic considerations identified in the 
Washington Communique: assuring that nuclear energy will be made 
widely available to meet the world's energy requirements; minimizing 
the danger of proliferation of nuclear weapons; and meeting the 
specific needs of and conditions in developing countries. A separate 
chapter. Chapter VI, is devoted to institutional arrangements.

11. A simplified description of the nuclear fuel cycle is given in the 
primer on the nuclear fuel cycle included in this volume.

I. A v a il a b il it y  o f  R e s o u r c e s  a n d  F u e l  C y c l e  S e r v ic e s  
IN THE L ig h t  o f  P r o je c t io n s  o f  N u c l e a r  P o w e r  D e m a n d

I-A. NUCLEAR POWER PROJECTIONS

12. A joint sub-group of Working Groups 1 and 2 undertook the task 
of making projections of possible nuclear energy capacity until the year

 ̂American Foreign Policy: Current Documents, 1957, pp. 518 -573.
Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.

5 Ibid., 1967, pp. 69-83.
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2025, the time horizon of the study. Rather than attempting to predict 
the most probable nuclear energy capacity at particular times in the 
future, the sub-group developed a high and a low case, having a wide 
range between them, to illustrate possible installed nuclear capacities 
over time. It was recognized, however, that these projections are not 
limiting bounds, but representative projections. Both higher and lower 
capacities are possible, depending on decisions and events in the 
future. The subgroup projections are given in Table I.

T a b l e  I. P r o j e c t e d  N u c l e a r  G e n e r a t in g  

C a p a c i t y  i n  WOCA® (net GW(e))

Year Low case*̂ High case^

1985 245 274
1990 373 462
1995 550 770
2000 850 1200
2005 1100 1650
2010 1300 2150
2015 1450 2700
2020 1650 3350
2025 1800 3900

 ̂World Outside Centrally Planned Economies Area.
^ Beyond 2000 the projections are rounded to the nearest 50 GW(e).

13. The methodology employed in generating these projections 
was as follows. For the period up to 2000, the projections were based 
on national estimates of nuclear capacity submitted by IAEA member 
countries in response to a questionnaire circulated by the sub-group. 
Where responses were not received, the sub-group used data from the 
Nuclear Energy Agency (NEA) of the Organization for Economic 
Co-Operation and Development (OECD). The projections were also 
revised to reflect data for 1985 and 1990 from a 1978 study made by the 
International Energy Agency (IEA). According to the data made 
available by the responding countries. Working Group 1 came to the 
conclusion that nuclear energy is expected to increase its role in 
meeting the world's needs over the next half century.

14. For the period between 2000 and 2025, nuclear growth rates 
based on scenario H5 of a study made in 1977 by the Conservation 
Commission of the World Energy Conference (WEC) were used in 
establishing the high growth projection. This particular scenario is 
based on an average annual world gross national product (GNP) 
growth rate of 4.2% and assumes that electricity will comprise 33% of 
world primary energy by 2000 and 45% by 2020. The study assumes 
that nuclear energy will provide about 50% of the electricity by 2020. 
For the low growth projection, the post-2000 growth rates derived from
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a NEA 'present trend' projection made in 1978 were used. The NEA 
analysis implies an annual growth rate for nuclear capacity declining 
from 5.4% in the 2000-2005 period to 1.7% in the 2020-2025 period.

15. The Centrally Planned Economies (CPE) countries in Eastern 
Europe and Asia did not participate in this projection and data are 
therefore limited to the world outside the CPE area (WOCA). In 1978, 
the CPE countries accounted for about 15% of the world's installed 
nuclear capacity.

I-B. RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS AND AVAILABILITY 

Z-B-2. Reactor strategies

16. Requirements for nuclear fuel, heavy water and associated 
services over the next 50 years will depend not only on the nuclear 
growth projections but also on the types of reactors in operation. In 
principle, a large number of reactor t ^ e s  could be used alone or in 
combination in nuclear power strategies to meet the needs of an energy 
system. In all, some 22 of these reactor types and their fuel cycles were 
studied by one or another of the INFCE working groups. Many of 
these have attracted interest because of their potential to improve 
resource utilization. The more advanced reactor systems are still in 
various stages of conceptual design, with little or no effort as yet 
expended on system development. Such systems, accordingly, cannot 
be considered as possible options until well past the year 2000, and at 
present there is insufficient information to permit assessment of them.

17. Thus, in calculating the demand for fuel and fuel cycle services 
that may arise from its nuclear power projections, the sub-group 
focused primarily on reactor types and technologies that are at present 
available or are likely to be available in the reasonably near future. 
These include:

(a) Once-through LWR fuel cycles;
(b) Once-through fuel cycles based primarily on HWRs;
(c) Large-scale introduction of FBRs;
(d) LWRs with recycle of self-generated plutonium;
(e) HWRs with (a) recycle of self-generated plutonium or (b) 

uranium/thorium fuel recycle.

These reactor systems and their associated fuel cycles divide into two 
groups having fundamentally different characteristics. The first two do 
not re-use the uranium and the plutonium in the spent fuel, while the 
latter three require reprocessing and refabrication in a closed cycle.

 ̂ (1) Current technology, once-through LWRs; (2) current technology, once-through 
HWRs; (3) current technology, Pu recycle LWRs; (4) current technology, Pu recycle 
HWRs; (5) current technology FBRs (U/Pu, oxide hiel); (6) Th/U, once-through HTRs; (7) 
improved once-through LWRs; (8) advanced FBRs; (9) improved Pu recycle LWRs; (10) 
improved, once-through HWRs; (11) ThAJ recycle HWRs; (12) Th/U recycle HTRs; (13) 
enriched U, once-throuch HTRs; (14) Th/^^U recycle LWRs including breeders; (15) Th 
blanket FBRs; (16) ThP^U  FBRs; (17) molten salt; (18) heavy water seed blanket; (19) 
suspension hiel; (20) hybrid; (21) fusion; and (22) spallation breeder. [Footnote in 
original.]
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18. Typical lifetime requirements for uranium for the main reactor 
types are given in Table II. It should be noted that this table presents 
requirements for only natural uranium for individual reactor types 
based on available characteristics. From a nuclear power programme 
perspective the choice of reactor types and fuel cycles will be affected 
by the total system demand for uranium and other fuel cycle services.

T a b l e  II . L if e t im e  U r a n i u m  R e q u ir e m e n t s  f o r  S o m e  N u c l e a r  

R e a c t o r s ® a n d  F u e l  C y c l e  O p t i o n s  C o n s i d e r e d  b y  I N F C E

Reactor type and fuel cycle option Lifetime uranium requirements 
(t U)

Once-through LWR

Current technology 4260
15% improved 3720
30% improved 3080

Self-generated Pu recycling LWR

Current technology 2665
Improved technology 1850

Once-through HWR

Current; natural uranium 3655
Improved; low-enriched uranium 2505

Self-generated Pu recycling HWR

Natural U with Pu recycle 1820

Thorium cycle HWR

Denatured^^^ U; HEU^ make-up^ 1685
HEU recycle; HEU make-up^^ 
HEU recycle; Pu make-up^^

1520
1220

Thorium cycle HTR^

Denatured^^ U; HEU make-up 2375
HEU recycle; HEU make-up 1650

U/Pu cycle FBR®

Pre-2000 technology 36
Post-2000 technology (reference) 46
Post-2000 technology (advanced) 49

® lOOO-MW(e), operated for 30 years at 70% capacity factor; 0.2% enrichment plant tails 
assay.

^ HEU—highly enriched uranium.
^Includes the natural uranium required to establish in-core and ex-core fissile 

inventories for the first reactor generation.
 ̂In-core and ex-core fissile plutonium inventories are required in addition to the 

uranium requirements. Uranium requirements are a mix of 1 natural U HWR per 2 Th/Pu 
HWRs.

® In-core and ex-core fissile plutonium inventories are required in addition to the 
uranium requirements. Data for FBRs refer to depleted uranium. The uranium require
ments depend on breeding gain, with increased breeding gains calling for additional 
uranium requirements (with associated increases in net plutonium production).
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as well as economics, technical feasibility and other factors. For 
example, substantial and increasing reprocessing capacity would be 
needed if significant proportions of nuclear power growth were to 
employ recycle or breeder reactor systems; substantial and increasing 
spent fuel storage and waste disposal facilities would be needed if the 
once-through fuel cycle were extensively deployed; etc.

19. For the pre-2000 period, reactor mixes obtained from the na
tional responses to the questionnaire referred to earlier were used in 
determining the demand. In certain cases, without changing the 
pre-2000 mix of reactor types, recycling of plutonium or improvements 
to increase the efficiency of uranium usage were introduced before 
2000.

20. For the post-2000 period, several illustrative strategies were 
defined and applied to both the low and high projections of nuclear 
power growth. Some were characterized by the rapid dominance of a 
single reactor type. For each illustrative strategy (except for the HWR 
strategies) two cases were considered, one using current technology 
and the other using improved technical characteristics of the dominant 
reactor type, to obtain high and low estimates of uranium demand. For 
the HWR strategies, alternative fuel cycles were employed, which gave 
different patterns of uranium requirements over time.

21. Obviously, nuclear power will grow in different ways in differ
ent countries, so that the single-type strategies are presented to give a 
clear demonstration of the nature of the effects associated with the 
alternative choices rather than as realistic projections. Therefore, a 
series of illustrative mixed strategies based on the combined exploita
tion of LWRs, HWRs and FBRs was also defined.

22. An IAEA computer model, verified by comparison with other 
models, was used to calculate the nuclear fuel cycle requirements from 
the growth projections. The calculations performed showed a possible 
range of uranium requirements bounded by a low-demand strategy 
using advanced-technology FBRs with one year out-of-pile time de
ployed throughout WOCA, and a high-demand strategy using current- 
technology once-through LWRs deployed throughout WOCA. This 
range is from 85 000-200 000 t U/a in 2000 to 50 000-590 000 t U/a in 
2025. A more plausible range of demand for uranium within the 
limitations of the study was judged to be defined by mixed strategies as 
described above, deployed throughout WOCA. This range is from 
approximately 90 000—160 000 t U/a in 2000 to approximately 75 0 0 0 -  
430 000 t U/a in 2025.

23. Thorium requirements in 2025 could be as much as 35 0001 Th/a. 
Heavy water requirements in 2025 could be as much as 150 000 t/a for 
strategies where HWRs are dominant.

24. Variants to the illustrative strategies and several strategies 
suggested by other working groups were used to show the sensitivity 
of requirements to such things as changes in the degree of penetration 
of a technology and mixes of reactors in the post-2000 period.
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I-B-2. Uranium availability

25. The supply of uranium over the period up to 2025 will come 
primarily from deposits of a type that is either currently being 
exploited or that could be exploited, under current technological and 
economic conditions, at a cost (in 1978 US $) of up to US $130/kg U. 
Estimates of these 'conventional' resources have been made periodi
cally since 1965 by a joint working party of the OECD (NEA) and the 
IAEA.

26. The NEA/IAEA divides its estimates into two separate categories—  
Reasonably Assured Resources (RAR) and Estimated Additional Re
sources (EAR)—reflecting different levels of confidence in the quanti
ties reported, based primarily on criteria of geological assurance of 
existence. The two categories of resources are further separated into 
two levels of exploitability based on the cost of exploitation (generally 
not including the cost of exploration or allowance for profit). The 
NEA/IAEA uranium cost categories are narrowly defined and used  
only as a basis for the classification of resources. This practice was 
adopted by INFCE to ensure consistency with other international 
studies. It should be noted that these cost categories do not necessarily 
reflect the prices required to ensure the continuing viability of the 
uranium industry or those at which uranium will be available to the 
user. The most recent estimates of uranium resources, in these 
internationally established categories, are given in Table III. Almost 
80% of the total RAR occur in North America, Africa and Australia; 
almost 90% of the total EAR occur in North America and Africa. About 
75% of the 391 000 t of Reasonably Assured Resources in Europe is 
attributable to the Swedish Alum Shales, the future exploitability of 
which is uncertain for a number of reasons, environmental among

T a b l e  III. E s t im a t e d  WOCA U r a n i u m  R e s o u r c e s  b y  C o n t i n e n t  

AS OF Ja n u a r y  1979
(in 1000 tonnes U)

Continent

Reasonably Assured 
Resources

Estimated Additional 
Resources

Up to 
$80/kg U

$80 to 
$130/kg U

Up to 
$30/kg U

$80 to 
$130/kg U

North America 752 224 1145 759
Africa 609 167 139 124
Australia 290 9 47 6
Europe 66 325 49 49
Asia 40 6 1 23
South America 97 5 99 6

WOCA total (rounded) 1850 740 1480 970
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others. Conventional resources in addition to those summarized in 
Table III are known to exist in several areas of the world, but the 
deposits are of low grade, so that the cost of exploiting them would be  
greater than $130/kg U.

27. There is significant potential for the discovery of conventional 
resources in addition to those in the EAR category. Prospects for such 
new discoveries are believed to be favourable, as illustrated by a 
recently completed international study^ of world uranium potential. 
The study identified favourable areas for new discoveries on a global 
basis. It made a judgement that the quantity of "Speculative Resources" 
at costs up to US $130/kg U that might exist in the areas that were 
identified would amount to 6 .6 -1 4 .8  million t U. The study empha
sized that the "totals are not meant to indicate ultimate resources of 
uranium, since the perspective of the group was restricted by current 
knowledge, which is itself severely limited in many areas of the 
world". In discussing these Speculative Resource tonnages, the Inter
national Uranium Resources Evaluation Project (lUREP) emphasized 
that little could be said about the discoverability or availability of the 
resources. It did, however, express the opinion that "a major part of 
these Speculative Resources may not be discovered and brought into 
production until after the first quarter of the twenty-first century".

28. Uranium is also potentially available from several normally very 
low-grade "unconventional" types of resources, such as shales, above- 
average-grade granites, coals and lignites, and seawater. In addition, 
enrichment tails and weapons arsenals could conceivably provide 
significant quantities of uranium.

29. The production capability for uranium was about 39 000 t U/a in 
1978. It could be increased to some 49 0001 U/a by 1980, and to 90 0001 
U/a by 1985. Some further possibility for additional capability exists 
beyond 1985, based on current estimates of Reasonably Assured 
Resources (RAR) and Estimated Additional Resources (EAR) in WOCA. 
A peak level of production on the order of 110 000 to 120 000 t U/a is 
potentially achievable in the 1990s under optimum conditions. Produc
tion from these known resources would decline thereafter, owing to 
depletion of some deposits and the mining of lower-grade ore from 
others, to a level of about 20 0001 U/a by 2025. The current perceptions 
of annual WOCA uranium availability up to 2025, which can be 
considered 'maximum feasible' production scenarios, are based on 
both known resources and Speculative Resources at costs less than US 
$130/kg U. These were projected to range from approximately 
165 000-175 000 t U in 2000 to approximately 175 000-305 000 t U in 
2025, about IV2 to 2Vz times the production currently thought possible 
in the mid-1990s based on presently known resources. The achieve
ment of such production levels depends crucially on the assumption 
that Speculative Resources will be discovered and exploited. The 
achievement of adequate levels of production will also depend upon

 ̂ World Uranium Potential, An International Evaluation. NEA/IAEA, Dec. 1978 (lUREP 
study). [Footnote in original.]
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numerous other factors, the most important of which are the existence 
of a favourable political and market climate, sufficient manpower and 
equipment, and the resolution of various environmental and regula
tory uncertainties, including conflicts of land use, affecting uranium 
exploration and development.

30. These and other technical and non-technical factors could lead to 
an expectation that actual uranium supply up to 2025 will fall short of 
the 'maximum feasible' scenarios. Some possibilities exist for increas
ing production of uranium, including exploiting higher-cost and/or 
unconventional resources. However, unconventional sources of ura
nium are expected to provide only modest additions to uranium 
supply during the study period. In addition to this production from 
known resources, increasing quantities of uranium are expected to be 
made available (about 80001U in 2000 and about 16 0001U in 2025) as a 
by-product of phosphoric acid production.

7-B-3. Thorium availability

31. Significant thorium demands would not arise until after the turn 
of the century and there do not appear to be any foreseeable supply 
problems in meeting thorium requirements during the study period for 
those strategies employing the thorium cycle.

I-B-4. Heavy water availability

32. In the case of heavy water, deuterium resources are abundant 
and, since a well-proven production technology exists, there are no 
fundamental difficulties to be overcome in obtaining the heavy water 
required, even if a major part of WOCA were to employ HWRs.

I-B-5. Comparisons of uranium supply and demand

33. The Working Group 1 comparisons of uranium supply and 
demand show that additional sources of production are likely to be 
needed before the end of the century, possibly in the early 1990s. 
While some of the additional production required after the mid-1990s 
could be made available from high-cost or unconventional resources 
such as shales, the bulk of the required new production will have to be 
supported by new discoveries. Provided that the necessary exploration 
and investment can be made, the uranium industry should not 
experience undue difficulty in meeting the requirements up to 2000. 
Based on the long-term uranium supply assessment, including produc
tion from Speculative Resources, it was concluded that the uranium 
industry would be able to achieve annual supply levels adequate for 
the requirements up to 2025 for the low nuclear growth projections, 
even for the once-through strategies, although there is inevitably some 
uncertainty for reasons mentioned above. Based on the same long
term uranium supply assessment, it was concluded that the uranium 
industry cannot achieve annual supply levels sufficient to meet the 
post-2000 requirements for the once-through and some of the thermal 
recycle strategies for the high growth projections.

34. Although the illustrative mixed strategies examined in this study
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are not in and of themselves more plausible than the illustrative 
single-type strategies. Working Group 1 felt that they, by their very 
nature, define a more plausible range of demand to be compared with 
supply.

35. Examination of annual requirements up to 2025, however, does 
not fully portray the difference between the alternative reactor strategies. 
The continuation of once-through reactor systems has a resource 
limitation, whereas some of the recycling systems can effectively 
remove this limit. The estimated lifetime requirements for reactors 
projected to be put in place up to 2000 exceed current estimates of RAR 
for most projections. Indeed, by 2000 the highest estimated lifetime 
requirements approach current estimates of FAR plus EAR. Since not 
even all of the EAR can be made available by that time, the need for 
continued exploration and development activity is readily apparent.

36. Supply and demand comparisons, as presented in this analysis, 
are uncorrelated. In reality they are not independent and can have 
significant effects on one another and on perceptions of demand, 
adequacy of exploration efforts and assurances of supply and demand. 
One of the most important incentives to achieving assured demand for 
and adequate supplies of nuclear fuel is market continuity and stability. 
It is important to continue to evaluate resources, exploration activities 
and the lead times involved in relation to requirements.

37. A substantial and timely increase in exploration efforts and 
increased R&D into problems of uranium ore discovery and extraction 
(particularly with respect to buried and unconventional uranium 
deposits) should result in improved projections of future production 
levels. In addition, technological development of reactors and their 
fuel cycles, modified operating procedures and reduced enrichment 
tails assay are complementary routes to increased assurance that 
uranium requirements for any nuclear power demand considered in 
the study will be met.

38. Working Group 8, examining potential improvements in LWR 
technology, estimated that measures that could lead to savings of
10—15% in uranium utilization, without undue economic or safety 
consequences, could be demonstrated within the next decade, pro
vided the necessary development programmes are successful. Means 
to obtain a further 15% improvement of resource utilization have been 
proposed, but there is no general agreement on their feasibility, 
desirability or timing. For HWRs, which are more resource-conserving 
than LWRs, the use of slightly enriched uranium in the once-through 
mode would improve uranium utilization by about 30%.

39. Working Group 4 estimated that LWRs with plutonium recycle 
using existing technology could achieve savings of 35-40%  in uranium 
requirements over the once-through cycle using existing technology. If 
both the once-through cycle and the thermal reactor recycle in LWRs 
were independently improved to the optimum extent, the uranium 
savings expected from the improved recycle would be up to 20-30%  
compared with the improved once-through cycle. If plutonium were 
recycled in heavy water reactors (HWRs) the uranium savings would
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be larger. With recycle, thorium usage in thermal reactors could yield a 
further improvement in uranium utilization.

40. Systems incorporating fast breeder reactors with an adequate 
breeding gain, in particular symbiotic fast breeder/thermal reactor 
systems, can, of course, provide nuclear power deployment for all 
practical purposes free from uranium supply constraints. To illustrate 
the maximum potential of the FBR in this respect. Working Group 5 
made calculations based on the assumptions of the earliest possible 
introduction of breeders— 5̂0 GW(e) in 2000 and 200 GW(e) in 2005—and 
thereafter the maximum rate of breeder deployment within the limits 
of plutonium availability and nuclear power demand. The Working 
Group cautions, however, that these figures must not be interpreted as 
a forecast of breeder deployment. On this basis. Working Group 5 
calculated a possible reduction in uranium commitment by 2025 by at 
least a factor of four, on either the high or low projections of nuclear 
power demand. Annual uranium requirements would peak between  
2000 and 2010 at about 160 0001 U/a for the high projection and 100 000 
t U/a for the low projection.

41. Confidence in future supplies becomes one critical issue at the 
time of deciding on a nuclear programme committing fuelling up to 40 
years ahead. Because of uncertainties about the long-term availability 
of natural uranium, countries with nuclear power programmes will 
wish to have available robust policy options affording some protection 
against the possibility that uranium, at some time in the future, will 
become effectively unavailable.

42. Regional imbalances of uranium supply and demand cause 
concern about assurances of supply for the consumer and about 
assurances of markets for the producer. While currently known  
uranium resources and production capability are mainly centered in a 
few countries, there is potential for diversifying supplies in the future 
from Speculative Resources. Such diversity would increase the consumer's 
confidence in assurances of supply. Differing judgements as to the 
confidence level and time frame of future uranium availability may 
lead nations to take different approaches to improve the efficiency of 
uranium use. Thus, political and commercial as well as technical 
factors will affect reactor strategy selections, especially for those 
nations where regional disparities foster concerns about assurances of 
supply. The present perception of supply and demand is complicated 
by a lack of data from those countries with centrally planned econo
mies which could become significant net importers or exporters of 
uranium. Such information could assist in reducing uncertainties.

I-C. FUEL CYCLE SERVICES

43. Neither the industrial-scale conversion of UsOs to hexafluoride 
and from hexafluoride to UO2 nor the fabrication of UO2 fuel would  
appear to give cause for any concern as these processes are well proven 
and not highly capital intensive, and the production capability is easily 
expandable.
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44. As to supply of enrichment services, to date the USA has had a 
predominant position. The total capacity available in 1978 was 15.4 
million separative work units per annum (MSWU/a). Some supply is 
available from the USSR. Substantial additional United States capacity 
is projected for the 1980s. In the early 1980s, sizeable contributions 
from other suppliers, EURODIF and URENCO, will also be available, 
followed in the late 1980s by COREDIF in France and PNC in Japan. It 
is projected that the total commercially available capacities in 1985 will 
be 43 MSWU/a and in 1995 will be 81—84 MSWU/a. Comparing supply 
capacities with demand, the result is that present uranium enrichment 
capacities in operation or under construction would cover projected 
enrichment needs until around 1990, whereas adding currently planned 
capacities would cover needs until after 1995. Beyond the year 2000, 
the additional separative work capacity that would have to be installed 
to meet the demands of the reactor strategies with the highest 
enrichment requirements would require a very rapid expansion. However, 
the effort required for such an expansion in enrichment capacity 
should not be prohibitive, given the effort required for the correspond
ing expansion of nuclear power capacity.

45. The situation in regard to the availability of reprocessing services 
is quite different. In 1980 the capacity in WOCA will still be less than 
10001 U0 2 /a and by the year 2000 it is expected that a capacity of some 
9000-10 000 t U02/a will be available.

46. Regardless of the spent fuel management concept chosen, an 
important growing accumulation of spent fuel is expected to take place 
in the period 1980—1990. From the response to the questionnaire of 
Working Group 6, spent fuel storage could be a problem for some 
reactor operators in several countries over the next few years. Informa
tion supplied to Working Group 6 shows that the spent fuel arisings by 
the year 2000 will be about 300 000 t HM. A significant percentage of 
this fuel will still be in storage at that time. The smallest proportion of 
this stock will be in countries that have chosen the reprocessing 
concept and it will give rise to virtually no problem provided that the 
provision of facilities matches the fuel arisings and that free movement 
of the fuel between sites and countries is possible. A further consider
able proportion will be HWR fuel for which the countries concerned 
expect to provide adequate storage. The remainder, which constitutes 
the largest proportion, will be almost entirely LWR fuel in countries 
that have deferred their decisions. These countries consider that 
sufficient storage capacity can be made available if early action is taken.

47. In the case of a concept with reprocessing, provision will have to 
be made for storage or disposal of radioactive waste from reprocessing 
plants. In the case of the once-through cycle, special preparations for 
long-term storage or disposal of spent fuel have to be performed.

II. T e c h n ic a l  F e a s ib il it y : E c o n o m ic  C o n s id e r a t io n s ; 
H e a l t h , Sa f e t y  a n d  E n v ir o n m e n t a l  Im p a c t s

48. INFCE was not designed to produce a comprehensive assess
ment of nuclear power in comparison with other energy sources nor to
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make a thorough evaluation of the environmental or health and safety 
impact of extensive nuclear use. Thus, the working groups in general 
addressed only some significant problems of technical, economic, 
health and safety and environmental assessments within the area of 
their terms of reference. Decisions by governments on their nuclear 
power programmes and energy policy in general will undoubtedly be 
based on a much more detailed comparative analysis of the available 
alternatives in the light of the special conditions prevailing in the 
country concerned.

II-A. TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY

II-A-1. Individual fuel cycle activities for current LWR, HWR and FBR 
cycles

49. Enrichment. The technical viability of gaseous diffusion and 
ultracentrifugation is well established. These techniques have been 
developed to industrial-scale application independently in several 
countries. The lead times for deployment are sufficiently short so as 
not to hamper the requirements of growing nuclear energy programmes. 
Several other technologies—^including aerodynamic, chemical, laser 
and plasma processes—are at a less advanced state of development but 
offer good prospects for future industrial application.

50. Storage and transport of spent fuel. Based upon the analysis 
performed by Working Group 6, it is possible to identify four basic 
spent fuel management concepts:

Decision to reprocess concept;
Deferred decision concept;
Fuel transfer decision concept;
No-reprocessing decision concept.

51. No country with spent nuclear fuel arisings has selected the last 
concept mentioned.

52. National interpretations of spent fuel management concepts are 
dependent on current social, economic, regulatory and political condi
tions and energy needs prevailing in a country at a given time. 
However, the national policies of one country can have an impact on 
other countries.

53. The storage of spent fuel is an interim step only, which provides 
flexibility in the selection and use of future fuel cycle operations. All 
the technical and economic factors have to be taken into consideration 
when calculating the optimum storage times prior to reprocessing or 
disposal and therefore there are no further technical or economic 
incentives to store beyond these optimum times.

54. Experience exists with wet storage of LWR and HWR spent fuel 
for periods of up to 20 years with low-burnup fuel. No significant 
difficulties are expected in projecting spent fuel behaviour in wet 
storage for longer storage times and higher burnups. Nevertheless, 
observation and investigation work should be continued to evaluate 
the behaviour of high-burnup spent fuel assemblies during prolonged 
storage periods and to confirm the present positive experience. The
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Storage of LWR and HWR spent fuel assemblies in water-filled storage 
pools, including the use of compact racks, can be considered a proven 
technology. Experience of wet storage of metal-clad GCR fuel has 
shown that in general reprocessing is necessary because of corrosion 
problems. FBR fuel experience is based upon experimental and demon
stration reactors. To date, these elements have been canned and 
stored, awaiting reprocessing. N o storage problems have been  
encountered.

55. Some other methods of spent fuel storage are being investigated 
in various countries. Dry storage might be an alternative for extended 
interim storage to supplement wet storage beyond the time needed for 
initial cooling.

56. Spent fuel transportation is a well-established technology.
57. Reprocessing. The basic technology is well established. Some 

countries have built, are building, or plan to build reprocessing plants 
on a major industrial scale. These plants are all broadly similar and are 
based on the Purex solvent extraction process. The large-scale applica
tion of this process for FBR fuel will require some technical modifications, 
primarily to allow for the higher plutonium content in the fuel, higher 
fuel bum up and postulated shorter cooling times.

58. Plutonium handling and mixed oxide fuel recycle in thermal reactors. 
The basic technology for plutonium handling and thermal reactor 
recycle is well established. Substantial experience has been gained with  
plutonium storage and transport and with the fabrication of mixed 
oxide fuel elements and their irradiation in thermal reactors. Although 
the technology has been proven only in relatively small fabrication 
plants and first-generation LWRs, the experience gained gives confi
dence that scaling-up to bigger plants and recycle in present-generation 
LWRs can be achieved satisfactorily.

59. World-wide experience of thermal reactor recycle is not yet 
large, and there are, therefore, some differences of view about recycl
ing schemes. These differences concern practical matters of fuel design 
but have no significant effect on the overall assessment of thermal 
reactor recycle.

60. Mixed oxide fuel recycle in fast breeder reactors. For FBR fuels some 
problems resulting from the use of plutonium recovered from nominal 
burnup LWR or thermal recycle fuel will require attention. The 
performance of reference fuels in experimental and demonstration 
FBRs has been satisfactory and experience with statistically significant 
quantities is now available.

61. Waste management and disposal. Methods for management and 
disposal of low- and medium-level wastes are operational and well 
proven. As regards uranium mill tailings, high-level wastes from 
reprocessing and unreprocessed spent fuel. Working Group 7 has 
assessed the technical status as follows:

(a) The reference technology for conditioning and disposal of mill
ing waste is being used. Improved methods, which are currently 
finding application, would reduce the dose commitment and increase 
the cost;
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(b) The reference methods for encapsulating spent fuel have not 
been demonstrated but are now being tested. Mostly they require only 
the application or adaptation of existing technology;

(c) The reference technology of immobilization of high-level wastes, 
i.e. vitrification, is now being applied on an industrial scale for wastes 
from low-bumup fuel. This technology has been demonstrated on an 
engineering scale for wastes from high-burnup fuel.

(d) The reference deep underground repositories are based on 
generic concepts and field experience. Some of the assumptions would  
be validated only if repositories of the kind considered were actually to 
be constructed and operated.

(e) Safety analyses and calculations of future doses are limited by 
the accuracy of available models to describe natural phenomena. 
However, the uncertainity is not such as to affect the conclusion that 
disposal can be carried out without undue risk to man or the environment. 
Nevertheless, additional work is needed to ensure that all potential 
release mechanisms at specific sites are considered.

II-A-2. Fuel cycles for advanced reactors

62. Fast breeder cycles. Deployment of a significant number of FBRs 
using current technology and oxide fuels would be feasible by 2000. 
Breeding characteristics of the first FBRs are expected to be moderate, 
but this would not be a serious drawback in the initial stages of 
development. These characteristics would be improved with advanced 
designs and fuels in the post-2000 period.

63. Thorium/uranium recycle fuel cycles. Estimates of Working Group 8 
indicate that, even though the reactor systems themselves could be 
available earlier (since they could be modified HWRs and LWRs, or 
HTRs which are now being proven in prototype sizes), commercial 
deployment of thorium cycles including commercial reprocessing and 
refabrication of fuel probably could not be available until after the 
year 2000. The use of thorium in FBRs was also considered.

64. Other advanced reactor syterns. As noted in Chapter I, a number of 
other advanced reactor concepts were considered by Working Group 8, 
which concluded that none of them could be available until well after 
the year 2000.

n-B. ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS

65. In examining the major fuel cycle options, the working groups 
reviewed not only economic aspects but also the energy strategy 
considerations that must form the background for long-term decisions 
on fuel cycle strategies. Thus, countries will take into account not only 
the expected economic costs of different fuel cycles but also less 
quantifiable factors such as the national balance of payments over the 
longer term, the use of capital and manpower, and the industrial 
infrastructure. The long lead times associated with nuclear power 
programmes and the difficulty of making judgements about the future 
variations in such factors as nuclear fuel costs and availability of 
uranium or capital costs of plants give a special significance to such
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energy strategy considerations, but it should be noted that these may 
vary sharply as between countries.

66. Worldng Group 4 considered the economics of once-through 
and plutonium-recycle HWRs and LWRs and of FBRs. It also analysed 
some of the main economic parameters that might affect the choice 
between LWR once-through, LWR with plutonium recycle and FBR 
fuel cycles. It concluded that no one fuel cycle can be said to have an 
economic advantage in all cases. Each of the three cycles considered 
may have an economic advantage over the others in certain specific 
ranges of the basic parameters.

(a) Some countries plan to establish or keep open the option of 
thermal reactor recycle, but the economic incentive to use thermal 
recycle on a large scale will decrease if the price of uranium remains 
low and supplies are available; or if the price of uranium grows so 
rapidly and/or the cost of fast reactors falls so rapidly that fast reactors 
become more attractive than thermal reactor recycle; or if advanced 
thermal reactors offering improved uranium utilization become attractive.

(b) Some countries plan to establish or keep open the option of fast 
reactors and their fuel cycle, but the economic incentive to use them on 
a large scale will decrease if the price of uranium remains low and 
supplies are available; or if the capital and fuel cycle costs of fast 
reactors are too high.

(c) Some countries plan to use the once-through fuel cycle for the 
foreseeable future, but the economic incentive to use it will decrease if 
the price of uranium to the country concerned grows rapidly or 
supplies of uranium are unobtainable or uncertain for some other 
reason; or if the cost of spent fuel storage, conditioning and disposal 
relative to the cost of reprocessing and the disposal of conditioned 
waste is too high.

67. Reprocessing in itself is important because it is an essential 
preliminary to many of the possible fuel cycles. The economic argu
ments for reprocessing depend on the price of uranium and on the 
subsequent use that is made of the separated plutonium and uranium. 
If it is recycled in light water reactors, then the economic advantage is 
not likely to be large. However, some countries nevertheless see it as a 
positive contribution to energy independence and assurance of supply. 
On the other hand, if the capital costs and the fuel cycle costs of fast 
reactors can be brought down sufficiently, then the economic and 
assurance of supply advantages of fast reactor recycle could be 
considerable. Most countries planning to use plutonium therefore 
consider mainly its use in fast reactors. From the narrow micro- 
economic viewpoint, recycle in LWRs may be regarded as a relatively 
marginal matter that might be valuable for an interim period until fast 
reactors are introduced; on the other hand, the importance of thermal 
reactor recycle to some countries may not be wholly reflected in 
micro-economic terms.

68. The normal rules of economies of scale apply in the construction 
and operation of reprocessing and mixed oxide fuel fabrication plants.
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This suggests that reprocessing will be carried out more economically 
in large industrial plants. However, it is the view of two large 
developing countries that in their particular circumstances multiple 
smaller reprocessing plants may be economic, as the detailed economic 
conditions appear different from those given by other countries.

69. The economic considerations affecting breeder deployment will 
vary from country to country, depending on what alternative sources 
for long-term assurance of energy are available for that given country. 
The economic advantages of FBRs compared with thermal reactors 
result from the low fuel cycle cost component which arises from 
near-independence from the cost of natural uranium and enrichment 
services. At the same time, the nuclear steam supply system of FBRs 
has a larger volume than that of LWRs, which may lead to somewhat 
higher capital costs per GW(e) for the FBR. This excess capital cost may 
be compensated or even outweighed by the fuel cycle savings brought 
about by the deployment of breeders. However, the breeder capital 
costs may decrease with increasing experience, with the scaling-up of 
manufacturing capacity and with the number of plants.

70. Working Group 5 noted that there is a significant difference in 
the considerations leading to decisions to proceed with a breeder 
development programme or to import breeders as a developed system. 
The decision to develop breeders implies the willingness to accept a 
substantial economic penalty in the early stages of deployment. 
Compared with the continued deployment of thermal reactors, a new  
level of technology is required for breeder development and also a new  
technological/industrial base. The costs will be high for a national 
programme. Working Group 5 concluded that, if the breeder develop
ing nations (who are also currently large users of uranium) install 
breeders on a sufficient scale, the rate of increase of the uranium price 
could slow down as these nations reduce pressures on the uranium 
market. If such a large-scale deployment can take place, it is likely not 
only that the LWR and other thermal reactors will continue to be an 
economically viable nuclear option but that uranium supplies would be 
redistributed to the benefit of countries with developing nuclear 
programmes. Similar considerations would apply for other advanced 
reactor systems and fuel cycles.

71. With regard to the systems treated by Working Group 8, it was 
found that, although reasonable accuracy may be attained in estimat
ing economic differences between similar systems in one country, it is 
difficult to make economic comparisons among very different systems 
and different countries because of uncertainties and differences in 
experience, licensing, regulation and basic economic conditions. Within 
this framework, the group found that, although improvements in 
once-through cycles, including those of HTRs, would become rela
tively more attractive as the price of uranium increases, the economic 
differences at current uranium prices do not appear to be large enough  
either to discourage or to impose the implementation of such 
improvements. Other factors are more likely to be decisive. In respect
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to the thorium/^^^U recycle systems, it was noted that the uncertainties 
in cost estimates are of necessity large, since thorium fuels are not 
being commercially reprocessed and refabricated. It was judged that 
thorium systems with high conversion ratios, such as self-sustaining or 
breeding systems, will not be competitive because of their relatively 
low burnup, unless the price for natural uranium increases considera
bly over current values. Estimates indicate that over a wide range of 
cost parameters thorium cycles may be competitive with uranium 
cycles once the complete cycle has been implemented. Again, however, 
the economic differences do not appear to be large enough either to 
discourage the development of the systems or to suggest any urgency.

72. The costs for interim spent fuel storage vary greatly, depending 
on local economic conditions, national licensing requirements, and the 
size and type of the facility. They are comparatively small in relation to 
the total fuel cycle costs and can be afforded by any country possessing  
the resources for a nuclear power programme. Nevertheless, econo
mies of scale may induce countries with limited nuclear power pro
grammes to look for spent fuel management solutions other than 
national fuel storage. In this connection a balance should be sought 
between the number of storage sites and the total transport distances, 
taking into account the respective economic, safety, environmental 
and non-proliferation aspects.

73. The cost of waste management and disposal is only a few per 
cent of the value of the electric energy generated and does not vary 
greatly between fuel cycles. The financial aspects specific to the 
long-term storage or disposal of spent fuel should be thoroughly 
examined.

II-C. ENVIRONMENT, HEALTH AND SAFETY

74. Although it was not the primary task assigned to INFCE, the 
issues of environment, health and safety deserved some consideration 
in all the working groups in view of their importance and their 
interaction with other assessment factors. Where such assessments 
were made, the purpose has generally been to determine whether a 
specific fuel cycle activity could be carried out in conformity with 
accepted standards, whether it would make a significant contribution 
to the overall fuel cycle impacts, or whether there would be significant 
differences between the fuel cycle options available in the future. The 
environmental and health and safety impacts of nuclear power reactor 
operations themselves or possible accidents in the fuel cycles have not 
been considered in detail by the INFCE working groups. They have 
been studied in extensive national and international programmes and 
the requirements are likely to be frequently reviewed in the future 
under other mandates, both national and international. As to radiation 
exposure, the working groups, rather than attempting a precise 
calculation of doses and commitments, have generally limited their 
investigation to the question whether a specific activity could be 
performed in compliance with the recommendations of the Interna
tional Commission on Radiological Protection (ICRP) and involving
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exposures which would be smaller by a substantial margin than the 
limits for both occupational and general population exposures. The 
actual authorized limits are, in any case, established by national 
regulation authorities.

75. The most far-reaching assessment of environmental and health 
and safety impacts was performed by Working Group 7, taking into 
account all waste, including depleted uranium, arising from seven  
complete reference fuel cycles. The group developed a methodology to 
estimate collective dose comimitments for the general population from 
several pathways, using additionally relevant models of the 1977 
report of UNSCEAR. The Working Group noted that the estimates so 
obtained should be used with care since they include exposures 
extending over long periods in a very far future. Not only does this 
require assumptions on the growth rate of the world population and 
on changing environmental factors but also the significance of radia
tion exposure at such a distance in time may be argued. Thus the 
results of the analysis should only be used for a comparison within and 
between fuel cycles.

76. It was concluded that the contribution of waste disposal to the 
collective dose commitment is a very small fraction of the annual 
exposure to natural background radiation and is of the same order as 
that of the other phases of the fuel cycle. A substantial portion of the 
contribution of waste management and disposal to the collective dose 
commitment is attributable to the natural radioactivity in mill tailings 
from uranium mining operations and from the uranium-238 that for 
certain fuel cycles is emplaced in the underground repository. As a 
consequence, the radiological impact of waste management is mainly 
correlated with uranium demand and is largest for the once-through 
fuel cycles and smallest for the FBR cycles. Also the HWR U/Th cycle 
compares favourably, in terms of collective dose commitments, when  
assuming the longer of two isolation times studied.

77. Working Group 7 generally concluded, taking into account not 
only health and safety and environmental impacts but also the other 
assessment factors, that the difference in the impacts of waste manage
ment and disposal among the reference fuel cycles does not constitute 
a decisive factor in the choice among them. Employing technology as 
assumed, the radioactive wastes from any of the fuel cycles studied can 
be managed and disposed of with a high degree of safety and without 
undue risk to man or the environment.

78. Working Group 5 has likewise stated that in the FBR cycle, as 
compared with LWRs with U/Pu recycle,

(a) The mining and milling operations are reduced by a factor of at 
least 50;

(b) Any ecological effects of enrichment processes are avoided;
(c) Based on present evidence, the radiological impact of normal 

reactor operation on the environment and the population and on 
occupational exposure should be lower for FBRs than for LWRs;

(d) The thermal impact on the environment will be less for FBRs;
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(e) The net environmental impact of fuel fabrication and reprocessing 
activities should be similar for the two cases;

(f) The waste disposal implications of the two cycles indicate an 
advantage for the FBR cycle.

79. If the FBR cycle is compared with the LWR once-through cycle, 
the advantages (a), (b), (c) and (d) would still apply. For points (e) and
(f), apart from fabrication waste, the reprocessing waste of the FBR 
cycle has to be compared with the disposal of the whole of the 
plutonium in spent fuel in the LWR once-through cycle.

80. As to improved LWRs, Working Group 8 noted that most 
improvements would require safety-related investigations, since they 
may be associated with more severe operating conditions. For the 
closed thorium cycles the relatively high radiation from daughter 
products of will call for additional radiological protection, but 
otherwise these cycles are not likely to be significantly different from 
uranium cycles.

81. It was concluded that reprocessing, mixed oxide fuel fabrication, 
plutonium handling and recycle can all be carried out in conformity 
with ICRP recommendations. On the basis of the information on 
reprocessing capacities given by INFCE participants, reprocessing may 
increase global general public exposure by about 0.025-0.1% , i.e. well 
within the margin of regional and temporal fluctuations expected from 
natural background radiation, which can be a factor of two or more.

82. Design and licensing requirements for spent fuel transportation 
casks are adequate to ensure safety, environmental protection, safe
guards and physical protection. International co-operation on spent 
fuel transport should be pursued, particularly in cask licensing and 
standardization.

83. Working Group 2 concluded that as the radioactivity of the 
enrichment plant inventory is extremely low, the main environmental 
concerns focus on chemical effluents, energy consumption and heat 
removal. Many members expressed the view that energy consumption 
and heat removal pose problems on site selection, licensing and 
associated areas of environmental concern; thus the impact on the 
environment of an enrichment technology might be an important 
factor in the decision of a state on the choice of a particular enrichment 
technology. Several working groups considered the land use associ
ated with different fuel cycle activities. Working Group 7 stated that, 
except for the FBR cycle and the cycles using thorium, land use for mill 
tailings (in particular if one adds the temporary disturbance caused by 
mining) is dominant compared with that for the rest of the fuel cycle.

84. Working Group 4 pointed out that environmental considerations, 
in a broader sense, have to include, besides questions of safety and 
ecology, the sociological environment into which nuclear power is 
introduced. While safety and ecological concerns can generally be 
satisfied by application of strict laws and rules based upon internation
ally agreed or recommended standards and guidelines, sociological 
aspects are seen and dealt with in very different ways in different
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countries according to their national requirements. The complex issues 
that nuclear power raises in many countries include fears about the 
safety of nuclear installations and concern about radioactive waste 
disposal, on which the public is reluctant to leave technical options 
open to be decided in the future.

III. N o n -P r o l if e r a t io n  A s p e c t s

85. As noted in the Introduction, a decision by a government to 
construct nuclear weapons is obviously a political decision motivated 
by political considerations that are beyond the scope of this study. 
INFCE's concern was only with the technical aspects of the possible 
misuse of the nuclear fuel cycle in the implementation of such a 
decision. To inhibit such a misuse, a network of agreements and 
safeguards has accompanied the international development of nuclear 
power, the principal ones being the setting up of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), the Treaty on Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons (NPT) and the Treaty of Tlatelolco. International 
measures aimed at reducing the risk of proliferation therefore already 
exist.

86. The construction and planned misuse of fuel cycle facilities is not 
the easiest nor the most efficient route to acquire materials for the 
manufacture of nuclear weapons. However, if facilities handling a 
significant amount of weapons-usable materials are already established, 
their misuse might well, in some circumstances, be a feasible path to 
obtaining materials for nuclear weapons. In addition, the technology 
and know-how acquired in nuclear power programmes, though not 
directly related, could be drawn on for a subsequent nuclear weapons 
programme. To that extent, the possibility of misuse of such materials, 
technology and facilities entails a proliferation risk, which must be 
balanced against any economic, environmental, energy strategy and 
resource utilization advantage they may have.

87. The extent to which the possibilities of misuse vary as between  
fuel cycles is not easy to judge. Taking into account the qualitative 
nature of the evaluation, the different stages of development of the 
various fuel cycles, the extent to which complete fuel cycles are present 
within individual countries and the evolutionary nature of the techni
cal safeguards and institutional improvements that may be implemented, 
no single judgement about the risk of diversion from the different fuel 
cycles can be made that is valid both now and for the future. Therefore 
this range of possible judgements on proliferation risks must be taken 
into account when the different arguments (including economics, 
safety, energy strategy, and proliferation risk) are weighed by national 
authorities in deciding on whether to introduce a particular fuel cycle. 
In general, it has seemed more important and constructive to identify 
those points in the nuclear fuel cycles that are sensitive from the point 
of view of proliferation, taking into account that a number of technical 
and institutional measures have been proposed or are under develop
ment that could reduce the risk of proliferation from all fuel cycles.
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88. Although some common approaches to this task were discussed  
in the TCC, each working group adopted its own methodology. In 
general, they have all followed the guidance from the TCC and 
considered

time required, 
resource required, and 
detectability

together with safeguardability, using factors such as

the number of sites with significant quantities of weapons-usable 
materials and the importance of those quantities; 

the form of the material, its accessibility (varying with its radioactivity) 
and the isotopic mixture; and 

the nature of the facility, which determines the resources required 
for different diversion routes.

89. The risks of diversion identified by the working groups on this 
basis are associated with: fresh fuel containing enriched uranium or 
plutonium; uranium enrichment; reactors; spent fuel storage; reprocessing, 
including plutonium storage and mixed oxide fuel fabrication; and 
spent fuel or waste disposal. Transportation was considered as involv
ing primarily risks of theft, which, as noted, is a matter of national 
responsibility. But it was also pointed out by Working Group 4 that one 
possible scenario for misuse of fuel cycle facilities would be a theft 
simulated by a national government.

III-A. SENSITIVE POINTS IN THE NUCLEAR FUEL CYCLE 

IlI-A-1. Fresh fuel

90. Fresh fuel for natural uranium fuelled reactors is not of particular 
concern from a proliferation perspective. For the low-enriched ura
nium cycles considered, for LWRs, HWRs and HTRs, and the medium- 
enriched (less than 20% uranium/thorium cycles considered for 
HWRs and HTRs, the uranium in the fresh fuel itself would not be 
weapons-usable without further enrichment. Less separative work 
would be required, however, to gain weapons-usable material than 
from natural uranium fuels. For the HEU/Th fuel cycle and for most 
research reactors, highly enriched uranium is present at the enrichment, 
fuel fabrication and fresh fuel transport and storage stages. Mixed 
oxide fuel containing plutonium will be required for thermal and fast 
reactors when operating on uranium cycles in a recycle mode; for 
example, mixed oxide fuel for fast reactors would contain up to 20% 
plutonium. The separation of weapons-usable material from such fuel 
would require chemical processing.

III-A-2. Uranium enrichment facilities

91. All reactor types and fuel cycle options considered, except 
HWRs fuelled with natural uranium and FBRs, require enriched
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uranium in the fresh fuel and therefore the existence of enrichment 
facilities. Proliferation risk is inherent in enrichment technologies. 
Three aspects of the activity deserve consideration:

92. Nuclear materials in enrichment facilities. Almost all uranium 
enrichment facilities based on proven technologies (i.e. diffusion and 
gas centrifuge) and all facilities under construction based on technolo
gies which are not yet in the stage of commercial application (nozzle, 
chemical) are designed and constructed to produce low-enriched 
uranium in the range of 3-4%  for nuclear power programmes, a 
material which cannot be used as such for nuclear weapons.

93. The proliferation risk associated with nuclear material within 
this assay range lies in its possible diversion for use in other facilities 
for the production of weapons-usable material. Such production may 
be made easier, the higher the assay of the material cUverted.

94. Enrichment technologies. The same basic technology utilized for 
LEU production might be used to produce HEU, a weapons-usable 
material. Enrichment technologies made available might be utilized to 
build and operate an undeclared or unsafeguarded facility with the aim 
of producing such material. In evaluating the proliferation risks 
associated with a given technology, one must take into account the fact 
that the time, resources and difficulties of various proliferation path
ways based on this technology may be reduced over time. On the other 
hand, the various means to minimize proliferation risks may also be 
improved with time. Concerning advanced enrichment processes such 
as laser or plasma, the technologies are at too early a stage of 
development for their possible proliferation implications to be properly 
assessed.

95. The choice of an enrichment technology for the construction of 
an undeclared HEU-producing facility would be influenced by a large 
variety of factors associated with the various technologies. These 
factors include purely technical features and factors related to the 
access to and the application of these technologies. Purely technical 
features such as separation factor, size of separation element, power 
consumption, uranium hold-up and equilibrium time, may be factors 
in assessing the proliferation risks of existing enrichment technologies. 
To different extents, these features make enrichment technologies 
susceptible to a potential misuse by the construction and operation of 
non-declared facilities or the diversion of nuclear material. Factors 
concerning the access to and application of an enrichment technology 
include:

(a) Knowledge of and possibly experience with feasible technologies 
and availability of or access to key components and/or experts;

(b) The technical complexity and resource commitment involved;
(c) The availability of undeclared nuclear materials (natural uranium 

and, in particular, LEU).

For any enrichment technology it is difficult not only to develop the 
sensitive components but also to master the associated problems of 
manufacturing them and assembling them in a workable system. An
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approximate measure of the degree of difficulty is provided by the 
R&D efforts, investment costs and development times involved, which  
are of the same order of magnitude with proven enrichment technologies.

96. As regards the influence of the technical features, many mem
bers of Working Group 2 expressed the view that they could not draw 
conclusions as to their relevance to the construction of non-declared 
HEU-producing facilities. Others expressed the view that a conjunc
tion of several process features such as high separation factor, small 
size of separation element, small power consumption, small uranium 
hold-up and short equilibrium time offer significant advantages for the 
construction of a small HEU-producing facility. Features of that kind 
are characteristic of the centrifuge technology and may be so for the 
laser method when developed.

97. Other members expressed the view that the differences resulting 
from these purely technical features in assessing proliferation risks 
(e.g. difficulties, detectability, time and resources) are too small to be of 
real importance in a decision for the construction of a small clandestine 
facility, but that other factors concerning the access to and application 
of a technology are more significant. In particular as regards experience 
and status of development it is noted that, for the past 30 years, only 
the diffusion process has been used for large-scale production of 
enriched uranium including HEU.

98. In states where no technology has been developed, non-declared 
facilities may be constructed by using rather primitive and simple 
technologies because, owing to control on access to sensitive know
how by technology holders, sophisticated technologies may not be 
available. In this case, such facilities might have larger physical 
dimensions and so be more easily detected. But size is not the only 
factor which could lead to detection; in particular, better performance 
in such a facility could be achieved for example by acquisition of 
know-how and components from technology holders which would be 
difficult to conceal.

99. Operating enrichment facilities. One way to acquire weapons- 
usable material would be to use an enrichment facility designed and 
operated for low-enriched uranium to produce HEU by modifying the 
plant and/or its method of operation, for example by rearrangement of 
cascade equipment, changes of operating conditions or by adoption of 
a batch recycle operating mode. However, these modifications would  
entail varying degrees of difficulties, depending on the enrichment 
process used and the extent of the modification. Such basic changes 
from the original design would require activities and fundamental 
changes of operation mode which are subject to detection, particularly 
if the plant was under safeguards from its inception.

100. The different ways of misuse of an existing enrichment plant:

diverting LEU within a plant,
altering a declared LEU plant so as to make it produce HEU,

which both might be undertaken either covertly under safeguards or 
possibly following a withdrawal from safeguards, are influenced in
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different directions by some technical process features such as the size 
of the separation factor and hold-up, the length of equilibrium time 
and the mode of connection of elements. Where these factors operate 
to reduce the difficulties, they would in some cases simultaneously 
operate to increase the effectiveness of safeguards through earlier 
detection of diversion of nuclear material and through timely detection 
of possible deviation from the defined design. With the centrifuge 
process this means that features such as high separation factors, small 
uranium hold-up, and parallel mode of connection of small separation 
elements, which are technically advantageous for HEU production, 
would, in some cases, facilitate the effectiveness of safeguards. In the 
diffusion and chemical enrichment processes, their special features, 
small separation factor, large separation elements in series arrangements, 
high uranium hold-up, which reduce the convertibility of a plant, 
would at the same time make difficult the application of effective 
safeguards based only on present materials accountancy and require 
further development also of containment and surveillance techniques.

III-A-3. Reactors (LWRs, HWRs, FBRs and advanced reactors)

101. In general, the phase when the fuel elements are in an 
operating reactor was considered a less important area than the other 
parts of the fuel cycle from the proliferation point of view. All reactors 
require safeguards, but the effective safeguarding of continuous- 
refuelling systems requires different procedures and is currently more 
difficult than that of batch-refuelling systems. N ew  approaches incor
porating contaiimient and surveillance devices currently under devel
opment could provide effective safeguards more easily.

102. On the whole, it appears that an adequate degree of prolifera
tion resistance can be attained, at least in the short and medium term, 
with present thermal reactors in the once-through mode, provided that 
appropriate safeguards are applied to enrichment, fuel fabrication and 
irradiated fuel storage facilities.

103. Working Group 5 pointed out that the degree of risk depends in 
a complicated way on the different parts of the fuel cycle, their stage of 
development, on specific local circumstances, and in particular on 
what measures, such as safeguards or others, have been implemented 
to eliminate or reduce the risks. In this context Working Group 5 
estimates that the diversion risks encountered in the various stages of 
the FBR fuel cycle present no greater difficulties than in the case of the 
LWR with the U-Pu cycle, or even in the case of the once-through 
cycle, in the long term.

104. In relation to HWRs, the use of natural uranium removes the 
need for enrichment facilities. Though some countries believe that the 
availability of heavy water adds to the concerns presented by the 
availability of natural uranium and reprocessing facilities, it appears 
that, when appropriate safeguards are applied to the cycle, an ade
quate degree of proliferation resistance can be attained. Some countries 
do not believe that heavy water presents a specific concern because of 
the ready availability of other moderating materials such as graphite.
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105. As for the closed thorium cycles, it was recognized that they 
require considerably higher uranium enrichment levels than the U/Pu 
cycles and that less separative work would be required to produce 
highly enriched uranium from the denatured uranium/thorium fuel 
than from the low-enriched uranium. On the other hand, in the 
denatured uranium/thorium cycles, no directly weapons-usable mate
rial is present during transportation and storage of the fabricated fuel. 
Those thorium-based fuel cycles that require highly enriched uranium 
show a particularly important need for appropriate safeguarding 
systems associated with the enrichment, storage, transportation and 
fabrication stages.

III-A-4, Spent fuel storage

106. The high radiation level inherent in spent fuel is an important 
factor against proliferation. As such levels decrease, the safeguards 
techniques applied may require adjustment or replacement by other 
existing techniques. No significant changes would be expected in the 
inherent proliferation resistance of the spent fuel during the interim 
storage time envisaged by Working Group 6. The Working Group 
determined that the existing legal and institutional framework for 
spent fuel management is adequate to minimize the risk of proliferation. 
However, at present there is no international legal framework that 
provides states with an assurance of access to or management of their 
spent fuel. The needs identified with respect to the legal framework 
include inter alia: the application of IAEA safeguards to all nuclear 
material contained in spent fuel in interim storage and transport; 
harmonization of national licensing frameworks regarding spent fuel 
storage and transport, based on the related IAEA guides; adherence to 
an international convention on physical protection; review of clauses in 
legally binding instruments perceived to be causing difficulty with the 
implementation of national programmes to consider possible revision 
in a manner designed to meet energy needs consistent with non
proliferation objectives.

III-A-5. Reprocessing, plutonium storage and mixed oxide fuel fabrication

107. Plutonium is inevitably produced when operating nuclear 
power plants. The problem is therefore not how to avoid such 
production, but how to manage the plutonium once it has been 
created. In that respect, two main choices can be considered: leaving 
the plutonium in stored spent fuel elements without reprocessing; and 
reprocessing of the spent fuel elements followed by the storage of 
separated plutonium or the recycling of the separated plutonium in 
thermal or fast breeder reactors.

108. The most sensitive part of these fuel cycle activities appears to 
be a function of the particular threat of diversion being considered:

(a) In the case of subnational theft, the transport element;
(b) In the case of overt diversion by national governments, in a 

situation where international safeguards are not operating or have 
been abrogated, the plutonium store;
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(c) In the case of covert diversion by national governments, where 
international safeguards are operating, the elements of the fuel cycle 
which require the greatest safeguarding effort: Safeguarding a reprocessing 
plant or a MOX fuel fabrication plant requires a relatively greater effort 
than safeguarding a store of separated plutonium.

109. The concern for the future is thus, in the event that reprocessing 
develops, to adopt the best technical, safeguards and institutional 
measures to increase the protection of such material against diversion.

IK). The use of commercial-grade plutonium is an unattractive route 
to the manufacture of nuclear weapons as compared with weapons- 
grade plutonium produced by a dedicated programme. It is considered 
therefore that a given amount of plutonium-239, whatever use it is 
prepared for, is a more serious proliferation risk than an equal amount 
of commercial-grade plutonium, but this cannot be quantified without 
a detailed knowledge of weapon design, which INFCE does not have. 
However, it should be noted that the United States government has 
declared that commercial-grade plutonium can be used for weapon  
purposes and that this statement has not been challenged by other 
nuclear-weapon states. From the outset, the IAEA has safeguarded 
plutonium as a special nuclear material without distinction as to its 
isotopic content.

111. Although in some deployment modes there could be an advan
tage in the use of denatured fuel and it was noted that the 
proliferation potential of thorium fuel cycles operating with recycle 
of with or without plutonium, is similar to that of the uranium  
fuel cycle operating with recycle of plutonium.

III-A-6. Disposal of waste and spent fuel

112. Waste disposal was not regarded as a sensitive step in the fuel 
cycle since the materials concerned are relatively unattractive for the 
production of a nuclear weapon. Depleted uranium would require 
either enrichment (in which case it would be inferior to natural 
uranium) or irradiation and reprocessing. Plutonium in vitrified waste 
or in concrete would be very dispersed and difficult to recover. 
Consequently, only spent fuel from once-through fuel cycles will be an 
item to be considered as regards the possibility of diversion, as its 
underground repositories would become an increasingly attractive 
target for diversion owing to their large content of fissile material and 
their decreasing radioactivity.

113. The study concluded that, as stated in the Washington 
Communique, measures could and should be taken to minimize the 
risks identified, without jeopardizing energy supplies or the develop
ment of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. These measures are 
discussed in Chapter V.

IV. M a k in g  N u c l e a r  E n e r g y  W id e l y  A v a il a b l e  To M e e t  t h e  
WORLD'S E n e r g y  R e q u ir e m e n t s

114. Working groups, within their terms of reference, had to con
sider matters bearing on the availability of nuclear fuel, heavy water.
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fuel cycle services, technology and trained manpower to meet the 
requirements of national nuclear energy programmes as determined 
by national authorities. The major responsibility in this area, however, 
devolved on Working Group 3, which was assigned the task of 
investigating assurances of long-term supply of technology, fuel and 
heavy water and services in the interest of national needs consistent 
with non-proliferation.

115. Two aspects of the problem were considered separately: (1) the 
assurances provided by commercial markets, particularly with respect 
to uranium and enrichment services; and (2) government intervention 
in the operation of such markets on the basis of considerations of 
national interest and policy.

IV-A. COMMERCIAL MARKETS

116. While the uranium market has been subject to considerable 
confusion in the past, in recent years a better balance between supply 
and demand has emerged which, if maintained, will have a beneficial 
effect on assurances of supply. As regards assurance of supply in the 
nuclear market, generally the contractual system is considered to be 
well adapted to meeting the needs of suppliers and consumers and it 
seems likely that it will continue to be so. In the cases of uranium and 
enrichment services, consumers have been able to protect against 
short-term interruptions of supply by the accumulation of stocks (as a 
result both of normal inventory policies and of slowdowns in planned 
reactor deployment) or by means of ad hoc commercial swapping or 
loan arrangements. But it was also agreed that the functioning of these 
markets could be improved in a number of ways. Central importance is 
attached by many countries to long-term commercial contracts as an 
effective means to achieve the assurance of supply and demand which 
is essential to the continued development of nuclear electricity. In 
addition, the existence of a sound market for spot transactions could 
help consumers and suppliers to cope with short-term fluctuations in 
supply and demand. Moreover, like all commercial markets, those in 
nuclear materials would be improved by free exchanges of information 
at all levels.

117. Until recently, sources of uranium and enrichment services 
were few in number, thus preventing consumers from protecting 
against interruption by diversifying sources of supply. However, 
Working Group 1 notes that there is potential for additional sources of 
uranium supply in the future. Working Group 2 has identified several 
new suppliers of enrichment services likely to enter the market at the 
beginning of the 1980s and beyond. These additional sources will 
provide considerable possibility for consumers to protect themselves 
by diversification if a sufficient variety of commercial terms and 
conditions is available.

118. The overall goal in achieving the long-term assurance of com
mercial contracts should be to ensure that, through international 
co-operation, a political, economic, technical and commercial climate 
evolves that is conducive to the development of a healthy nuclear
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industry and the efficient functioning of market forces. Any factors 
that could diminish the assurance of commercial contracts should be 
removed or mitigated to the extent possible in the light of prevailing 
governmental policies through the efforts of the industries concerned 
and, as appropriate, through co-operation between governments in 
both supplier and consumer countries. It was recognized that the long 
duration of such vcontracts makes it desirable to preserve a certain 
flexibility in key terms to permit adjustment and appropriate sharing 
of burdens and risks of market fluctuations between supplier and 
consumer, through direct consultation or negotiation between the 
parties concerned.

119. In the context of non-proliferation policies, the growing interest 
in certain nuclear fuel cycle facilities and materials and the risk of 
poUtical change in and among countries have increased the perception 
in most countries of the proliferation risks that might follow from 
certain nuclear fuel cycle activities. This has caused great concern. 
Achieving greater non-proliferation assurance regarding nuclear sup
ply has therefore become an important objective for exporting countries, 
which regard such assurance as an essential component of common 
approaches to solve supply assurance problems and some of which  
consider effective non-proliferation assurances as necessary to main
tain their continued ability to participate in the nuclear market. The 
significance of non-proliferation objectives for assurance of suppliers is 
that supplier governments generally place great importance on their 
achievement and are not willing to supply, or continue to supply, 
nuclear materials, services and related equipment and technology in 
circumstances that do not adequately respect their non-proliferation 
objectives. In this connection, certain major supplier countries, noting 
changes that have taken place or may take place in the nuclear field, 
have decided to strengthen their non-proliferation policies concerning 
the terms on which nuclear exports will be permitted in the future. In 
pursuance of their national policies, they have also applied or given  
notice of their intention to apply these new conditions to existing 
supply contracts and have deferred or given notice of their intention to 
defer deliveries in an event of prolonged delays in the negotiations of 
new conditions with consumers. Some consumers contend strongly 
that these new conditions, even though associated with non-proliferation, 
should not be applied unilaterally to existing contracts with countries 
not in breach of previously agreed conditions and in particular not to 
materials delivered prior to changes of conditions. Consumer countries 
emphasize that actions of this kind inhibit the performance of contracts 
made in good faith and that mutual governmental agreement should 
be sought before new conditions are implemented. They also empha
size that unilateral action of this kind implies the right of consumers 
to take similar action, leading to the disruption in the flow of trade. 
In addition, consumer states stress the necessity to reach a clear inter
pretation of the duties and of the rights provided by the various non
proliferation instruments.
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120. In the case of the development of new sources of uranium 
supply or new enrichment or reprocessing facilities, a greater financial 
participation or assistance by consumers on the supply side may 
contribute to an increased availability of capital for the development of 
production and service facilities and to a greater correlation between  
supply availability and demand forecasts. Participation or financial 
assistance may take various forms, as for instance capital participation 
(by acquiring equity right), management participation (by engaging in 
joint ventures), loans or advance payments. Foreign investment con
trols are applied by both supplier and consumer governments to the 
nuclear energy sector for a variety of domestic, political, economic and 
social reasons. A supplier government's policies regarding foreign 
investment and ownership, taxation, royalties and pricing may, in 
certain circumstances, act as a disincentive to consumer participation 
in the financial risk on the supply side. Should the degree of disincen
tive be such that the development of supply facilities sufficient to meet 
the forecast demand is imperilled, there may be an adverse effect on 
long-term assurance of supply. There may consequently be a need to 
introduce greater flexibility in the implementation of such policies and 
to introduce positive incentives for greater consumer participation 
through capital investment, management participation, advance pay
ments and loans in return for assured supply, and through other 
means.

121. Although the market has, in the past, operated in gereral to 
permit successful response and adjustment to minor interruptions in 
supply, it was recognized that more formal back-up arrangements, 
possibly including governmental participation, would be helpful in this 
regard, particularly for countries with smaller nuclear programmes 
having limited capacity for diversification or internal stockpiling. It was 
emphasized that these arrangements should not be designed to 
substitute for the market, but to operate as a last resort in case of 
market failure. Working Group 3 examined two forms of such short- or 
medium-term back-up arrangements, recognizing that other forms 
might be devised and that the two were not necessarily exclusive.

122. The first was designated a Uranium Emergency Safety Network. 
It could build on existing ad hoc arrangements among utilities, 
primarily in Europe and the USA, for swapping or loans of fuel for a 
limited period of time out of existing inventories. It was considered that 
a more institutionalized form with some governmental involvement 
could be envisaged on the basis of this experience. Participating 
members (utilities and/or states) would commit an agreed portion of 
their existing stockpiles to a pool to be drawn on in case of failure of 
supply, in accordance with agreed terms and procedures. Although 
this could probably begin on a limited scale, the experience gained in 
Western Europe and the USA suggests that there might be virtue in 
developing more systematic back-up arrangements, beginning at the 
utility level and gradually evolving into regional or even worldwide 
arrangements capable of meeting not only minor but substantial
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supply interruptions. In the case of such a development there could be 
a network of pools, involving consumers and/or consumer countries, 
producers and7or producing countries and various combinations thereof.

123. An alternative considered by Working Group 3 is an Interna
tional Nuclear Fuel Bank. This bank would be made up of supplier and 
consumer states and would itself hold a stockpile of natural and 
low-enriched uranium or claims to such uranium. These assets could 
b6 made available to a consumer state whose supplies were interrupted 
by a contract default that was not the result of a breach of its 
non-proliferation undertakings.

124. It was, however, obvious that non-proliferation aspects will be 
relevant to criteria for membership and/or access to the emergency 
schemes. It was also generally recognized that to be able to work in a 
prompt, unbureaucratic, open, economic and reliable manner, the 
proposed mechanisms should be based on an agreed set of predeter
mined emergency criteria which w hen met would automatically trigger 
fuel supplies. In this respect, it will be indispensable for every back-up 
arrangement, irrespective of its form, to exempt the material to be 
transferred to meet an emergency from approvals of transfer, use or 
disposal, or at least to facilitate such transfer approvals considerably. It 
must be ensured by all means that the material will be transferred 
promptly and automatically. On the other hand, the non-proliferation 
concerns of supplier countries would need to be taken fully into 
account. In this respect the participation of supplier governments in 
back-up arrangements would be helpful.

125. In each case, a variety of important institutional matters would  
have to be worked out, including membership, distribution of decision
making power, financing, terms of access (particularly non-proliferation 
undertakings) and dispute settlement. These matters are highly politi
cal in content, and would in any case be very sensitive to the needs and 
desires of participants in the particular arrangement. In consequence, 
these matters were considered outside the scope of INFCE and were 
not pursued further by the Working Group.

IV-B. GOVERNMENT INTERVENTION

126. The main concerns with respect to assurance of supply have 
arisen not from commercial defaults or market failure but as a result of 
government intervention in pursuit of national policies and objectives. 
These have usually been associated with non-proliferation goals, but 
sometimes with other defined national policies as well. Government 
action may take the form of export controls on nuclear materials or 
facilities (as by right of prior consent) or import controls. However, to 
date few actual interruptions of supply have occurred, and where they 
have, they have caused delay and expense rather than damage to 
power production. On the other hand, if uncertainties about the possi
bility of supply interruptions were to continue, it would affect the 
orderly development of nuclear power programmes, and this has 
caused great concern.
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127. If suppliers are better assured that nuclear power programmes 
in consumer countries will proceed in accordance with plans, they will 
find it easier to gear their production to meet demands. By the same 
token, consumers will be better able to carry out their nuclear power 
programmes with greater confidence if they can expect supply capacity 
to continue to be maintained. Foreign governmental economic or non
proliferation policies or market interventions have not been the only, 
or in some countries even the major factor creating difficulties for the 
development of the nuclear power or nuclear supplying industries. 
Public concern in both producer and consumer countries over the 
environmental, health and safety aspects of the nuclear industry have 
also had an impact on its development. It is therefore clearly desirable 
that continuing steps be taken to respond to these concerns.

128. It was recognized that governments are not likely to give up the 
possibility of intervening in supply arrangements when they perceive 
it to be necessary from the point of view of their national or interna
tional interests. Nevertheless, consumer countries have been acutely 
concerned by these interventions, especially when, as has sometimes 
been the case, they reflect unilateral changes in agreed conditions of 
supply, and even more so when the action has had a retrospective 
aspect. Supplier governments, however, generally place great impor
tance on the achievement of non-proliferation objectives and are not 
willing to supply, or continue to supply, nuclear materials in circum
stances that do not adequately respect those objectives.

129. It was generally accepted that more uniform, consistent and 
predictable application of national export and import controls by each 
supplier and consumer country, in accordance with more concrete 
criteria, would go a long way to mitigate uncertainties and thus 
strengthen assurances of supply. It was considered desirable that 
governments develop mechanisms for the management of changes in 
non-proliferation policy designed to reduce to a minimum the risk that 
such changes, when they give rise to disagreement between supplier 
and consumer countries, would lead to interference with suppliers.

130. Another important problem relates to the right of prior consent, 
which certain supplier countries wish to retain in respect of the 
retransfer to third countries and/or reprocessing of fuel supplied by 
them to consumer countries, and which may, if exercised arbitrarily, 
have a negative impact upon assurance of fuel supply and a conse
quent adverse effect upon their nuclear programmes. The potential for 
such arbitrary exercise of prior consent causes concern to consumer 
countries. Where a supplier country has a right of prior consent to 
retransfer or reprocessing, the criteria for its exercise should be 
established, to the extent possible, before long-term fuel supply 
contracts are concluded or, for short-term contracts, before fuel is 
committed to nuclear reactors. It is generally agreed that pending the 
development of common approaches to the exercise of the right of 
prior consent—as a first step towards broader international consensus—  
supplier countries should exercise that right in a manner that takes
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account of the national policies and particular circumstances of con
sumer countries, with the objective of avoiding, wherever possible, 
problems in the planning of nuclear power programmes. Subject to 
relevant circumstances not having changed, the right of prior consent 
should be exercised in a manner that is predictable and that conforms 
to any understanding that may have been reached between the parties 
when the right of prior consent was established.

131. A number of possible mechanisms have been suggested for 
updating non-proliferation undertakings and conditions when necessary:

(a) Provision in intergovernmental agreements for, or a joint declara
tion of intent to conduct informal consultations among the parties to 
determine if changes are necessary, on the basis of which specific 
amendments might be contemplated.

(b) Provision in intergovernmental agreements for periodic review  
by the parties involved, possibly followed, if necessary, by amendment 
of non-proliferation undertakings and conditions in such agreements.

(c) Provision in intergovernmental agreements for the adoption of 
non-proliferation undertakings and conditions agreed on by multilat
eral review, to the extent that all governments party to the agreements 
have subscribed to them.

(d) The inclusion in intergovernmental agreements of contingency 
provisions under which further non-proliferation requirements would  
be introduced or existing requirements modified in response to particular 
developments.

132. Assurances of supply could be enhanced if the adoption of such 
mechanisms were to be complemented by guarantees regarding conti
nuity of supply during the re-negotiation process. Suggestions that 
were discussed included:

(a) Undertakings by the parties to an agreement not to refuse export 
or import licences under the terms of established contracts if the other 
party guarantees to accept amendments to non-proliferation condi
tions identified from time to time, in accordance with the mechanism  
agreed by the parties either bilaterally or within a broader international 
framework.

(b) Undertakings by the parties that any proposal for the extension 
or the amendment of non-proliferation requirements would not affect 
the issue of export and import approvals before the amendment 
mechanism has led to a consensus of the parties to the agreement.

(c) Undertakings that the parties will not interfere with deliveries 
under existing contracts for some reasonable period following a 
proposal for the extension or amendment of non-proliferation conditions, 
for example until it was clear that negotiations had reached an 
impasse.

133. It was also agreed that, to meet the concerns of some consumer 
countries about differences in some of the non-proliferation conditions 
of bilateral agreements, common approaches would have to be sought 
against the background of the need to make nuclear power available to 
all nations which wish to use it for peaceful purposes and the need to
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achieve this in a way that avoids proliferation while respecting the 
sovereignty of nations and the national needs of technological 
development.

134. The following are illustrations of fundamental matters the 
relevance, importance and acceptability of which should be considered 
in such common approaches, it being noted that some of these matters 
are the subject of divergent attitudes among exporting as well as 
importing states:

(a) Undertakings on the peaceful uses of nuclear materials, equip
ment and technology and verification of these.

(b) Undertakings not to develop or acquire nuclear weapons or 
nuclear explosive devices.

(c) Undertakings not to acquire, manufacture or store nuclear weap
ons or to help any country to do so.

(d) Undertakings with respect to the application of IAEA safeguards, 
including the requirements for nuclear materials accountancy and 
control and the implementation of any eventual IAEA system for 
storage of excess plutonium.

(e) Adequate levels of physical protection.
(f) Conditions governing the establishment and operation of certain 

stages of the nuclear fuel cycle and the management of their associated 
materials, including those stages based on international or multina
tional institutions or on national enterprises that fulfil a set of interna
tionally or multilaterally agreed obligations.

(g) Duration of non-proliferation undertakings and controls.
(h) Sanctions and other measures to be applied in the case of a 

breach of non-proliferation arrangements.
(i) Undertakings regarding transfer and retransfer of supplied materials, 

equipment and technology, and their multilabelling and safeguards 
contamination implications.

135. These common approaches, which could be expressed initially 
through practices of states and bilateral agreements, might eventually 
take the form of joint declarations, codes of practice or other multi
lateral or international instruments that might eventually result in 
more formal measures, directed to ensuring secure access to nuclear 
materials, services and related equipment and technology, and 
especially to certain services and technologies, under internationally 
accepted, effective non-proliferation conditions. Such an evolutionary 
process—^building on existing instruments, institutions, standards and 
practice—might be both practicable and conducive to measured prog
ress towards a more certain regime in which national export and 
import policies related to non-proliferation might be implemented in a 
manner acceptable to both supplier and consumer countries.

V . M in im iz in g  t h e  D a n g e r  o f  t h e  P r o l if e r a t io n  
OF N u c l e a r  W e a p o n s

136. The working groups identified and analysed a number of 
means to minimize the danger of misuse of fuel cycle facilities for the
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acquisition of nuclear weapons without jeopardizing energy supplies 
or the development of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. These 
means included technical measures, improved safeguards and institu
tional arrangements. It was generally recognized that institutional 
arrangements were equally relevant to assurances of supply, as well 
as, in some cases, to economics, resource utilization and environmen
tal impacts. In summary, technical measures have a powerful influence 
on reducing the risk of theft, but only a limited influence on reducing 
the risk of proliferation. It is judged that safeguards measures are more 
important than the technical measures. Potentially more important 
than technical measures are the institutional measures. Therefore, 
these arrangements are treated separately in Chapter VI. Technical 
measures and improved safeguards are discussed in this chapter.

V-A. TECHNICAL MEASURES

137. The technical options can be considered in four categories: 
measures to reduce the presence of weapons-usable materials in 
separated form in the fuel cycle; measures to use radioactivity to 
protect those materials from diversion; measures to protect them by 
the use of physical barriers; and the use of lower enrichment for 
research reactor fuels.

V-A-1. Methods for reducing the presence of weapons-usable materials (plutonium 
or uranium highly enriched in the isotopes or in separated form

138.(a) Co-location, the location of different nuclear fuel cycle facili
ties on the same site, for example a reprocessing plant and a mixed 
oxide fuel fabrication plant. This would avoid transport of plutonium  
and bulk mixed oxide from one site to another. Both physical protec
tion and safeguards measures may be more effective on an integrated 
site because the resources required might be reduced.

(b) Co-conversion, the production of mixed oxide from mixed ura
nium and plutonium solutions. This would mean that pure plutonium  
oxide no longer exists in the fuel cycle. Plutonium would be trans
ported and stored as mixed oxide, giving the same advantages as in (c) 
below.

Co-location and co-conversion appear to be the most attractive 
measures for introduction, at least in the relatively short term. A 
modest amount of further development effort would be needed before 
co-conversion could be introduced on an industrial scale.

(c) Storage and transport of plutonium as mixed oxide. The mass of 
material which would have to be diverted from a safeguarded fuel 
cycle to make a weapon would be increased if plutonium was stored 
and transported as mixed oxide and, in addition, it would be necessary 
to separate the plutonium chemically. The transport of plutonium as 
mixed oxide offers some advantages, although primarily against sub
national theft.

(d) Co-processing, a modification of reprocessing in which plutonium  
does not exist in separated form but emerges from the reprocessing
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plant in a mixed stream of uranium and plutonium nitrate suitable for 
co-conversion. The process is technically feasible, but some process 
control problems have been encountered with a co-processing flowsheet. 
There are some differences of view on how much further R&D and/or 
pilot plant work would be required before co-processing could be 
introduced with confidence in industrial plants; most countries con
sider that it must be viewed as an option for a future generation of 
reprocessing plants.

(e) Denaturing, the addition of ^^®Uto ^^^U-bearing materials, making 
isotopic separation necessary to obtain weapons-usable material. This 
measure has been proposed in the medium-enriched uranium/thorium 
fuel cycle. Although denaturing with implies an increased 
production of plutonium, this measure could have the potential of 
reducing the number of stages at which highly concentrated fissile 
material is present. However, it would have industrial feasibility only 
in the post-2000 period.

V-A-2. Methods of protecting special nuclear materials with a radiation 
barrier

139.(a) Pre-irradiation, making new  fuel elements radioactive before 
transporting them from the mixed oxide fuel fabrication plant to the 
reactor site.

(b) Spiking, introducing at some point in the fuel cycle a material that 
emits high-energy gamma radiation.

(c) Partial processing, a modification of reprocessing in which fission 
products that are radioactive are not completely separated from the 
plutonium.

These measures involve considerable environmental, radiological, 
economic and resource utilization penalties and tend, in some cases, to 
diminish the effectiveness of safeguards. Moreover, partial processing 
may be effective only if spent fuel is reprocessed and recycled within 
two or three years of discharge from the reactor, whereas recycle times 
are likely to be considerably longer than this for the foreseeable future.

V-A-S. Use of physical barriers to protect special nuclear material

140. The physical isolation of the reprocessing and mixed oxide fuel 
fabrication processes by means of structural barriers may be expected 
to improve safeguardability significantly and to decrease the opportuni
ties for diversion. Such a concept may therefore be expected to 
contribute to an increase in diversion resistance under conditions 
where safeguards are operating. The adoption of physical isolation in 
conjunction with co-location, co-conversion or co-processing may be 
expected to produce the additional benefits associated with each 
particular option.

141. Those technical steps that are likely to evolve naturally would 
also tend to increase diversion resistance. Co-location of reprocessing 
and MOX fuel fabrication plants is likely to become a normal arrangement; 
co-conversion has technical attractions and leads naturally to MOX
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transport; increased automation and physical isolation lead to more 
substantial physical barriers. It would therefore be desirable for work 
in progress on the technical steps mentioned above to be carried to 
completion so that they may become practical alternatives. Co-processing 
might increase diversion resistance still further but, owing to its early 
stage of development, no final judgement can be made so far concern
ing the importance of such an increase and whether the evolution of 
technology will bring about its use. Measures to improve fuel utiliza
tion in thermal recycle in LWRs and HWRs have little or no impact on 
the safeguarding and diversion resistance associated with the reactor 
site.

V-A-4. Use of lower enrichment for research reactor fuels

142. Many research reactors use highly enriched uranium as a fuel 
in order to give the best reactor performance. A change to a lower 
enrichment (either below 20% or to around 45%) would seem feasible 
for the great majority of these reactors and in the longer term most 
could use less than 20% enriched fuel. There is, however, uncertainty 
about the cost penalty involved in the change to lower enrichment. 
Several new fuels using lower enrichment are being developed and 
some are even available on an industrial basis for certain cases. It must 
also be demonstrated that safety margins and reactor performance are 
not reduced by the lower enrichment. Where reduction in fuel enrich
ment is not feasible, reduction of stocks of HEU fuel at the reactor 
could be considered.

143. Working Group 8 concluded that the whole subject of enrich
ment reduction in research reactors to improve proliferation resistance 
is still in an early stage but shows short-term and long-term potential. 
International co-operation not only in research and development but 
also in the formulation of criteria and procedures has to be strongly 
encourgaged.

V-B. SAFEGUARDS

144. A central feature of the current non-proliferation regime is a 
network of bilateral and multilateral agreements by which states 
undertake to accept international safeguards on some or all of their 
nuclear activities. Safeguards are generally implemented by the IAEA 
under agreement with the states involved. Although the content of the 
undertakings varies somewhat, particularly as to what would trigger 
international safeguards, states subject to safeguards can generally be 
divided into two broad groups: First, states that have accepted interna
tional safeguards on all of their nuclear activities, whether by adher
ence to treaties like the Non-Proliferation Treaty or the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco, which so require, or otherwise. Safeguards applicable under 
the NPT are elaborated in the IAEA document INFCIRC/153.® In that 
case, the objective of safeguards is "the timely detection of diversion of

® Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 218-244.
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significant quantities of nuclear materials from peaceful nuclear activi
ties to the manufacture of nuclear weapons or of other nuclear 
explosive devices or for purposes unknown, and deterrence of such 
diversion by the risk of early detection". Second, states that have 
accepted safeguards only with respect to specific imports of nuclear 
materials, equipment and technology, leaving open the possibility that 
some activities in relation to nuclear energy would not be subject to 
international safeguards. The applicable safeguards in these cases are 
essentially defined in the IAEA document INFCIRC/66/Rev.2. The 
purpose of safeguards is then "to ensure that special fissionable and 
other materials, services, equipment, facilities and information . . . are 
not used in such a way as to further any military purpose". There are 
cases where a country which has adopted safeguards according to 
INFCIRC/66/Rev.2 has put all its existing nuclear activity under safeguards. 
The existing safeguards regime relies primarily on materials account
ability within material balance areas, with containment and surveil
lance as important complementary measures. These safeguards mea
sures are verified by inspections conducted by the IAEA under the 
terms of the safeguards agreement already referred to.

145. An examination of the adequacy of the safeguards regime was a 
part of the terms of reference of working groups dealing with a specific 
phase of the fuel cycle. The groups did not identify significant 
problems with the capability of methods and techniques as applied to 
existing operating plants. Further development and improvement of 
existing methods and techniques were foreseen as necessary to meet 
safeguards objectives at reasonable costs, in connection with technolo
gies for uranium enrichment, industrial-scale reprocessing of irradi
ated fuel, and mixed oxide fuel fabrication for LWRs or breeder 
reactors, all of which involve the possibility of access to special nuclear 
material in a form usable for the construction of nuclear weapons. Such 
development should in general include taking account of safeguards 
needs in the design of facilities, enhanced containment and surveillance, 
and improved methods of materials accountancy. Effective interna
tional safeguards are seen as an essential feature of the nuclear power 
industry and a substantial additional effort involved in safeguards 
should be regarded as of importance.

146. Working Group 2 stressed that the measurement techniques for 
UF6 at the material balance boundaries of gaseous diffusion, nozzle 
and centrifuge enrichment plants are highly accurate, thereby enhanc
ing the ability of materials accountancy to detect the possible diversion 
of a significant quantity of nuclear material. Accurate materials 
accountancy, together with verification of design information and 
effective containment and surveillance measures, should allow the 
timely detection of the misuse of a safeguarded plant, as well as of the 
diversion of nuclear material. If non-access areas are established to 
minimize the profileration risk due to access to and propagation of 
sensitive technology, then these areas should be defined in such a way 
as to permit effective and efficient safeguards. Although this limited 
access may be considered as a complication, this might be compen
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sated for, for example, by the application of appropriate containment 
and surveillance measures. For the time being, the main effort to be 
considered in R&D would therefore focus on improvements in safe
guards cost effectiveness and containment and surveillance measures. 
Automation could be used in the future for monitoring of personnel and 
material movements in order to reduce as far as possible the inspection 
efforts and the resulting costs, without decreasing the effectiveness of 
safeguards measures.

147. Working Group 4 stated that experience with the implementa
tion of international safeguards in reprocessing plants and subsequent 
finishing processes to mixed oxide fuel is limited, but a useful case 
history is being built up. To date, the safeguards system for such plants 
has been based on materials accountancy, supplemented by limited 
containment and surveillance measures. This combination is generally 
capable of providing effective international safeguards for existing 
operating plants. The experience gained to date can provide a useful 
basis for the evolution of new and improved safeguards techniques for 
which a number of concepts and measures are now at various stages of 
development. All of these would include current materials accoun
tancy procedures augmented by various improved techniques of 
containment and surveillance; some would also include in-process 
measurements. Of particular importance in this connection would be 
to design sensitive installations with a view to making safeguards 
easier to apply. Again, Working Group 4 concluded that for future 
reprocessing and mixed oxide fuel fabrication plants it will be essential 
to take full account of criteria for effective international safeguards 
from the inception of plant design, together with the resultant cost. 
The design stages should include an evaluation of the overall safe
guards strategy proposed. This evaluation would be based on safe
guards authorities' and operators' experience and on field tests, and 
should take into consideration the cost and resource effectiveness of the 
total system. Working Group 4 concluded that substantial improve
ments resulting from the studies and developments now underway 
should be applied to future industrial-scale reprocessing and mixed 
oxide fuel fabrication plants in order to meet safeguards objectives at an 
acceptable cost. It also concluded that the safeguarding of plutonium  
storage facilities and plutonium transport can be readily carried out on 
the basis of item accountancy and extensive use of containment and 
surveillance techniques.

148. Working Group 5 stated that safeguards measures for the FBR 
cycle are being further developed in the light of its specific characteris
tics and there are prospects for future improvements in cost effectiveness, 
along the lines of both accountancy and containment/surveillance. In 
designing new plants it is necessary to take into account measures to 
facilitate the effective implementation of safeguards. These techniques, 
when combined, will enhance each other's effectiveness and should 
enable effective safeguarding to be applied to future commercial FBRs, 
reprocessing and fuel fabrication plants at an acceptable cost.

149. Safeguards for spent fuel storage and transport are imple
mented according to national or multinational requirements and bilat
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eral and IAEA agreements. Current safeguards measures for different 
types of spent fuel storage (AR and APR) are in general similar and 
well established. They are independent of location and consist of 
materials accountancy complemented by contairunent and surveillance. 
Materials accountancy is based on item identification and item counting, 
supplemented in some cases by non-destructive measurement. The 
containment and surveillance measures include the use of specially 
designed seals and various forms of surveillance devices.

150. The impact on safeguards requirements of new  storage tech
niques is not yet known, but present safeguards arrangements appear 
to be adequate for future large storage facilities based on present 
technology. It is important that when future facilities are at the design  
stage the requirements for improved containment, surveillance and 
materials accountancy techniques should be taken into account.

151. Similarly, Working Group 7 concluded that, because of their 
relative unattractiveness for the production of nuclear weapons, most 
categories of nuclear waste are likely to meet the IAEA criteria for 
termination of safeguards prior to their disposal. An exception is spent 
fuel from once-through fuel cycles, which, though initially unattractive 
because of the radiation barrier, becomes more accessible with time. 
Safeguarding of spent fuel, which is contained in canisters and thus 
amenable to item accountability and inventory verification, would be 
relatively straightforward during transport and emplacement in the 
geologic repository. Following that, successive backfflling of emplace
ment holes, storage rooms and galleries would provide increasing 
containment. After closure of the facility, on the assumption that the 
repository is designed for irretrievability, even very cursory surveil
lance would ensure the timely detection of diversion operations since 
these would require massive mining equipment, a large work force and 
surface disposal of mined rock and earth. However, the surveillance 
effort will extend over an indefinite period. Facilities are currently also 
being contemplated for interim storage of canistered spent fuel over an 
indefinite period of time, pending a decision on whether the fuel will 
be reprocessed or disposed of. In that event, the encapsulation could 
well be preceded by pool storage of the fuel assemblies for a period 
much longer than the 10 years assumed in the Working Group 7 
report. It will be clear that, as the radioactivity of the spent fuel 
decreases with time, the diversion risks, and thus the required 
safeguarding effort, of such extended storage would both increase.

152. Working Group 8 concluded that for the thorium cycle appropri
ate safeguards procedures and equipment are being developed, taking 
into account the specific radiation characteristics of these cycles. The 
procedures are still in a formative stage and can be expected to evolve 
with increasing experience.

V I. In s t it u t io n a l  A r r a n g e m e n t s

153. The terms of reference directed working groups to examine 
institutional arrangements relevant to their portion of the study. A 
broad meaning has been given to the term 'institutional arrangements'.
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including a range of undertakings by either governments or private 
entities to facilitate the efficient and secure functioning of the nuclear 
fuel cycle, and encompassing commercial contracts, intergovernmental 
agreements, technical assistance programmes, international studies, 
non-proliferation agreements, supply assurances and international 
and multinational institutions. The purpose of institutional arrange
ments is to support and strengthen the existing mechanisms of 
co-operation in the peaceful utilizaton of atomic energy and the nuclear 
weapons non-proliferation regime. They are also directly or indirectly 
in support of the IAEA as the important international organ in this 
field.

154. Institutional arrangements were seen as contributing impor
tantly both to minimizing proliferation risks and to assurance of 
supply. Indeed, Working Group 3 asserted as a general principle that 
assurance of supply and assurance of non-proliJFeration are comple
mentary. Not only do effective non-proliferation assurances facilitate 
supply assurance but the non-proliferation commitments of any coun
try may be considered stronger to the extent that such a country relies 
on international markets for a part of its nuclear supplies. Moreover, 
greater assurance of supply can also contribute to non-proliferation 
objectives by reducing the pressures for a world-wide spread of 
enrichment and reprocessing facilities. However, it should be recog
nized that national needs of technological development and of energy 
independence may ultimately require the installation of such fuel cycle 
facilities in a manner consistent with non-proliferation. Examples of 
measures which were suggested in Working Group 3 were an emer
gency safety network, an international nuclear fuel bank and financial 
participation by customers in uranium, enrichment and reprocessing 
ventures.

155. Situations were also identified in which such institutional 
arrangments would have other important values, such as achieving 
economies of scale, sharing financial risks, or maximizing favourable 
environmental situations.

156. As already noted. Working Group 1 found (though primarily 
from the perspective of market stability) that a pattern of cross
investment by consumers in production activities is already apparent, 
and most countries believe that this is to be encouraged.

157. Working Group 2 listed among the 'means to minimize the 
proliferation risks of enrichment' multinational or national institutional 
arrangements with supervision by governments in controlling plant 
technology and nuclear material produced. Measures such as classifica
tion and export control of sensitive equipment and technology, as well 
as the establishment of facilities under multinational auspices, which 
could reduce the number of facilities, are available, and to some extent 
have been effective in reducing the risks that would not be covered by 
international safeguards, though the selection of these institutional 
means depends on a variety of additional factors. It was noted that 
multinational facilities would have a generally more complicated 
management system than national facilities. It was also noted that
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limitation of the number of plants and development of additional 
enrichment capacity only in response to market forces are desirable 
from the perspective of non-proliferation. Subject to the need for a 
competitive market, economies of scale associated with enrichment 
might support limitations on the number of plants. Only a few states in 
the world are in a position to develop commercial-size enrichment 
capabilities on a national level, because such facilities require a large 
capital investment, highly developed basic technology and a well- 
developed industrial infrastructure. Of those few states capable of 
developing national facilities, those having substantial commercial or 
industrial incentives to do so would include countries having a large 
domestic nuclear power programme or large indigenous natural ura
nium resources.

158. Working Group 4 noted that the development of institutional 
arrangements must be viewed as a process of gradual evolution. 
InitiaUy it seems likely that, if reprocessing is carried out, the economic 
incentive to build large-scale plants may mean that it is not necessary 
for all countries to establish the technology simultaneously, but those 
countries which do build large national reprocessing plants could offer 
reprocessing services to countries which are at an earlier stage of 
nuclear development. As their nuclear programmes and experience 
build up, these latter countries in their turn could also be expected to 
progress to a stage where reprocessing within their own countries 
could be justified by their nuclear programmes. They may then wish to 
consider the construction of their own plants and, in turn, be in a 
position to provide services to other countries. It seems desirable that 
the evolution of institutional arrangements should be towards 
multinational ventures and could eventually result in the development 
of regional nuclear fuel cycle centres. However, the practical difficul
ties in establishing and operating such ventures should not be 
underestimated. The nature of an International Nuclear Fuel Authority 
(INFA), which was also among the various institutional models discussed, 
was found to be not yet clear, and its formation and operation would  
require a major international initiative; there is little indication at 
present of any demand for the services of such an authority.

159. Working Group 4 also considered the specific question of the 
possibilities for international control of separated plutonium and 
reported on arrangements for international storage of plutonium. The 
IAEA Statute, Art.XII A(5), provides a possible basis for such an 
arrangement with respect to excess plutonium. A group of experts 
under IAEA auspices is at work on this problem and Working Group 4 
had the benefit of their initial deliberations. Its conclusion was that a 
scheme for international storage of plutonium could have important 
non-proliferation and assurance of supply advantages. Whether or not 
most countries decide to reprocess their spent fuel, the scheme would  
be relevant, since separated plutonium already exists in the world and 
some countries have definite plans to continue to introduce repro
cessing.

160. Working Group 5 considered the Fuel Cycle Centre as one of
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the institutional arrangements proposed to strengthen the proliferation 
resistance of the fuel cycle. It took as a starting point the IAEA study on 
LWR regional fuel cycle centres. It concluded that, from the viewpoint 
of non-proliferation, a multinational or international facility could form 
an attractive institution, for example by providing easier safeguards 
implementation and by making unauthorized operations more difficult. 
A preliminary comparison between the multinational and international 
solutions seems to show that multinational schemes offer slightly 
fewer difficulties with regard to ownership and have relatively fewer 
problems. Negative effects of multinational or international arrange
ments would be the increased risk of transfer of sensitive technologies 
and the difficulties of co-ordinating physical protection and safety 
measures with those of the host country. Taking into account the 
significant technical problems associated with co-location, when reac
tors are included within the centre, on issues such as safety and 
environmental impacts, public acceptance, and land and water 
requirements, the group put forward as a general conclusion that the 
co-location of only reprocessing and fabrication plants could be a more 
acceptable way of improving diversion resistance. However, in view of 
the complexity of the problems, careful evaluation would be required 
before any implementation. Studies of co-location should refer to 
specific sites for which a proper evaluation of the environmental 
impact and the implications for local communities can be made and 
public acceptance verified.

161. With regard to the choice of spent fuel management concepts, 
institutions providing services such as reprocessing or APR storage 
necessary for the implementation of some of these management 
concepts either do not exist or are inadequate to meet the needs of 
some countries. Countries with large nuclear programmes will most 
probably use their own national facilities or institutions for spent fuel 
management. However, there are countries that do not have, and do 
not plan to have, within their national borders all the steps of the 
back-end of the fuel cycle. Thus they depend on foreign nuclear 
industries and services. Therefore, adequate interim storage capability 
must be provided in support of the spent fuel management concepts of 
these countries. There are also countries that have not taken any 
decision at present to develop all the steps of the back-end of the fuel 
cycle but have decided to build national APR facilities. The evaluation 
indentified situations where ways of resolving spent fuel management 
problems need to be considered. The main sources of concern are 
restrictions upon the choice available to states regarding their spent 
fuel management concepts. The required solutions involve both the 
legal framework and institutional practices and they should also take 
into account the fact that the magnitude of the problem varies widely 
from country to country. Lack of assurance of long-term supply has 
already in some cases motivated countries to adopt policies of fuel 
cycle self-sufficiency earlier than would be required by their optimum  
economic and technical development schedule. The feasibility of an
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international mechanism for providing assurances to participating 
states for access to and management of their spent fuel consistent with 
non-proliferation objectives should be investigated. Consideration 
should be given to international co-operation in developing spent fuel 
storage and management options. In this regard Working Group 6 has 
identified requirements which international or multinational institu
tions should ideally fulfil. Since the negotiation and implementation of 
multinational or international enterprises generally take time, it seems 
that for the near future national facilities will be the most realistic 
solution to avoid a deficiency in spent fuel storage. Moreover, the 
fundamental question remains: to what extent would individual coun
tries be willing to offer sites and accept the agreed international 
conditions? However, consideration should be given to whether inter
national spent fuel management schemes might improve prospects for 
storing spent fuel and thereby assist certain countries in the economic 
and management aspects of spent fuel storage. In this regard it would 
be useful to define the role that the IAEA and other international 
organizations might play.

162. Finally, the Working Group 7 report included the following 
recommendation. Multinational and international repositories could 
offer advantages as concerns non-proliferation as well as economical 
aspects. Proposals for the legal and institutional solutions for establish
ing multinational and international repositories should be elaborated. 
Centralized facilities for the disposal of spent fuel and/or vitrified 
high-level waste would alleviate the concerns of countries with small 
nuclear power programmes or in which suitable sites may not exist. 
These facilitites, whether international, multinational or national with 
access by foreign countries, would benefit from the economies of size 
discussed in section 7 of the Working Group 7 Summary. They could 
also reduce the diversion risk, since obviously a larger number of spent 
fuel repositories would enhance this risk. Furthermore, because the 
collective dose commitments would be small compared with annual 
exposure from the background radiation, a central repository would 
not present a health impact of any consequence in the country of its 
location. However, it was noted that international repositories may 
require considerable negotiating time and be more difficult to adminis
ter than national or multinational facilities.

163. In connection with all international or multinational arrangements, 
it was recognized that decisions would be required on such sensitive 
questions as membership, financing, voting arrangements, conditions 
of access, dispute settlement, status of the host government and the 
like. It was noted that a solution would have to be found for avoiding 
possible interference by the host government. It was also recognized 
that in addition to the multinational and international non-proliferation 
undertakings some supplier governments require the conclusion of 
bilateral agreements or evidence that, when exported, the material or 
equipment will fall under another recognized bilateral agreement. 
Some of the working groups examined possible alternative solutions
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on these matters in the main body of their reports. But it was 
recognized that final solutions could be developed only by the poten
tial participants themselves, acting at the political level. Conclusions 
on these matters, therefore, were outside the INFCE terms of reference.

164. Although primary attention was placed on formal institutional 
arrangements, several groups discussed the growing importance of 
international co-operation through the development of recommendations, 
guidelines and codes of practice to standardize procedures and harmo
nize practices in this field. For example, several working groups noted 
that there was a need for international co-operation in international 
transport, particularly in cask licensing and harmonization of regulations.

165. Finally, many of the working groups acknowledged the value 
of continuing consultations on a bilateral and multilateral basis for 
smooth adjustment of problems arising from diverging national inter
ests and policies in connection with nuclear fuel cycles. These consulta
tions could possibly lead to common approaches, which might eventu
ally result in more formal measures, as already mentioned in the last 
paragraph of Chapter IV.

VII. S p e c ia l  N e e d s  o f  a n d  C o n d it io n s  i n  D e v e l o p in g  C o u n t r ie s

166. The special needs of developing countries must be seen against 
the background of the widely differing situations pertaining to these 
countries. The availability of energy is of crucial importance for the 
development of any country and it is probably here' that the greatest 
differences exist between countries. It should be particularly empha
sized that the introduction of nuclear energy in developing countries 
has a special importance for many of them as it may have a direct 
impact upon their self-sustained development, independence and 
national sovereignty.

167. The use of nuclear power for economic and social development 
has been considered an inalienable right of all countries and a viable 
electricity supply option in a number of developing countries. It can 
play a significant role in helping to supply energy at reasonable costs in 
many countries, but it is clear that it will not be a panacea for the whole 
developing world.

168. In 1978 sixteen developing countries had defined nuclear 
power programmes and twelve had nuclear power plants under 
construction or in operation. Some of these programmes are major 
national ones planned to include several tens of GW(e) generating 
capacity at the end of the century, while in some the fost order has 
been placed but the second plant has not yet been decided upon. 
Obviously, such widely different situations cannot be treated alike.

169. The availability of small nuclear power plants would increase 
the number of developing countries that could introduce nuclear 
power in their electricity grids in this century. Aside from a 440 MW(e) 
PWR, most export offers are now for a minimum plant size of 600 
MW(e). A smaller plant of 125 MW(e) has also recently been offered for 
export. Such smaller plant sizes would meet a potentially large market
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need, but they are not likely to be economically competitive except in 
special conditions.

170. Nuclear energy will place more stringent requirements on the 
infrastructures in a country, particularly in the following sectors:

(a) The availability of trained manpower and appropriate educa
tional institutions;

(b) The state of development of domestic industry and research and 
development establishments;

(c) Regulation of nuclear activities, extending from enabling legisla
tion to specialized regulations and including the establishment of a 
regulatory authority;

(d) Availability of financing capital.

These infrastructures are most often weaker in developing countries 
than in industrialized ones and make them more vulnerable to chang
ing conditions.

171. Any unexpected change in nuclear supply agreements or 
contracts or their application would accordingly have more adverse 
consequences for developing countries than for industrialized con
sumer countries for the following reasons:

(a) Developing countries are dependent on a larger range of sup
plies from abroad;

(b) Their relatively small demands for raw materials and enrichment 
will be less attractive commercially for supplier countries;

(c) Their nuclear capacity will comprise a significant portion of the 
total installed capacity, resulting in serious problems in meeting load 
demand if the nuclear plants cannot be operated;

(d) Their weaker infrastructures entail a requirement for continuing 
and assured assistance and supplies in all related areas.

In addition, it was pointed out that the dependence on the suppliers 
could lead to pressures affecting the independence of the developing 
countries. The transfer of technology, materials and equipment may be 
accomplished under such terms as not to amplify the proliferation risk.

172. Dependence on outside suppliers of materials, equipment, 
services and technology is likely to continue for most developing 
countries, at least in the near future and probably for some decades. In 
spite of the accentuated needs of developing countries, the present 
institutional arrangements do not provide any additional assurances 
compared with those existing between industrialized countries. There 
is thus a need for alternative short- to medium-term mechanisms 
consistent with non-proliferation for guaranteeing timely deliveries in 
case of delays or cut-off of supplies. Assurances of regular supplies of 
nuclear materials and services, and related equipment and technology 
have special significance for developing countries.

173. Some developing countries are aiming at ultimately obtaining 
independence in the nuclear fuel cycle and are therefore interested in 
transfers of technology. These countries would find improved assur
ance with greater access to all technologies under effective safeguards.
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consistent with the needs of their nuclear programmes over time and 
the normal commercial restrictions on proprietary information. Appro
priate institutional arrangements, such as multinational and/or interna
tional undertakings, could be one way to provide such assurance. Such 
arrangements might also help provide the needed economies of scale 
and help meet the proliferation concerns mentioned earlier.

174. In regard to uranium resources, it is clear that in the future, 
with increased exploration activities, resources in developing countries 
will have a greater importance. The rate at which their uranium 
industries develop will, however, depend on a number of factors, the 
most important being the availability of technical know-how and 
financial and organizational resources, all of which are likely to 
originate abroad to a great extent. Increased international and bilateral 
co-operation among developing countries and between industrialized 
and developing countries, and the encouragement of investment 
would enhance exploration and uranium production in the developing 
world and the transfer of technology for uranium resource development. 
This could both improve the balance of payment position and contrib
ute to the overall economic development of such countries. The IAEA 
could play a more important role in this context.

175. The technical, industrial and economic requirements for estab
lishment of a national enrichment capability would, in most cases, lead 
to the conclusion that the needs of developing countries for enrich
ment services could be better met by a diversified supply market rather 
than provision of their own enrichment facilities. This conclusion 
assumes, however, the existence of a competitive world market to 
which the developing countries will have free access and that there is 
appropriate flexibility in supply arrangements. The need for flexibility 
is due to the strong effects on enrichment requirements that unfore
seen changes in a small nuclear power programme may have. In this 
context, it is also appropriate to stress the interest of developing 
countries in pooling arrangements related to regular and reliable 
supply of required nuclear fuel, equipment, technology and services.

176. Many developing countries, particularly those with small nu
clear programmes, are unlikely to find the recycle of uranium/plutonium 
in thermal reactors economically attractive, at least in the early stage of 
its introduction, although some countries will see it as a positive 
contribution to energy independence and assurance of supply. For 
these or other reasons, some developing countries may decide to 
reprocess their spent fuel, and they have the same rights and incen
tives as other nations to make the most effective use of the uranium 
fuel at their disposal. If they decide to reprocess, they would probably 
find it more economic to use the reprocessing services of a large 
national or multinational plant.

177. At the back-end of the fuel cycle, some activities would remain 
the responsibility of any country embarking upon a nuclear power 
programme and it would have to make the necessary plans and 
provisions, which might include participation in bilateral or multilat
eral arrangements. These activities include:
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(a) Interim or long-term storage of spent fuel;
(b) Spent fuel transport;
(c) Ultimate disposal of high-level waste.

For some of these activities, the regulatory requirements are still being 
worked out in the industrialized countries. Developing countries thus 
face the problem of a transfer of technology for which the regulatory 
base has not yet been established in the supplier country. It is, 
therefore, necessary that they create some technical competence as 
well as a regulatory system for these activities.

178. Multilateral and international mechanisms have so far been of 
limited effectiveness in meeting the special needs of developing 
countries. In regard to technology transfer, the IAEA and UNDP 
programmes have played a certain role in the initial phases. The IAEA 
has also organized training courses in different fields relating to 
nuclear power development. Bilateral arrangements, on the other 
hand, have been more important in the past. Experience would 
indicate that the developing countries need arrangements of broad 
scope, which will not only cover the supply of equipment and 
materials but also give long-term assurances for the development of 
the needed trained manpower and of the domestic participating 
industry, and for research co-operation and financing. These arrange
ments should include:

(a) Pre-planning of energy systems in general and electricity sys
tems in particular;

(b) An agreement providing a framework not only for commercial 
contracts but also for detailed co-operation, assistance and supply 
arrangements and specified conditions, including safeguards;

(c) Scientific exchange arrangements between specified authorities 
which would aim at developing the infrastructure, including man
power development programmes and regulatory functions;

(d) A structure of contracts for supplies, licensing for production 
and processes, and development of engineering capabilities;

(e) Where applicable, joint undertakings at the industrial level as an 
undoubtedly efficient means to achieve technology transfer.

179. The IAEA should recognize the strong interest in nuclear 
power in an increasing number of its developing Member States and 
adapt its programmes accordingly. The Agency could, with increased 
funds and without changing the basic elements of its technical assistance, 
play a more important role in assuring the availability of specialized 
knowledge not only in pre-project phases and for regulatory activities 
but also for the execution and operation of plants for power production 
and for fuel cycle processes. In this regard the Agency's assistance 
should follow conditions for access to and transfer of technology 
agreed to in a broader supply context.

180. The developing countries consider that the criteria to assess the 
effectiveness and acceptability of bilateral agreements between devel
oping and industrialized countries should include:
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(a) Responsiveness to needs;
(b) Effective safeguards;
(c) The extent to which non-proliferation undertakings, which would 

have to be mutually agreed to, would interfere with or limit the 
peaceful nuclear power programme of a country.

181. For the benefit of some developing countries some new interna
tional arrangements could be foreseen which may cover the following 
areas:

(a) International arrangements for assured fuel and heavy water 
supplies;

(b) Participation in specific nuclear fuel cycle activities on a bilateral 
or multilateral basis, consistent with the non-proliferation comnut- 
ments of the parties involved;

(c) Increased availability of specialized training programmes for 
developing the required manpower of nuclear installations;

(d) Increased availability of resources for nuclear power programmes 
from international financial organizations.

182. The setting up of such international arrangements would be of 
assistance to developing countries, which would find the following 
features desirable:

(a) Participation in such arrangements should be on a voluntary 
basis, depending upon the actual need of each country;

(b) Participating countries would have equal rights in making the 
major decisions as regards policy and operations;

(c) Participation in such arrangements should not jeopardize the 
safeguarded activities which are part of the peaceful nuclear power 
programme of a country;

(d) Participation in such arrangements should be guaranteed and 
maintained without being interrupted by governmental interference, 
except in accordance with the terms of the arrangement;

(e) Participation in such arrangements is of such importance that 
they should be in the form of legally binding international governmen
tal engagements.

183. Finally, a basic need in the developing countries is for well- 
qualified manpower, at all levels. In the past, training opportunities 
have been provided through bilateral arrangements or through interna
tional organizations. Although these training opportunities have been 
useful, especially in the initial phases of nuclear power programmes, 
they have, in general, not provided practical, on-the-job training 
possibilities. An International Technology Centre, perhaps with its 
scope limited to particular subjects, such as structural materials 
technology, welding, maintenance of specialized equipment and qual
ity assurance, could be of great importance to developing countries in 
ensuring practical training and also access to expert advice. Such a 
centre could be set up under the auspices of the IAEA, possibly on the 
basis of some existing facilities in Member States.
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Communique of the Final Plenary Conference of the 
international Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation, Febru
ary 27, 1980^

1. The Final Plenary Conference of the International Nuclear Fuel 
Cycle Evaluation (INFCE) took place, as scheduled, at the Hofburg in 
Vienna, on 2 5 -2 7  February 1980. Fifty-nine States and six international 
organizations participated in the Conference.

2. The Conference was opened by Dr. Kamal Effat of Egypt, 
President of the First Plenary Conference. On the motion of Sir 
Hermann Bondi of the United Kingdom, seconded by H. E. Ambassa
dor Ahmed Ghezal of Tunisia and Dr. W. Rohnsch of the German 
Democratic Republic, Mr. Atsuhiko Yatabe, leader of the delegation of 
Japan, was elected President of the Conference, by acclamation.

3. INFCE was initiated at an organizing conference held in Washington, 
DC, in October 1977. The Communique of the Organizing Conference 
stated that the participants

were conscious of the urgent need to meet the world's energy 
requirements and that nuclear energy for peaceful purposes should be 
make widely available to that end;

were convinced that effective measures can and should be taken at 
the national level and through international agreements to minimize 
the danger of the proliferation of nuclear weapons without jeopardiz
ing energy supplies or the development of nuclear energy for peaceful 
purposes;

recognized that special consideration should also be given to the 
specific needs of and conditions in developing countries. ^

These three elements provided the basic focus of the INFCE study.
4. Participation in INFCE was open to all interested States and 

relevant international bodies. Sixty-six countries and five international 
organizations participated in the study. They included industrialized 
countries and developing countries; countries with larger or smaller 
nuclear energy programmes at various stages of advancement; consum
ers as well as suppliers of materials, technology and equipment; 
market and centrally planned economies; nuclear-weapon States, 
non-nuclear-weapon States, parties to the Euratom Treaty, the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty (NPT) and the Tlatelolco Treaty, as well as States 
which are parties to none of these treaties; and countries from all 
geographical regions.

5. The study was divided into eight Working Groups, each with  
responsibility for a specified aspect of the fuel cycle, as follows: 1. Fuel 
andHeavy Water Availability; 2. Enrichment Availability; 3. Assurances 
of Long-term Supply of Technology, Fuel and Heavy Water and

 ̂ International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation, vol. 9, 'TNFCE Summary V olum e/' pp. 
273-276.

 ̂The communique may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 654-655.
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Services in the Interest of National Needs Consistent with N on
proliferation; 4. Reprocessing, Plutonium Handling, Recycle; 5. Fast 
Breeders; 6. Spent Fuel Management; 7. Waste Management and Disposal; 
and 8. Advanced Fuel Cycle and Reactor Concepts. Each Working 
Group was organized by three or in some cases two co-chairman 
countries, which volunteered for this responsibility. In all, 519 experts 
from 46 countries and five international organizations participated in 
the Working Groups. They held 61 meetings and produced more than 
20 000 pages of documents over the two years of the study.

6. The Washington Communique established a Technical Co
ordinating Committee (TCC), composed of the 22 co-chairmen of the 
Working Groups, to co-ordinate the study from the technical point of 
view. The TCC held nine meetings under the chairmanship of Profes
sor Abram Chayes and, in accordance with the directions of the First 
Plenary Conference, prepared a Summary and Overview of the INFCE 
study.

7. The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) was represented 
in each Working Group and in the TCC and provided secretariat and 
support services for the study.

8. The First Plenary Conference was held in Vienna in November 
1978, midway in the course of the study, to review the progress of the 
work.

9. At the Final Plenary Conference each Working Group presented 
its report. The Chairman of the TCC reported on the work of the 
Committee and presented the Summary and Overview.  ̂ A general 
debate followed in which delegations commented on the reports, on 
the work of INFCE and on future developments.

10.The participants considered that INFCE has accomplished its 
task. It has identified ways and means of strengthening assurances of 
nuclear supply while at the same time minimizing the risk of the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons. These would involve international 
co-operation and include technical, legal and institutional measures as 
well as possible developments in the field of safeguards. As one of its 
assigned tasks it analysed the special needs of developing countries in 
this regard and pointed to actions that might be taken by States 
through the IAEA and to other means to meet those needs.

11. The delegates recognized the central role that the IAEA has 
played in the past and must continue to play in the future in meeting 
the problems that were the focus of the INFCE study.

12. The participants noted with satisfaction that the Working Group 
reports were presented to the Plenary Conference without separate or 
dissenting views. As with all consensus documents, this did not mean 
that every Working Group member was in full agreement with every 
word or endorsed in every case the particular form of expression 
chosen.

13. Environmental, health and safety issues were addressed by the 
Working Groups within their terms of reference, to determine whether

 ̂ Submitted Feb. 27, see supra.
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specific fuel cycle activities could be carried out in conformity with 
accepted standards. Study of these problems showed that these 
standards could be respected. More comprehensive environmental, 
health or safety assessments are being undertaken in other national 
and international forums, particularly within the IAEA.

14. The reports do not contain policy recommendations, because 
INFCE was intended as a non-political technical and analytic study 
rather than a negotiation. The delegates agreed that the INFCE reports 
had made an important contribution to the definition of problems 
within their fields of study and had produced valuable suggestions, 
and that INFCE had reduced differences of view and promoted 
common understanding among the participants.

15. At the conclusion of its debate the Final Plenary Conference took 
the following actions:

(a) It received the reports of the Working Groups and the Summary 
and Overview and submitted them to the governments of participating 
States for their consideration in developing their nuclear energy 
policies and in international discussions concerning nuclear energy 
co-operation and related controls and safeguards, recalling that partici
pants are not committed to INFCE's results under the terms of the 
Washington Communique. It resolved furthermore that these reports 
should be made available to all governments and international organi
zations and conferences interested in the peaceful uses of nuclear 
energy.

(b) It decided that the International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation 
has been completed, and discharged the Working Groups and the 
TCC. In this connection it expressed its gratitude for the efforts of all 
those who had participated in the INFCE study and congratulated 
them on the high quality of their work. It expressed particular 
appreciation to the 22 co-chairmen of the Working Groups, on whom  
the main responsibility for the study rested, to the Presidents of the 
Plenary Conferences and, last but not least, to the Chairman of the 
TCC, Professor Abram Chayes, who has also been the President of the 
Organizing Conference.

(c) It thanked the IAEA for the outstanding quality of the technical 
and administrative support it provided to the study.

(d) It declared that the International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation 
is now concluded and that the Working Group reports and the 
Summary and Overview should be released to the general public.

16. Finally, the Conference wishes to state that the findings of 
INFCE have strengthened the view

that nuclear energy is expected to increase its role in meeting the 
world's energy needs and can and should be widely available to that 
end;

that effective measures can and should be taken to meet the specific 
needs of developing countries in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy; 
and

that effective measures can and should be taken to minimize the
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danger of the proliferation of nuclear weapons without jeopardizing 
energy supplies or the development of nuclear energy for peaceful 
purposes.

17. The Conference recognized that the objectives mentioned above 
can only be achieved through continued international co-operation and 
the participants are determined to preserve the climate of mutual 
understanding and co-operation in the international nuclear energy 
field that is one of the major achievements of INFCE.

Statement Submitted to the Committee on Disarmament 
by the Group of 21: Establishment of Working Groups, 
February 27, 1980 ^

The Final Document of the First Special Session of the United Nations 
General Assembly devoted to Disarmament, in paragraph 2, declares 
that ''unless its avenues are closed, the continued arms race means a 
growing threat to international peace and security and even to the very 
survivial of mankind." And subsequently in paragraph 17 states that 
"disarmament has thus become an imperative and most urgent task 
facing the international community" and that "there is now a pressing 
need to translate into practical terms the provisions of this Final 
Document and to proceed along the road of binding and effective 
international agreements in the field of disarmament". It also defines 
the Committee on Disarmament as "the single multilateral disarmament 
negotiating body." ^

In the view of the Group of 21, the adoption of the Annual Agenda is 
general recognition by the Committee that all the items included 
therein should be subject of concrete negotiation. It also represents a 
cormnitment by all members to pursue in good faith, negotiations to 
reach agreement on concrete binding and effective disarmament mea
sures on these items.

In the light of the above, the Group of 21 believes that the Committee 
on Disarmament in discharging its responsibilities should pursue 
concrete negotiations within structured formats and with the aid of the 
appropriate machinery. It is the considered view of the Group of 21 
that working groups are the best available machinery for conduct of 
concrete negotiations within the Committee on Disarmament. Therefore, 
the Group of 21 in principle supports the establishment of working 
groups on the items on its annual agenda.

The ultimate objective and basic mandate of all the working groups 
should be to undertake concrete negotiations for the implementation of 
agreed measures called for in the Final Document of the First Special 
Session of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to Disarmament.

' CD/64.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 412, 415-416, 433.
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The working groups should submit progress reports to the Commit
tee as appropriate and in any case not later than the end of its annual 
session.

Within the above context, the Group of 21 proposes the establish
ment of working groups on the following agenda items: "Nuclear test 
ban"; "Effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear 
weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons"; 
"Chemical weapons"; "Comprehensive programme of disarmament" 
and on "Radiological weapons".

The working groups should begin their respective sessions during 
the first part of the 1980 annual session of the Committee on Disar
mament on the dates deemed advisable by the Committee for each 
case.

The Committee may to the extent it serves its objectives, as defined 
in the Final Document of the Special Session of the United Nations 
General Assembly devoted to Disarmament, take into account negotia
tions conducted in other fora, in keeping with the spirit of paragraph 
121 of the Final Document. The Committee cannot however be 
expected to depend in the conduct of its work on such negotiations the 
character of which should be to complement and supplement the 
negotiations within the Committee.

Statement by the Director of the Department of State 
Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs (Bartholomew) Be
fore a Subcommittee of the House Committee on For
eign Affairs: U.S. Arms Transfer Policy, February 29, 
1980^

I appreciate this opportunity to come here this morning to discuss 
the administration's arms transfer policy.

The policy, announced almost 3 years ago in May 1977,  ̂ has two 
objectives: to facilitate those transfers that clearly promote the security 
of the United States and our allies and friends, and to restrain those 
that are in excess of legitimate defense needs, could promote regional 
arms races or increase instability, or otherwise do not advance U.S. 
interests.

The policy sets out qualitative, quantitative, and procedural criteria 
to govern U.S. arms transfers and guarantee, to the extent possible, 
that these objectives are attained.

The policy is designed to provide a comprehensive framework for 
decisionmaking on conventional arms transfers. Within this framework, 
decisions on significant arms transfers are based on assessments of

^Foreign Assistance Legislation for Fiscal Year 1981, Pt. 2: Hearings Before the Subcommittee 
on International Security and Scientific Affairs of the Committee on Foreign Affairs . Overview 
of Security Supporting Assistance Programs, pp. 66—70.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 328—329
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U.S. foreign and national security interests rather than commercial or 
economic concerns.

We are fully aware that arms transfers do have economic benefits, 
but are committed to the proposition that sales not be made where 
their sole or primary justification is economic. The destructive power of 
today's sophisticated conventional weapons systems requires that 
their transfer be evaluated in terms of immediate and long-range U.S. 
policy interests. Accordingly, the policy and its objectives were valid in 
1977 and remain so today.

The policy takes direct account of major U.S. security interests by 
exempting key allies—^NATO, Japan, Australia, and N ew  Zealand— 
from application of the qualitative and quantitative controls. In 
addition, the policy itself gives us needed flexibility to make transfers 
in our national interest and to respond to changing circumstances by 
specifically providing for the possibility of Presidential exceptions.

Thus, it is not artificially rigid and does not arbitrarily prohibit sales 
that contravene its specific provisions, but support important U.S. 
interests. That the President personally must make exceptions, however, 
insures that these sales are not made without thorough analysis and 
review by senior officials.

On the other hand, the policy has tightened control of arms sales 
promotion activities by private corporations and Government officials. 
This minimizes the risk that U.S. Government options are foreclosed or 
narrowed by unauthorized representations to foreign governments 
that create excessive expectations.

As you know, the arms transfer policy consists of six qualitative 
controls and a quantitative ceiling. I would like to discuss each of them  
briefly.

First, the United States will not be the first supplier to introduce into 
a region newly developed, advanced weapons systems which could 
create a new or significantly higher combat capability.

This control means that the United States will not fuel regional arms 
competition by introducing significantly higher levels of capability. 
This has been the most important and effective control in limiting 
regional qualitative arms races in that it inhibits prospective purchasers 
from requesting advanced equipment not already in a region.

If U.S. interests in maintaining a regional balance or in offsetting 
quantitative or other disadvantages should require the transfer of an 
advanced system to a region where it did not exist, the President—and 
not an arms manufacturer or lower level Government official—must 
make that determination by granting an exception.

Second, the United States will not sell such weapons until they are 
operationally deployed with U.S. forces. This provision insures that 
U.S. forces receive production models of new systems prior to commit
ments to sell to nonexempt foreign purchasers.

It inhibits American firms from marketing overseas with potential 
adverse effects on delivery schedules for our own forces. This control 
has worked well. There have been no Presidential exceptions to date.

Third, the United States will not permit development or significant
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modification of advance weapons systems solely for export. This 
control prevents U.S. firms from designing and producing new ad
vanced weapons systems whose only market is to foreign countries.

The reason for the control remains valid—not to place the Govern
ment in a position of having to approve sales it otherwise might not 
approve to avoid domestic economic dislocation. This control has 
worked effectively and, as with all the provisions, a Presidential 
exception can be made when it serves U.S. interests. The F-X decision, 
which I will discuss shortly, has been the only exception to this 
provision.

Fourth, the United States will not permit coproduction agreements 
with other countries for significant weapons, equipment, and major 
components. While a limited number of items will be considered for 
coproduction, the thrust of this control is to limit the spread of 
production facilities for significant weapons.

This control discourages U.S. firms from encouraging or entering 
into coproduction arrangements which are uneconomical for the 
coproducing country unless it, in turn, exports to third countries once 
its own needs have been met. We believe this control has effectively 
discouraged such arrangements.

There have, however, been more exceptions to the coproduction 
criteria than to any other. The primary test for granting such excep
tions has been the economic viability of the project in terms of the 
purchasing country's needs for its own forces and, of course, our 
foreign policy interests.

In fact, all coproduction approvals stipulate that the items copro
duced are to be used for the forces of the producing country. The 
United States, by law, must approve any third country sales. We 
recognize that each coproduction and licensing arrangement carries 
with it the potential for future irritation if requests for third country 
sales cannot be approved. We believe that a small number of Presiden
tial exceptions to this control are preferable to its elimination or 
significant modification.

Fifth, the United States will not allow U.S. weapons or equipment to 
be transferred to third parties without U.S. Government consent. The 
purpose of this control, which is not only a policy requirement but a 
longstanding legal one, is to maintain tight control of U.S. weapons 
and technology.

It has worked effectively. Countries requesting retransfer approval 
have complied with negative U.S. decisions despite their disappointment. 
We approve retransfers only when the United States would be willing 
to sell the article in question directly to the third party.

Sixth, the United States will not permit U.S. embassy, military, or 
industrial representatives abroad to promote the sales of arms. U.S. 
employees have been instructed not to promote arms sales without 
State Department approval and private manufacturers have been 
similarly advised by an amendment to the International Traffic in 
Arms Regulations.

The control has been quite effective because it provides an early
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screening of potential sales requests from purchasers and sales activi
ties by commercial firms. We have been able to stop at an early stage a 
substantial number of sales promotions prohibited by the qualitative 
guidelines, thus avoiding potential foreign policy problems associated 
with refusals later in the process.

Some elements of U.S. industry believe that this requirement places 
them at a disadvantage vis-a-vis foreign competitors. On the other 
hand, most companies would rather learn sooner than later if the sale 
of a given item is unacceptable to the U.S. Government. Unrestrained 
arms sales promotion is consistent only with an unrestrained sales 
policy.

I would like to turn now to the ceiling approach.
[The following information was submitted for inclusion in the 

record:] ^

DOLLAR CEILINGS ON FMS AND IMET NEW COMMITMENTS

Since fiscal year 1978 w e have had dollar ceiling on the total 
of new commitments under the Foreign Military Sales and Military 
Assistance Programs for weapons and weapons-related articles to all 
countries exce^  NATO and KfATO members, Australia, Japan, and 
N ew  Zealand. 1 he ceiling volume does not include either services or 
commercial transfers controlled under Munitions Control licensing 
procedures. The fiscal year 1978 ceiling was eight percent lower than 
the fiscal year 1977 total volume and the fiscal year 1979 ceiline 
included a further eight percent reduction. We are about to sena  
forward a recommendation for fiscal year 1980 to the President. 
While the ceiling has been criticized as either too restrictive or not 
sufficiently restnctive, it continues to be a valuable management tool 
in helping us to determine priorities, to assess potential transfers in a 
fiscal year context, and to develop better record and accounting 
systems.

The President's recent decision to permit commercial development 
of an intermediate export fighter aircraft (F-X) is an example of the 
flexibility and adaptability in our arms transfer policy. He decided that, 
in certain cases, the sale to foreign countries of intermediate fighter 
aircraft developed or modified solely for export would be in the 
national interest and consistent with the objectives of our policy.

This decision was made after long and careful interagency study of 
whether development of an intermediate export fighter for the eighties 
and nineties was in the U.S. interest. The study found that, without an 
intermediate alternative, an increasing number of countries would  
probably press for first-line aircraft from U.S. or foreign sources to fill 
their fighter needs.

The F-X with its capabilities optimized for an air-to-air defensive 
role, at a cost below first-line fighters, will provide an alternative that is 
consistent with the arms control purposes of the President's arms 
transfer policy—namely to provide countries with the weapons best

 ̂Brackets in source text.
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suited to their legitimate self-defense needs while restraining capabili
ties excessive to those needs. In addition, the F-X will increase United 
States policy options in responding to requests of our allies and 
friends.

The decision required an exception from the policy control that 
prohibits development of significant modification of advanced weap
ons solely for export. The exception was granted because the President 
determined that the availability of an F-X aircraft would contribute to 
our national security objectives by permitting us to meet the security 
needs of our friends and allies where the current export fighter, the 
F-5E, is no longer adequate; and contributing to arms restraint objec
tives by discouraging purchases of more sophisticated first-line aircraft 
from the United States and other suppliers where such aircraft are not 
needed.

All other arms transfer policy criteria will be applied to any proposed 
F-X sales on a case-by-case basis to insure consistency with our foreign 
policy and arms controls interest. Moreover, the Government will not 
fund F-X development nor will it provide market guarantees.

Our efforts to achieve multilateral cooperation in arms transfer 
restraint were documented in detail in our report pursuant to section 
15(b) of the International Security Assistance Act of 1978 forwarded to 
the Congress on December 28. This administration has made every 
effort to seek and achieve such cooperation in response to congres
sional requests as well as our own policy dictates.

Our European allies have asked that we be sure the Soviets were 
willing to cooperate in the multilateral restraint effort before they could 
seriously consider it. Let me, therefore, briefly summarize where we 
stand in our CAT negotiations with the Soviets.

Between December 1977 and December 1978, w e held four rounds of 
talks on restraints with the Soviet Union. In the course of these 
sessions, w e agreed on a basic three-part framework for addressing 
restraint, consisting of basic legal principles, weapons-related guide
lines for arms transfers decisionmaking, and the requirement to apply 
those principles and guidelines in specific regional contexts.

The objective in proceeding within the framework is to develop a 
common set of criteria and a common approach for their implementa
tion which could serve as a model for forming arms transfer policies 
and in designing regional restraint agreements in future discussions 
with suppliers and recipients.

We view the practical application of these criteria to the regions as 
the key to our policy. We insist on beginning this regional application 
in regions of low tension and low impact where restraint is more 
feasible.

By the end of the fourth round, in December 1978, drafts of arms 
transfer criteria had been tabled by both sides and work had begun on 
a common text. However, the two sides were unable to move forward

 ̂Ibid., 1979, pp. 828-834.
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on the crucial question of regional application because they were 
unable to agree on candidate regions for restraint.

Pursuant to the Vienna summit communique,  ̂ the chairmen of the 
United States and Soviet delegations met last July to discuss this 
question and others relating to a fifth round of negotiations. No  
agreement was reached and no additional meetings have been held or 
scheduled. It remains unclear following the July 1979, delegation 
chairmen meeting whether w e and the Soviets would find sufficient 
common ground where each believes that the application of restraint is 
in its own national interest and is consistent with its policies and 
security relationships with recipients.

The United States still believes that pragmatic restraint agreements 
can contribute to the resolution of conflict and reduce threats to world 
and regional peace, while permitting us to continue to meet the 
security needs of our friends and allies. We fully recognize the 
difficulties, however, in moving forward in the foreseeable future.

To begin with, the effectiveness of any restraint agreements ulti
mately will require the full cooperation and adherence of three groups—  
the Soviet Union and its allies, other major suppliers, and recipients—to 
the letter and spirit of any such agreement. All three groups, in 
addition to the United States, must perceive that implementation of 
any agreed restraint measures is in their national interest.

Second, the United States—Soviet Union dispute on regional issues 
remains unresolved and w e must find an acceptable resolution of this 
issue. Finally, the recent events in Afghanistan raise serious questions 
regarding Soviet willingness to engage in international efforts to 
reduce world tensions.

We intend to monitor the bilateral atmosphere and regional situation 
closely and hope that it will some day be possible to reconvene the 
CAT talks. We would, of course, want to review the substance of our 
multilateral restraint approach in light of changed threats and U.S. 
security needs before taking any final decision to renew these talks.

We will continue to implement our arms transfer policy even  
without progress toward multilateral cooperation foreseeable in the 
near future because that policy continues to serve U.S. foreign policy 
and national security interests.

Our basic position, as the President stated in announcing the fiscal 
year 1979 ceiling levels, is that multilateral cooperation remains essen
tial to the achievement of meaningful restraint measures. We continue 
to believe that all nations have an interest in restraining transfers of 
conventional weaponry which threaten the stability of various regions 
of the world and divert recipient resources from other worthy objec
tives and without necessarily enhancing national security.

5 Ibid., p. 229.
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Statement by the ACDA Acting Assistant Director for 
Weapons Evaluation and Control (Montgomery) Be
fore a Subcommittee of the House Committee on 
Foreign Affairs: U.S. Arms Transfer Policy, February 
29, 1980 '

I am pleased to have this opportunity to discuss with you the 
administration's arms transfer policy.

We now have nearly 3 years of experience upon which to assess the 
policy announced by the President in May 1977.  ̂Overall, this experi
ence demonstrates that the policy continues to serve U.S. national 
security and foreign policy interests. Under this policy we have met 
and will continue to meet the defense needs of our friends and allies. 
At the same time, w e have taken steps to reduce the threat which the 
uncontrolled proliferation of conventional arms can pose to regional 
stability and our own security.

Mr. Chairman, w e believe that the underlying reasons for the 
adoption of the controls established in the President's arms transfer 
policy continue to be valid. Unrestrained arms transfer can generate 
arms races, increase the likelihood of local conflicts, heighten the 
danger of great-power confrontation, and divert resources from badly 
needed economic and social development.

In unstable circumstances the political influence sought through 
arms transfers may be quickly lost and the arms may be used in ways 
not initially contemplated or in the U.S. interest. Also, there is the 
continuing risk of the compromise of sensitive military technology.

The qualitative controls which Mr. Bartholomew has reviewed are 
central to the President's policy. These guidelines serve as the basis for 
discouraging or denying arms requests for particularly sophisticated 
weapons in certain countries.

They also serve to dampen the proliferation of arms production 
capabilities in third world countries. Although it is not possible to put a 
precise dollar value on prospective sales turned down or turned off, 
there have been several hundred such cases during this past fiscal 
year.

Additionally, by prohibiting arms sales promotion on the part of 
U.S. Government personnel and private firms, we have been able to 
reduce the pressures by foreign governments for weapons which may 
not be in our national interest to sell.

In short, on the one hand, the guidelines have yielded direct benefits 
to U.S. national security by insuring that all transfers are carefully 
considered so as to reduce the risks. At the same time, these guidelines 
have enabled us to continue meeting our foreign policy and defense 
requirements with relatively few Presidential exceptions to the policy.

’ Foreign Assistance Legislation for Fiscal Year 1981, Pt. 2: Hearings Before the Subcommittee 
on International Security and Scientific Affairs of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, . . Overview 
of Security Supporting Assistance Programs, pp. 71-72.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 328-329.
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We, therefore, believe that the qualitative restraints on our arms 
transfer procedures contained in the President's policy continue to be 
in our national interest.

The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency continues to play an 
important role in the implementation of the administration's arms 
transfer policy. Pursuant to statute, w e advise the Secretary of State 
and, as appropriate, the President, on the extent to which proposed  
transfers will contribute to an arms race, increase the possibility of 
outbreak or escalation of conflict, or prejudice the development of 
bilateral or multilateral arms control arrangements.

To insure that w e comply fully with these criteria, and to insure that 
proposed transfers are in consonance with the controls established by 
the President, ACDA reviews each proposed arms sale in terms of a set 
of detailed guidelines. During the past fiscal year ACDA was consulted 
on, and rendered an opinion on, 1,360 proposed arms sales.

Of these, we objected to 199 or about 15 percent of the cases. 
Additionally, w e continue to provide arms control evaluations to the 
Congress on significant proposed arms transfers and have taken the 
lead in preparing the arms control impact statements submitted in 
connection with the fiscal year 1981 security assistance request.

Despite the previously described difficulties in developing interna
tional restraint on arms transfers, the controls embodied in our arms 
transfer policy have made an important contribution to our own  
national security. They should be, and will be, continued. These 
controls enable us to meet the legitimate requirements of our friends 
and allies while at the same time minimizing the potentially adverse 
effects of arms transfers.

ACDA Paper Submitted to a Subcommittee of the House 
Committee on Foreign Affairs: Analyzing Arms Trans
fer Cases— Procedures and Guidelines, February 29, 
1980^

1. BASIS FOR ACDA ROLE IN ARMS TRANSFER POLICYMAKING

(a) Public Law 94-141, Section 150, Foreign Relations Authorization 
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 commercial 
export coordination provision while the MAP transfer provisions 
remained in the amended Foreign Assistance Act of 1961.

 ̂ Foreign Assistance Legislation for Fiscal Year 1981, Pt. 2: Hearings Before the Subcommittee 
on International Security and Scientific Affairs of the Committee on Foreign Affairs pp. 
204-206.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1975, p. 710.
 ̂Ibid., 1976, pp. 386-430.
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(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, coproduc
tion and third party transfers of U.S. origin.

2. GENERAL APPROACHES TO CASES

(a) 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 
request, 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 implications, 
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 equipment 
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 these 
instances, analysts use their best judgment as to whether the request 
contains enough information to judge the arms control impact of the 
transfer.

(b) ACDA may partially object to an arms transfer in two ways. 
First, in an MC case requesting transfer of technical data and prices to 
multiple recipient countries, ACDA may object to specific countries 
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 combat 
capability into a region which may pressure rivals to acquire a new

 ̂Ibid., 1978, pp. 40-44.
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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 preemp
tive 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 subnational 
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.?

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 re
straints initiatives or agreements?

2. Is the weapon likely to be a candidate for restraint in arms transfer 
negotiations?
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3. Would the transfer increase the difficulty of obtaining the coopera
tion of West European or other suppliers in conventional arms transfer 
restraint?

4. Would the transfer undermine other types of arms control initia
tives or agreements?

(e) President's Conventional Arms Transfer Polio/, May 19,1977, Statement ^

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 capa
bility 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. "Operational 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 
produced if it could not be exported, except that degradation of the 
capability of weapons developed for the U.S. forces need not be 
considered "significant modification solely for export."

This definition would not in itself prevent the production for export 
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 
export 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 consistent with  
the President's policy of restraint, including avoidance of incentives for 
foreign sales.

Proposals for the production for export of weapons systems which 
were developed for U.S. forces but which have not been produced for

 ̂ Ibid., 1977, pp. 328-329.
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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 
notification under Section 36 (b) of the Arms Export Control Act?

5. Does the case involve a retransfer requiring Congressional notifi
cation 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/equipment?

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?

10. Are less-advanced existing systems with roughly comparable 
capabilities available for the U.S.?

Address by Secretary of State Vance: East-West Relations 
[Extract], March 3, 1980 ^

This makes our third objective all the more important. While 
imposing penalties for aggression for as long as necessary, it is deeply 
in the interests of the United States and our d lies to manage East-West 
relations in ways that preserve their essential framework.

Our relations with the Soviet Union have been and will be essentially 
competitive. Our fundamental values differ. Our interests frequently

 ̂ Dept, of State, Current Policy No. 144. The Secretary spoke before the Chicago 
Council on Foreign Relations.
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diverge. We will promote our interests and our values, and we will 
oppose aggression. But our competition must be bounded by restraint 
and by sensitivity to each other's vital interests. For such a relationship 
between the two superpowers is central to peace.

We seek no return of the cold war, of the indiscriminate confronta
tion of earlier times.

We will continue to pursue our national interests in balanced and 
verifiable arms control agreements— în the SALT process, on conven
tional and theater nuclear forces in Europe, on banning tests of nuclear 
weapons, and in other areas. Specifically, the offer to negotiate an 
agreement on limiting theater nuclear forces in Europe remains on the 
table. The Soviet Union should pursue it with us.

Our nation has benefited from the arms control agreements we have 
achieved. In 1963, w e halted poisonous nuclear weapons tests in the 
atmosphere. The SALT I Interim Agreement  ̂ froze the number of 
offensive strategic missiles when the Soviets were building up in this 
area and w e were not. The Antiballistic Missile Treaty  ̂ headed off a 
potentially costly and destabilizing arms race in these defensive 
weapons.

The SALT II Treaty  ̂ we have negotiated also serves America's 
security interests. It would restrain Soviet strategic programs through 
1985. It would limit the future threats w e will face and thus make our 
own defense planning more certain. It would preserve our ability to 
monitor Soviet strategic developments. And it would permit our own  
modernization efforts to proceed.

SALT II is not a carrot. It is not a stick. It stands on its own merits as 
an integral part of our national security policy. It is especially impor
tant during a time of increased tension between the two superpowers.

We remain deeply committed to ratification of the treaty. It is not in 
our interest to forego its security advantages. Nor is it in our interest, 
during a period of heightened tensions, to dismantle the framework of 
East-West relations that has been built over more than two decades.

To help preserve this framework, and because w e adhere to interna
tional law, w e are not abrogating formal agreements with the Soviet 
Union.

We are pursuing preparations for the next review Conference on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe, to be held this year in Madrid. We 
will continue our policy of building stronger relations with the nations 
of Eastern Europe. And we remain prepared to build a more stable 
relationship with the Soviet Union when circumstances permit.

 ̂Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 202-204. 
 ̂Ibid., pp. 197-201.

1979, pp. 189 ff.
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Convention on the Physical Protection of Nuclear Material, 
March 3, 1980^

The States Parties to This Convention,
Recognizing the right of all States to develop and apply nuclear 

energy for peaceful purposes and their legitimate interests in the 
potential benefits to be derived from the peaceful application of nuclear 
energy.

Convinced of the need for facilitating international co-operation in the 
peaceful application of nuclear energy.

Desiring to avert the potential dangers posed by the unlawful taking 
and use of nuclear material.

Convinced that offences relating to nuclear material are a matter of 
grave concern and that there is an urgent need to adopt appropriate 
and effective measures to ensure the prevention, detection and punish
ment of such offences.

Aware of the Need for international co-operation to establish, in 
conformity with the national law of each State Party and with this 
Convention, effective measures for the physical protection of nuclear 
material.

Convinced that this Convention should facilitate the safe transfer of 
nuclear material.

Stressing also the importance of the physical protection of nuclear 
material in domestic use, storage and transport.

Recognizing the importance of effective physical protection of nuclear 
material used for military purposes, and understanding that such 
material is and will continue to be accorded stringent physical pro
tection.

Have Agreed as follows:

ARTICLE 1

For the purposes of this Convention:
(a) "'nuclear material" means plutonium except that with isotopic 

concentration exceeding 80% in plutonium—238; uranium—233; ura
nium enriched in the isotopes 235 or 233; uranium containing the 
mixture of isotopes as occurring in nature other than in the form of ore 
or ore-residue; any material containing one or more of the foregoing;

(b) "uranium enriched in the 235 or 233" means uranium containing 
the isotopes 235 or 233 or both in an amount such that the abundance 
ratio of the sum of these isotopes to the isotope 238 is greater than the 
ratio of the isotope 235 to the isotope 238 occurring in nature;

(c) "international nuclear transport" means the carriage of a consign
ment of nuclear material by any means of transportation intended to go 
beyond the territory of the State where the shipment originates 
beginning with the departure from a facility of the shipper in that State 
and ending with the arrival at a facility of the receiver within the State 
of ultimate destination.

 ̂ 96th Cong., 2d sess., S. Ex. H, pp. 1-11.



130 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1980

ARTICLE 2

1. The Convention shall apply to nuclear material used for peaceful 
purposes while in international nuclear transport.

2. With the exception of articles 3 and 4 and paragraph 3 of article 5, 
this Convention shall also apply to nuclear material used for peaceful 
purposes while in domestic use, storage and transport.

3. Apart from the commitments expressly undertaken by States 
Parties in the articles covered by paragraph 2 with respect to nuclear 
material used for peaceful purposes while in domestic use, storage and 
transport, nothing in this Convention shall be interpreted as affecting 
the sovereign rights of a State regarding the domestic use, storage and 
transport of such nuclear material.

ARTICLE 3

Each State Party shall take appropriate steps within the framework 
of its national law and consistent with international law to ensure as far 
as practicable that, during international nuclear transport, nuclear 
material within its territory, or on board a ship or aircraft under its 
jurisdiction insofar as such ship or aircraft is engaged in the transport 
to or from that State, is protected at the levels described in Annex I.

ARTICLE 4

1. Each State Party shall not export or authorize the export of 
nuclear material unless the State Party has received assurances that 
such material will be protected during the international nuclear trans
port at the levels described in Annex I.

2. Each State Party shall not import or authorize the import of 
nuclear material from a State not party to this Convention unless the 
State Party has received assurances that such material will during the 
international nuclear transport be protected at the levels described in 
Annex I.

3. A State Party shall not allow the transit of its territory by land or 
internal waterways or through its airports or seaports of nuclear 
material between States that are not parties to this Convention unless 
the State Party has received assurances as far as practicable that this 
nuclear material will be protected during international nuclear trans
port at the levels described in Annex I.

4. Each State Party shall apply within the framework of its national 
law the levels of physical protection described in Annex I to nuclear 
material being transported from a part of that State to another part of 
the same State through international waters or airspace.

5. The State Party responsible for receiving assurances that the 
nuclear material will be protected at the levels described in Annex I 
according to paragraphs 1 to 3 shall identify and inform in advance 
States which the nuclear material is expected to transit by land or 
internal waterways, or whose airports or seaports it is expected to 
enter.



NUCLEAR MATERIAL CONVENTION, MARCH 3 131

6. The responsibility for obtaining assurances referred to in para
graph 1 may be transferred, by mutual agreement, to the State Party 
involved in the transport as the importing State.

7. Nothing in this article shall be interpreted as in any way affecting 
the territorial sovereignty and jurisdiction of a State, including that 
over its airspace and territorial sea.

ARTICLE 5

1. States Parties shall identify and make known to each other 
directly or through the International Atomic Energy Agency their 
central authority and point of contact having responsibility for physical 
protection of nuclear material and for co-ordinating recovery and 
response operations in the event of any unauthorized removal, use or 
alteration of nuclear material or in the event of credible threat thereof.

2. In the case of theft, robbery or any other unlawful taking of 
nuclear material or of credible threat thereof. States Parties shall, in 
accordance with their national law, provide co-operation and assist
ance to the maximum feasible extent in the recovery and protection of 
such material to any State that so requests. In particular:

(a) a State Party shall take appropriate steps to inform as soon as 
possible other States, which appear to it to be concerned, of any 
theft, robbery or other unlawful taking of nuclear material or 
credible threat thereof and to inform, where appropriate, interna
tional organizations;

(b) as appropriate, the States Parties concerned shall exchange 
information with each other or international organizations with a 
view to protecting threatened nuclear material, verifjdng the 
integrity of the shipping container, or recovering unlawfully taken 
nuclear material and shall:

(i) co-ordinate their efforts through diplomatic and other 
agreed channels;

(ii) render assistance, if requested;
(iii) ensure the return of nuclear material stolen or missing 

as a consequence of the above-mentioned events.

The means of implementation of this co-operation shall be determined 
by the States Parties concerned.

3. States Parties shall co-operate and consult as appropriate, with 
each other directly or through international organizations, with a view  
to obtaining guidance on the design, maintenance and improvement of 
systems of physical protection of nuclear material in international 
transport.

ARTICLE 6

1. States Parties shall take appropriate measures consistent with  
their national law to protect the confidentiality of any information 
which they receive in confidence by virtue of the provisions of this 
Convention from another State Party or through participation in an
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activity carried out for the implementation of this Convention. If States 
Parties provide information to international organizations in confidence, 
steps shall be taken to ensure that the confidentiality of such informa
tion is protected.

2. States Parties shall not be required by this Convention to provide 
any information which they are not permitted to communicate pursu
ant to national law or which would jeopardize the security of the State 
concerned or the physical protection of nuclear material.

ARTICLE 7

1. The intentional commission of:

(a) an act without lawful authority which constitutes the receipt, 
possession, use, transfer, alteration, disposal or dispersal of 
nuclear material and which causes or is likely to cause death or 
serious injury to any person or substantial damage to property;

(b) a theft or robbery of nuclear material;
(c) an embezzlement or fraudulent obtaining of nuclear material;
(d) an act constituting a demand for nuclear material by threat 

or use of force or by any other form of intimidation;
(e) a threat:

(i) to use nuclear material to cause death or serious injury 
to any person or substantial property damage, or

(ii) to commit an offense described in subparagraph (b) in 
order to compel a natural or legal person, international 
organization or State to do or to refrain from doing any act;

(/) an attempt to commit any offense described in paragraphs
(a), (b) or (c); and

(g) an act which constitutes participation in any offense de
scribed in paragraphs (a) to (f)

shall be made a punishable offense by each State Party under its 
national law.

2. Each State Party shall make the offenses described in this article 
punishable by appropriate penalties which take into account their 
grave nature.

ARTICLE 8

1. Each State Party shall take such measures as may be necessary to 
establish its jurisdiction over the offenses set forth in article 7 in the 
following cases:

(a) when the offense is committed in the territory of that State or 
on board a ship or aircraft registered in that State;

(b) when the alleged offender is a national of that State.

2. Each State Party shall likewise take such measures as may be 
necessary to establish its jurisdiction over these offenses in cases where 
the alleged offender is present in its territory and it does not extradite 
him pursuant to article 11 to any of the States mentioned in paragraph 1.
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3. This Convention does not exclude any criminal jurisdiction exer- 
cised in accordance with national law.

4. In addition to the State Parties mentioned in paragraphs 1 and 2, 
each State Party may, consistent with international law, establish its 
jurisdiction over the offenses set forth in article 7 when it is involved in 
international nuclear transport as the exporting or importing State.

ARTICLE 9

Upon being satisfied that the circumstances so warrant, the State 
Party in whose territory the alleged offender is present shall take 
appropriate measures, including detention, under its national law to 
ensure his presence for the purpose of prosecution or extradition. 
Measures taken according to this article sh^l be notified without delay 
to the States required to establish jurisdiction pursuant to article 8 and, 
where appropriate, all other States concerned.

ARTICLE 10

The State Party in whose territory the alleged offender is present 
shall, if it does not extradite him, submit, without exception whatso
ever and without undue delay, the case to its competent authorities for 
the purpose of prosecution, through proceedings in accordance with 
the laws of that State.

ARTICLE 11

1. The offences in article 7 shall be deemed to be included as 
extraditable offences in any extradition treaty existing between States 
Parties. States Parties undertake to include those offences as extradit
able offenses in every future extradition treaty to be concluded 
between them.

2. If a State Party which makes extradition conditional on the 
existence of a treaty receives a request for extradition from another 
State Party with which it has no extradition treaty, it may at its option 
consider this Convention as the legal basis for extradition in respect of 
those offences. Extradition shall be subject to the other conditions 
provided by the law of the requested State.

3. States Parties which do not make extradition conditional on the 
existence of a treaty shall recognize those offences as extraditable 
offences between themselves subject to the conditions provided by the 
law of the requested State.

4. Each of the offences shall be treated, for the purpose of extradi
tion between States Parties, as if it had been committed not only in the 
place in which it occurred but also in the territories of the States Parties 
required to establish their jurisdiction in accordance with paragraph 1 
of article 8.

ARTICLE 12

Any person regarding whom proceedings are being carried out in 
connection with any of the offenses set forth in article 7 shall be 
guaranteed fair treatment at all stages of the proceedings.
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ARTICLE 13

1. States Parties shall afford one another the greatest measure of 
assistance in connection with criminal proceedings brought in respect 
of the offenses set forth in article 7, including the supply of evidence at 
their disposal necessary for the proceedings. The law of the State 
requested shall apply in all cases.

2. The provisions^ of paragraph 1 shall not affect obligations under 
any other treaty, bilateral or multilateral, which governs or will govern, 
in whole or in part, mutual assistance in criminal matters.

ARTICLE 14

1. Each State Party shall inform the depositary of its laws and 
regulations which give effect to this Convention. The depositary shall 
communicate such information periodically to all States Parties.

2. The State Party where an alleged offender is prosecuted shall, 
wherever practicable, first communicate the final outcome of the 
proceedings to the States directly concerned. The State Party shall also 
communicate the final outcome to the depositary who shall inform all 
States.

3. Where an offence involves nuclear material used for peaceful 
purposes in domestic use, storage or transport, and both the alleged 
offender and the nuclear material remain in the territory of the State 
Party in which the offence was committed, nothing in this Convention 
shall be interpreted as requiring that State Party to provide information 
concerning criminal proceedings arising out of such an offense.

ARTICLE 15

The Annexes constitute an integral part of this Convention.

ARTICLE 16

1. A conference of States Parties shall be convened by the depositary 
five years after the entry into force of this Convention to review the 
implementation of the Convention and its adequacy as concerns the 
preamble, the whole of the operative part and the annexes in the light 
of the then prevailing situation.

2. At intervals of not less than five years thereafter, the majority of 
States Parties may obtain, by submitting a proposal to this effect to the 
depositary, the convening of further conferences with the same 
objective.

ARTICLE 17

1. In the event of a dispute between two or more States Parties 
concerning the interpretation or application of this Convention, such 
States Parties shall consult with a view to the settlement of the dispute 
by negotiation, or by any other peaceful means of settling disputes 
acceptable to all parties to the dispute.

2. Any dispute of this character which cannot be settled in the 
manner prescribed in paragraph 1 shall, at the request of any party to



NUCLEAR MATERIAL CONVENTION, MARCH 3 135

such dispute, be submitted to arbitration or referred to the Interna
tional Court of Justice for decision. Where a dispute is submitted to 
arbitration, if, within six months from the date of the request, the 
parties to the dispute are unable to agree on the organization of the 
arbitration, a party may request the President of the International 
Court of Justice or the Secretary-General of the United Nations to 
appoint one or more arbitrators. In case of conflicting requests by the 
parties to the dispute, the request to the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations shall have priority.

3. Each State Party may at the time of signature, ratification, 
acceptance or approval of this Convention or accession thereto declare 
that it does not consider itself bound by either or both of the dispute 
settlement procedures provided for in paragraph 2. The other States 
Parties shall not be bound by a dispute settlement procedure provided 
for in paragraph 2, with respect to a State Party which has made a 
reservation to that procedure.

4. Any State Party which has made a reservation in accordance with 
paragraph 3 may at any time withdraw that reservation by notification 
to the depositary.

ARTICLE 18

1. This Convention shall be open for signature by all States at the 
Headquarters of the International Atomic Energy Agency in Vienna 
and at the Headquarters of the United Nations in N ew  York from 3 
March 1980 until its entry into force.

2. This Convention is subject to ratification, acceptance or approval 
by the signatory States.

3. After its entry into force, this Convention will be open for 
accession by all States.

4. (a) This Convention shall be open for signature or accession by 
international organizations and regional organizations of an integra
tion or other nature, provided that any such organization is constituted 
by sovereign States and has competence in respect of the negotiation, 
conclusion and application of international agreements in matters 
covered by this Convention.

(b) In matters within their competence, such organizations shall, on 
their own behalf, exercise the rights and fulfill the responsibilities 
which this Convention attributes to States Parties.

(c) When becoming party to this Convention such an organization 
shall communicate to the depositary a declaration indicating which  
States are members thereof and which articles of this Convention do 
not apply to it.

(d) Such an organization shall not hold any vote additional to those 
of its Member States.

5. Instruments of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession 
shall be deposited with the depositary.
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ARTICLE 19

1. This Convention shall enter into force on the thirtieth day 
following the date of deposit of the twenty first instrument of ratification, 
acceptance or approval with the depositary.

2. For each State ratifying, accepting, approving or acceding to the 
Convention after the date of deposit of the twenty first instrument of 
ratification, acceptance or approval, the Convention shall enter into 
force on the thirtieth day after the deposit by such State of its 
instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession.

ARTICLE 20

1. Without prejudice to article 16 a State Party may propose amend
ments to this Convention. The proposed amendment shall be submit
ted to the depositary who shall circulate it immediately to all States 
Parties. If a majority of States Parties request the depositary to convene 
a conference to consider the proposed amendments, the depositary 
shall invite all States Parties to attend such a conference to begin not 
sooner than thirty days after the invitations are issued. Any amend
ment adopted at the conference by a two-thirds majority of all States 
Parties shall be promptly circulated by the depositary to all States 
Parties.

2. The amendment shall enter into force for each State Party that 
deposits its instrument of ratification, acceptance or approval of the 
amendment on the thirtieth day after the date on which two thirds of 
the States Parties have deposited their instruments of ratification, 
acceptance or approval with the depositary. Thereafter, the amend
ment shall enter into force for any other State Party on the day on 
which that State Party deposits its instrument of ratification, accep
tance or approval of the amendment.

ARTICLE 21

1. Any State Party may denounce this Convention by written 
notification to the depositary.

2. Denunciation shall take effect one hundred and eighty days 
following the date on which notification is received by the depositary.

ARTICLE 22

The depositary shall promptly notify all States of:

{a) each signature of this Convention;
(b) each deposit of an instrument of ratification, acceptance, 

approval or accession;
(c) any reservation or withdrawal in accordance with article 17;
(d) any communication made by an organization in accordance 

with paragraph 4(c) of article 18;
(e) the entry into force of this Convention;
(/) the entry into force of any amendment to this Convention; 

and
(^) any denunciation made under article 21.
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ARTICLE 23

The original of this Convention, of which the Arabic, Chinese, 
English, French, Russian and Spanish texts are equally authentic, shall 
be deposited with the Director General of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency who shall send certified copies thereof to all States.

A n n e x  I

LEVELS OF PHYSICAL PROTECTION TO BE APPLIED IN INTERNATIONAL TRANS
PORT OF NUCLEAR MATERIAL AS CATEGORIZED IN ANNEX II

1. Levels of physical protection for nuclear material during storage 
incidental to international nuclear transport include:

(a) For Category III materials, storage within an area to which access 
is controlled;

(b) For Category II materials, storage within an area under constant 
surveillance by guards or electronic devices, surrounded by a physical 
barrier with a limited number of points of entry under appropriate 
control or any area with an equivalent level of physical protection;

(c) For Category I materials, storage within a protected area as 
defined for Category II above, to which, in addition, access is restricted 
to persons whose trustworthiness has been determined, and which is 
under surveillance by guards w ho are in close communication with 
appropriate response forces. Specific measures taken in this context 
should have as their object the detection and prevention of any assault, 
unauthorized access or unauthorized removal of material.

2. Levels of physical protection for nuclear material during interna
tional transport include:

(a) For Category II and III materials, transportation shall take place 
under special precautions including prior arrangements among sender, 
receiver, and carrier, and prior agreement between natural or legal 
persons subject to the jurisdiction and regulation of exporting and 
importing States, specifying time, place and procedures for transfer
ring transport responsibility;

(b) For Category I materials, transportation shall take place under 
special precautions identified above for transportation of Category II 
and III materials, and in addition, under constant surveillance by 
escorts and under conditions which assure close communication with  
appropriate response forces;

(c) For natural uranium other than in the form of ore or ore-residue, 
transportation protection for quantities exceeding 500 kilograms U 
shall include advance notification of shipment specifying mode of 
transport, expected time of arrival and confirmation of receipt of 
shipment.

In Witness Whereof, the undersigned, being duly authorized, have 
signed this Convention, opened for signature at Vienna and at N ew  
York on 3 March 1980.
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A n n e x  II
T a b l e : C a t e g o r i z a t i o n  o f  N u c l e a r  M a t e r i a l

Category

Material Form I 11

1. Plutonium ®______ Unirradiated 2 kg or more ___Less than 2 kg but
more than 500 g.

500 g  or less but more 
than 15 g.

2. Uranium-235 Unirradiated
— uranium enriched to 5 kg or more__

20% U ^  or more 
— uranium enriched to

___Less than 5 kg but
more than 1 kg. 

10 kg or more

1 kg or less but more 
than 15 g.

Less than 10 kg but
10% U ^  but less 
than 20%

— uranium enriched 
above natural, but 
less than 10% U^^.

more than 1 kg. 

10 kg or more.

3. Uranium-233_____ Unirradiated 2 kp or more ___Less than 2 kg but
more than 500 g.

500 g or less but more 
than 15 g.

4. Irradiated fuel —  - __ Depleted or natural
uranium, thorium or 
low-enriched fuel (less 
than 10% fissile 
content).^

® All plutonium except that with isotopic concentration exceeding 80% in plutonium-238.
^ Material not irradiated in a reactor or material irradiated in a reactor but with a radiation level equal to or less than 

100 rads/hour at one metre unshielded.
 ̂ Quantities not falling in Category III and natural uranium should be protected in accordance with prudent manage

ment practice.
^ Although this level of protection is recomm ended, it would be open to States, upon evaluation of the specific circum

stances, to assign a different category of physical protection.
® Other fuel which by virtue of its original fissile material content is classified as Category 1 and II before irradiation 

may be reduced one category level while the radiation level from the fuel exceeds 100 rads/hour at one metre 
unshielded.

Statement by the White House on the Tenth Anniversary 
of the Entry Into Force of the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, March 5, 1980 ^

Today is the 10th anniversary of the entry into force of the Treaty on 
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT).^ For the past decade 
this treaty has admirably served the causes of international peace and 
technical progress in the nuclear field and has become the cornerstone 
of U.S. nonproliferation policy.

The primary purpose of the NPT is to reduce the likelihood of 
nuclear war by preventing the spread of nuclear weapons. No nonnudear- 
weapon state party to the NPT has, in the past decade, acquired 
nuclear explosives, despite the fact that some had the technological 
capability to do so. The treaty has enhanced international security by 
diminishing regional tensions, preempting regional nuclear arms races, 
and diminishing the role of nuclear weapons as symbols of national 
prestige.

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Mar. 10, 1980, pp. 433-434. 
 ̂Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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The NPT has provided an important structure for the international 
transfer of peaceful nuclear technology. Concern over the spread of 
nuclear weapons capabilities could significantly limit international 
cooperation in this field if there were no reliable method to ensure that 
civil nuclear technology would not be diverted to military purposes. 
Through a commitment to the safeguards of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency,  ̂ NPT adherence helps provide assurance that civil 
nuclear technology is used for legitimate peaceful purposes. Further 
assurances will be provided by the International Convention on the 
Physical Protection of Nuclear Materials, which the United States 
signed on March 3. ^

The NPT contains provisions that obligate all of its 112 parties— ând 
in particular the United States, the United Kingdom, and the Soviet 
Union—to pursue effective nuclear arms control. Since the treaty's 
entry into force, the United States and the Soviet Union have agreed to 
the ABM treaty^ and the SALT I interim agreement,^ and the SALT II 
treaty^ has been signed. We are continuing negotiations on a compre
hensive test ban treaty.

In August of this year, the NPT adherents will meet in Geneva to 
review the operation of the treaty over its first decade. The United 
States looks forward to working with these states to strengthen the 
NPT regime, to urge additional states to adhere to the treaty, and to 
underscore our shared commitment to controlling nuclear weapons 
and preventing their proliferation.

Joint Statement by President Carter and FRG Chancellor 
Schmidt: SALT and the MBFR Talks [Extract], March 5, 
1980 ^

The President and the Chancellor stressed their continuing support 
for the arms control negotiations. The Chancellor welcomed the 
President's recent statement that he planned to seek ratification of the 
SALT II Treaty by the U.S. Senate as soon as this was practicable.  ̂The 
President and the Chancellor agreed that the NATO allies should  
continue to press ahead with their December 20,1979, initiative in the 
MBFR [mutual and balanced force reduction] talks in Vienna, their

 ̂The structure and content of these safeguards are laid out ibid., 1971, pp. 218-244. 
 ̂Supra.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
 ̂Ibid., pp. 202-204.
 ̂Ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.

® Department of State Bulletin, May 1980, p. 34. The statement was issued during 
Chancellor Schmidt's visit to Washington.

 ̂Address of Feb. 19, printed ante.
The initiative is described in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 821-823.
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long-range theater nuclear force (LRTNF) deployment decision of last 
December 12 as well as their offer for negotiations in the framework of 
SALT III aiming at limitations on U.S. and Soviet LRTNF on the basis of 
equality. They expressed regret that the Soviet Union had responded
negatively to the U.S. proposal, based on the December 12 decision 
within the alliance, on arms control negotiations involving long-range 
theater nuclear forces. They reaffirmed the determination of the 
alliance to keep this offer on the table. They expressed their concern 
that the continuing Soviet LRTNF arms buildup increases the existing 
imbalance.

Statement by the Under Secretary of State for Security 
Assistance, Science and Technology (Nimetz) Before 
the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations: Conven
tional Arms Transfer Policy, March 6, 1980 ^

I appreciate the opportunity to meet with you this afternoon to 
discuss the administration's conventional arms transfer policy.

My personal experience with execution of that policy is, of course, 
brief, covering only the past few weeks. Thus I am particularly glad to 
have this exchange of views with the committee and to benefit from 
your insights.

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would propose to make a 
brief statement, and then my colleagues and I will be open to your 
questions.

Our arms transfer policy has frequently been assessed, or reassessed, 
and w e welcome this process of examination.

Policy review is especially pertinent today, in light of the dramatic 
events of the past few years. It is worth asldng the question how our 
arms transfer policy has stood the test of time.

Much has taken place in the international environment since May 
1977, when the policy was announced. ^

In the Middle East, relations between Israel and Egypt were in 1977 
still largely governed by the bitterness of 30 years of war. The Egyptian 
Armed Forces were primarily stocked with Soviet equipment; there 
were some tentative movements toward a new Israeli-Egyptian 
relationship, but an overall settlement of their long-standing differ
ences still appeared far off. Nonetheless the most trenchant lesson of 
the 1973 war, that something had to be done to break the cycle of 
intermittent violence, had been understood by both nations.

In the gulf, Iran and Saudi Arabia appeared capable, with U.S.

"  See ibid., pp. 805-806, 814-819.
 ̂ Conventional Arms Transfer Polici/: Hearings . . .  on the Conventional Arms Transfer 

Policy of the United States, pp. 140-146.
 ̂For the announcement, see Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 328—329.
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support, of maintaining their own stability and that of the Gulf, thus 
protecting the first link of the vital oil routes to the West and Japan.

In the Far East, Vietnam was concentrating its efforts on internal 
consolidation, and had not yet begun the process of expanding its 
influence over its neighbors. China and Vietnam shared the remnants 
of their wartime relationship, and w e ourselves had not yet normalized 
diplomatic relations with Beijing.

Perhaps most important, the Soviet Union, notwithstanding our 
fundamental differences, appeared to maintain an interest in seeking 
ways to moderate competition between us. Although Soviet conven
tional forces were expanding significantly, the Soviets had not dis
patched their armed forces beyond those areas over which they had 
gained control following the Second World War.

Today, Israel and Egypt have made peace, and President Sadat has 
turned to the West for both military equipment and the economic 
assistance necessary to bring the benefits of peace to the Egyptian 
people.

Events in Iran have created a power vacuum on one side of the Gulf. 
Vietnam has invaded Kampuchea, and its armies are astride that 
country's borders with Thailand. China and Vietnam have shown  
themselves to be bitter enemies, whereas w e and Beijing are basing our 
relationship on the simple reality that we have come to share important 
strategic concerns.

Finally, of course, the Soviet Union has invaded Afghanistan, with 
grave implications for our interests and those of our friends in that 
critical area of the world.

It is, of course, the sequence of events in Afghanistan—and the 
worldwide challenge from the Soviet Union—^which has led some to 
call into question the relevance of our arms transfer policy. I believe 
that a strong case can be made that it is particularly in such uncertain 
and dangerous circumstances that w e need to know precisely what we 
are about with respect to military relationships and security assistance, 
and the security commitments that are often associated with such 
relationships.

I believe that within the context of our established values and 
policies we can effectively deal with post-Afghanistan needs as they 
relate to security assistance and arms transfers.

From the beginning, the arms transfer policy has had two objectives: 
to facilitate those transfers that clearly promote the security of the 
United States and our allies and friends; and to restrain those transfers 
that are in excess of legitimate defense needs, could promote regional 
arms races or increase instability, or otherwise not advance U.S. 
interests.

Determining which transfers clearly support our interests is a 
demanding but essential aspect of foreign policymaking for the United 
States, and it will certainly continue to be in the years ahead, for arms 
transfers, and security assistance generally, are essential elements in 
our foreign policy.

The arms transfer policy provides a framework and qualitative and
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quantitative guidelines within which w e make decisions on arms 
transfers. The test of its worth is whether it enables us to make those 
decisions more systematically, in the context of security interests and 
relationships.

Mr. Chairman, arms transfers, rightly or wrongly, are often viewed  
as barometers of the state of political relationships, aside from their 
impact on the security of a given recipient or stability in a region. They 
convey a political message and are often perceived to create a bond 
between the seller and purchaser in a way civilian exports do not. Since 
arms transfers can fundamentally affect security relationships as well 
as regional military balances, they cannot be left solely to the workings 
of the marketplace. Arms transfers must be made, or denied, purpose
fully in support of broader foreign policy and security interests.

Proposed sales, therefore, must be evaluated in terms of these 
broader interests. For the United States, those interests are rarely, if 
ever, best served either by unrestrained sales or by arbitrary restraint. 
The goal of the policy is to assure that the relationship between arms 
exports and U.S. security interests is clear and that decisions take 
account of the numerous factors which shape our relations with a 
given country and our interests in a given region. This goal is as valid 
in 1980 as it was in 1977; and the broad guidelines w e adopted in 1977 
to move us toward the goal are, w e believe, also still valid.

The policy takes direct account of major U.S. security interests by 
exempting key allies—NATO countries, Japan, Australia, and New  
Zealand—from application of both the quantitative and key qualitative 
controls.

In announcing the policy, the President also stated that w e will 
honor our historic responsibility to assure the security of the State of 
Israel. The policy provides needed flexibility by offering the possibility 
of presidential exceptions. Thus, it does not—indeed, with common 
sense application, it cannot—arbitrarily prohibit sales that contravene 
its specific provisions but support important U.S. interests. Presiden
tial exceptions, however, are just that, and necessitate thorough 
analysis and review by senior officials.

As you know, the arms transfer policy primarily consists of six 
qualitative controls and a quantitative ceiling. The qualitative controls 
are, of course, directive of U.S. policy, though in certain cases they 
impose limits on other nations as well.

I would like to discuss each of these controls briefly.
First, the United States will not be the first supplier to introduce into 

a region newly developed, advanced weapons systems which could 
create a new or significantly higher combat capability.

This means that the United States will not incite, nor encourage 
regional arms competition by introducing significantly higher levels of 
weapons technology or capability. It has been effective in inhibiting 
prospective purchasers from requesting advanced equipment not 
already in a region.

If U.S. interests in maintaining a regional balance or in offsetting 
destablizing arms transfers by others should require the transfer of an
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advanced U.S. controlled system to a new region, the President and 
not an arms manufacturer or lower level Government official, must 
make that determination by granting an exception.

Second, the United States will not sell newly developed, advanced 
weapons systems until they are operationally deployed with U.S. 
forces.

This provision insures that U.S. forces receive production models of 
new systems prior to commitments to sell to nonexempt foreign 
purchasers. It inhibits American firms from marketing overseas to the 
detriment of delivery schedules for, and the readiness of, our own  
forces. This control has worked well, and there have been no Presidential 
exceptions to date.

Third, the United States will not permit development or significant 
modification of advanced weapons systems solely for export.

This control removes the incentive for U.S. firms to design and 
produce new advanced weapons systems whose only market is 
foreign. This control has worked effectively and, as with all other 
provisions, a Presidential exception can be made when it serves U.S. 
interests.

An example of the flexibility and adaptability of the qualitative 
controls in our arms transfer policy came in January, when the 
President decided to permit, as an exception, commercial development 
of an intermediate export fighter aircraft, known as the F-X. ^ This 
exception was. granted after long and careful interagency study of 
whether development of an intermediate export fighter for the 1980's 
and 1990's would be in the U.S. interest.

In reaching this decision, the President determined that the availabil
ity of the F-X aircraft would contribute to our national security 
objectives by permitting us to meet the security needs of our friends 
and allies where the current export fighter, the F-5E, is no longer 
adequate and contributing to arms restraint objectives by discouraging 
purchases of more sophisticated firstline aircraft from the United States 
and other suppliers where such aircraft are not needed.

The Government will not fund F-X development nor will it provide 
market guarantees. The President's decision simply assured potential 
manufacturers of the F-X that, if they decided on business grounds to 
proceed with development, the Government would not reject applica
tions for export a priori, or the basis of our arms transfer policy.

To date, several companies have applied for permission to discuss 
the F-X with some 21 countries, and we are studying their requests. All 
other arms transfer policy criteria will be applied on a case-by-case 
basis to any proposed F-X sales to insure consistency with our foreign 
policy and arms control interests.

Fourth, the United States will not permit coproduction agreements 
with other countries for significant weapons, equipment, and major 
components.

 ̂See statement of Jan. 4 by the Dept, of State, printed ante.
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While a limited number of items will be considered for coproduction, 
the thrust of this control is to limit the spread of production facilities for 
significant weapons. This control has effectively, and properly we  
think, inhibited coproduction arrangements whose economic justifica
tion rests on exports to third countries once the coproducing country's 
own needs have been met.

Of the 17 exceptions made by the President to our arms transfer 
criteria, 13 have applied to this control. In determining whether to 
grant such an exception, w e analyze the type of weapon involved, its 
level of sophistication, and whether it involves any transfer of sensitive 
technology.

The exceptions on coproduction made to date have involved rela
tively less sophisticated weapons, like rifles, grenade launchers, howitzers, 
various kinds of ammunition, and some less advanced air defense 
missiles and aircraft.

We also determine the economic viability of the project in terms of 
the purchasing country's needs for its own forces and, of course, our 
foreign policy interests. In fact, all coproduction approvals stipulate 
that the items coproduced are to be used for the forces of the producing 
country. The United States, by law, must approve any third country 
sales. We recognize that each coproduction and licensing arrangement 
carries with it the potential for future irritation if requests for third 
country sales cannot be approved.

We believe that a small number of Presidential exceptions to this 
control are preferable to its elimination or significant modification. 
Nevertheless, the capacity to produce weapons and weapons sys
tems overseas is on the increase and that trend is likely to become an 
increasing matter of concern in our execution of this aspect of policy.

Fifth, the United States will not allow U.S. weapons or equipment to 
be transferred to third parties without U.S. Government consent.

The purpose of this control, which is not only a policy requirement 
but a longstanding legal one, is to maintain tight control of U.S. 
weapons and technology. It has worked effectively. Countries request
ing retransfer approval have complied with negative U.S. decisions 
despite their disappointment. We approve retransfers only when the 
United States would be willing to sell the article in question directly to 
the third party.

U.S. control over third country sales is particularly relevant to our 
effort to encourage arms cooperation within NATO. This effort—  
known generally as rationalization, standardization, and interoperability 
or RSI—is directed at improving NATO's ability to effectively wage 
war, should war come, and to prepare for that contingency in the most 
efficient and economical way possible.

A number of our key NATO partners have asserted that they find it 
difficult, on ostensibly economic grounds, to cooperate in needed arms 
production arrangements without some assurance that they will be 
able to export the resulting end items to non-NATO customers.

We believe that it should be possible to resolve this dilemma within 
the spirit and the letter of both our law and of our arms transfer policy.
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We expect to consult with the Congress soon on this matter.
Sixth, the United States will require policy level authorization by the 

Department of State for actions by agents of the United States or 
private manufacturers which might promote the sale of arms abroad.

An amendment to the Internationa Traffic in Arms Regulations has 
advised private manufacturers that policy authorization from the 
Department of State is required before they can promote the sale of 
arms abroad. Embassies and military representatives abroad have been 
advised that they are not to promote the sale of arms. The control 
provides an early screening of potential sales requests from purchasers 
and of sales activities by commercial firms.

We have been able to forestall, at an early stage, a substantial 
number of sales promotions prohibited by the qualitative guidelines, 
thus avoiding potential foreign policy problems associated with refus
als later in the process. Some elements of the U.S. industry believe that 
this requirement places them at a disadvantage vis-a-vis foreign 
competitors, yet most companies would rather learn sooner than later 
if the sale of a given item is unacceptable to the U.S. Government.

The essential point is that unrestrained arms sales promotion is 
consistent only with an unrestrained sales policy.

Mr. Chairman, the quantitative control in our policy is embodied in 
the dollar ceiling we have had on the total of new commitments under 
the foreign military sales and military assistance programs since fiscal 
year 1978. It is a flexible control in that its targets can be changed to 
recognize changing circumstances.

The fiscal year 1978 ceiling, $8,551 billion, was 8 percent lower, after 
adjustment for inflation, than the 1977 total volume, $8,769 billion; and 
the fiscal 1979 ceiling, $8,434 billion, included a further 8 percent 
reduction in constant dollars.

We are now about to send forward a recommendation for the fiscal 
year 1980 ceiling to the President. We have had to take into account the 
current circumstances in Southwest Asia in making a recommendation 
on a ceiling figure.

The ceiling value on weapons and weapons-related articles does not 
include services or commercial transfers controlled under munitions 
control licensing procedures, nor does it apply to articles for members 
of NATO or Japan, Australia, or N ew  Zealand.

While the ceiling has been criticized both as too restrictive and as too 
liberal, we believe it continues to be a valuable management tool in 
helping us to determine priorities, to assess potential transfers in a 
fiscal year context, and to develop better record and accounting 
systems.

Mr. Chairman, multilateral coopertion remains essential in the long 
run to the achievement of meaningful restraint measures.

We continue to believe, as the President stated in late 1978, that all 
nations should have an interest in restraining transfers of conventional 
weaponry which threaten the stability of various regions of the world
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and which divert recipient nations' resources from other worthy 
objectives without necessarily enhancing national security.

The administration has made every effort to seek and achieve 
multilateral cooperation in response to congressional requests as well 
as our own policy dictates. These efforts were documented in detail in 
our report pursuant to section 15(b) of the International Security 
Assistance Act of 1978, forwarded to the Congress on December 28 of 
last year. ^

Although the United States has a leadership role in the field of arms 
transfer policy, the effectiveness of an international regime to promote 
restraint will utimately require the full cooperation and support of 
others, particularly the Soviet Union, major western suppliers, and 
recipients. All three groups must, with the United States, come to 
perceive that implementation of any agreed restraint measures is in 
their own national interest.

The European supplier countries have asked that we be sure the 
Soviets were willing to cooperate in the multilateral restraint effort 
before they could seriously enter into negotiations on restraint measures.

We agreed that Soviet cooperation is essential and have concentrated 
our initial efforts on discussions with the Soviet Union.

Thus, w e continue to believe that pragmatic restraint agreements can 
contribute to the resolution of conflict and reduce threats to world and 
regional peace, while permitting us to continue to meet the security 
needs of our friends and allies. Through the four sessions of the 
conventional arms transfer talks which have taken place thus far with 
the Soviets, we have not been able to agree on specific areas where 
application of restraint is in our mutual interest. And, in a broader 
context, the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan does not, to say the least, 
create a favorable atmosphere for conversations based on a common 
perception of the need for restraint and moderation of conflict in 
international affairs.

In the meantime, w e believe it is likely that at least some recipient 
nations will begin—if, in fact, they have not already done so—to 
recognize that increasing levels of armaments will be increasingly 
burdensome for their economies. Worldwide economic trends, among 
them the prospect for further upward movement in the cost of energy 
supplies, will inevitably require more rigorous examination of the costs 
of acquiring and maintaining weapons systems, especially those so
phisticated systems which are most affected by our arms transfer 
criteria.

I believe that if we persevere in our efforts, we will find over the long 
term opportunities for an American policy which seeks to lessen the 
overall level of sophisticated weaponry in the inventories of nations 
with pressing economic and development needs.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, w e believe that our policy of arms 
transfer restraint has and will continue to serve U.S. interests.

See Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 691—692. 
 ̂Ihid., 1979, pp. 828-834.
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I have discussed the benefits flowing from both the qualitative and 
quantitative controls irrespective of progress toward multilateral 
cooperation.

ITie policy has shifted the burden of proof from the opponents to the 
proponents of a given transfer.

The qualitative controls are a means to insure that all major sales 
requests are thoroughly analyzed to determine whether they meet the 
test of national interest.

The arms transfer ceiling on weapons and weapons-related items to 
nonexempt countries has assisted in improving program planning and 
management.

Finally, the exemption of key allies, the possibility for Presidential 
exceptions, and the application of controls in terms of current circum
stances provide sufficient flexibility to see that the policy will not deny 
transfers that serve U.S. security interests.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraeiyan) to 
the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical Weapons 
[Extract], March 6, 1980 ^

In the second part of today's statement, the Soviet delegation 
intends to deal with a problem to the speedy resolution of which w e 
attach particular importance, namely the question of the prohibition of 
chemical weapons. From the earliest years of its existence, the Soviet 
Union has actively campaigned for the prohibition of chemical weapons, 
and it is not our fault that this goal has not yet been achieved. In the 
early 1920s, the young Soviet State was already demanding an uncondi
tional ban on the use of poisonous substances and gases. The Soviet 
Union, among the first to sign the Geneva Protocol of 1925,  ̂ has 
always acted, and continues to act, in accordance with the provisions, 
principles and goals of that Protocol. Moreover, attaching great impor
tance to the Protocol, the Soviet Union has devoted a great deal of 
effort towards making it a genuinely universal instrument. I would like 
to point out that the goal of the prohibition of chemical weapons is 
clearly formulated in the decisions taken at the twenty-fifth congress of 
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, decisions which lie at the 
base of all our State's foreign-policy activity at this time.

In accordance with these positions, the Soviet delegation is ready to 
take an active part in the Committee's consideration of the question of 
the prohibition of chemical weapons, and it will do all it can to advance 
the multilateral negotiations on this question. Recent discussions in the 
Committee have concentrated a great deal on the organizational 
aspects of the discussion of this problem. The Soviet delegation does

 ̂ CD/PV. 66, pp. 20-21.
 ̂For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764- 765.
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not, of course, wish to belittle the importance of the organizational 
aspects of the matter, but w e do not regard this as the main problem. 
The main thing for us is to find mutually acceptable solutions to key 
problems. We are pleased to note that most other members of the 
Committee take the same approach.

The problems which w e have to solve in order to reach agreement on 
the prohibition of chemical weapons are many. They concern the scope 
of the prohibition, the arrangements and deadlines for compliance 
with the various obligations under the future convention and, lastly, 
control. A large number of working papers and other proposals have 
been submitted on all these questions. A draft convention on the 
prohibition of chemical weapons submitted by the Soviet Union and 
other socialist countries has been on the negotiating table since 1972.  ̂
Finding a common denominator for all these proposals is, of course, no 
easy task, particularly since time does not stand still. Those participat
ing in the negotiations are constantly faced with new questions 
requiring study from all angles.

Under these circumstances, we, as in the past, do not object to the 
establishment within the framework of the Committee of a special 
working group whose ultimate purpose would be to prepare a draft 
international convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons. At 
this stage, however, the working group's mandate should be restricted. 
It would be unrealistic to set ourselves ambitious goals right from the 
start without due thought as to where to begin. It would seem to us 
that the most efficient way of proceeding this year would be to discuss 
and work out the basic elements or contents of the future convention.

On the substance of the problems of the prohibition of chemical 
weapons, the Soviet delegation intends to state its position at a later 
stage, in the working group as well as in the Committee.

News Conference Remarks by President Carter: Compli
ance With Strategic Arms Limitation Agreements 
[Extract], March 14, 1980^

Q. Mr. President, I'd like to ask you two questions if I could, please, 
about the SALT process— one general, one specific. The first question 
is, given the fact this is an election year, do you still intend to push  
ahead with Senate ratification of SALT? If so, when will you ask the 
Senate to ratify SALT? The second question deals with the Trident 
submarine. When that begins sea trials in July, I think under the SALT

 ̂CCD/361; reprinted ibid., 1972, pp. 120-124.
 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Mar. 17, 1980, pp. 488-489. The SALT I 

Agreements may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff; the SALT II 
Treaty, ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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I agreement you will need to begin decommissioning Polaris subma
rines to stay within the limits of the SALT I agreement. Will you begin 
decommissioning Polaris submarines when Trident begins its sea 
trials, or will you opt for technical violation of the SALT I agreement?

The President. The agreement which w e presently have with the 
Soviet Union, which I intend to honor as long as they reciprocate, is to 
comply with all the terms of the interim SALT agreement, which is 
known as SALT I.

SALT II has been signed by me and President Brezhnev. I consider it 
binding on our two countries. It has not yet been ratified. We will 
observe very closely to make sure that the Soviets comply with this 
agreement. I will not ask the Senate to ratify SALT II until I have a 
chance to consult very closely with the congressional leadership on the 
Senate side, particularly Majority Leader Byrd and others who work 
with him, both Democrats and Republicans.

Because of the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan it is obvious that we 
would not be successful in ratifying SALT II treaty at this time. It is still 
on the calendar. It will not be brought up until after that consultation 
takes place. I will also continue to consult with congressional leader
ship as far as compliance with SALT II is concerned.

But my present intention, within the bounds of reciprocal action on 
the Soviet Union and consultations with the Senate and, to some 
degree, the House leadership, I intend to comply with the provisions 
of SALT II.

Q. Mr. President, I'm a bit confused by that last answer. You both 
said that you regarded the treaty that you signed as binding on this 
country and that you would consult on compliance with it. I guess the 
question then comes down to whether or not the United States, in 
absence of ratification, would observe the provisions of SALT II and 
the notion that it's in its own best interests and, I suppose, inviting 
Soviet comparable action. Is that what you're saying to us?

The President. Ordinarily, when a treaty is signed between the heads 
of two nations, the presumption is that the treaty will be honored on 
both sides absent some further development. One further develop
ment that would cause me to renounce the treaty would be after 
consulting with the Members of the Senate to determine an interest of 
our Nation that might cause such a rejection, in which case I would  
notify the Soviet Union that the terms of the treaty were no longer 
binding.

So, there will be two provisos in the continued honoring of the SALT
II treaty. One is that the Soviets reciprocate completely, as verified by 
us, and secondly, that the consultations that I will continue with the 
Senate leadership confirm me in my commitment that it's in the best 
interests of our country to do so.
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Statement by the Assistant Secretary of State for Oceans 
and International Environmental and Scientific Af
fairs (Pickering) Before the Senate Committee on 
Foreign Relations: U.S. Policy Regarding Pakistani 
Nuclear Developments [Extract], March 18, 1980 ^

In terms of Pakistan, as this committee knows, the United States and 
Pakistan have been actively engaged in discussing Pakistan's nuclear 
program for several years. As you know, the United States cut off 
economic assistance to Pakistan in 1979 because of the evidence that 
Pakistan was importing equipment for an enrichment facility with 
potential nuclear explosives applications. This is the only case thus far 
in which w e have actually invoked the Symington amendment  ̂ and 
can thus be looked on as our first test of the effectiveness of this tool of 
nonproliferation policy.

In our dialog with Pakistan, Pakistan has given us two significant 
assurances concerning its nuclear program: first, that Pakistan will not 
develop a nuclear weapon, and, second, that it will not transfer 
sensitive nuclear equipment, materials, or technology to other countries.

There remains, as I know you understand, a crucial ambiguity, 
however, in these assurances, and this concerns the possibility of a 
so-called "peaceful nuclear explosion."

We have impressed on the Government of Pakistan the importance 
which the United States attaches to our nonproliferation goals and the 
serious consequences which w e believe could flow from a Pakistani 
nuclear test. We expect to continue to pursue this dialog with the 
Government of Pakistan.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Flowerree) to the 
Committee on Disarmament: Chemical Weapons, March 
18, 1980^

My statement today deals with the question of chemical weapons. At 
the outset, I wish to reaffirm my Government's commitment to the 
objective of achieving a multilateral treaty prohibiting chemical weapons. 
Our commitment is manifested in both the ongoing bilateral negotia
tions between the United States and the USSR, and in a change in 
United States policy to permit my delegation to agree to the establish
ment of a Working Group on chemical weapons in the Committee on

 ̂ India-Pakistan Nuclear Issues: Hearing . . .  on Pending Nuclear Issues Between 
the United States, India and Pakistan, pp. 4—5.

 ̂Sec. 669 of the Arms Export Control Act of 1976, printed in Documents on Disarmament, 
1976, pp. 427-428.

 ̂CD/PV.70, pp. 9 -10 .



FLOWERREE STATEMENT, MARCH 18 151

Disarmament with the mandate that was formally adopted yesterday. 
Although that mandate does not envisage the drafting of treaty 
language, it does enable the Committee to undertake a useful and 
necessary task which will lay essential groundwork for a multilateral 
treaty. My Government trusts that other members of the Committee 
will encourage and support the efforts of the Working Group under its 
agreed mandate and, in so doing, underscore the serious nature of the 
Committee itself and hasten the achievement of our ultimate objective—a 
treaty banning chemical weapons.

The quest for an effective prohibition of chemical weapons is one in 
which the international community has been engaged for many years, 
one reaching back to the last century. There have been a number of 
advances, most notably the Geneva Protocol of 1925,  ̂ but also a 
number of reverses. Despite these setbacks, the effort to rid the world 
of the threat of chemical warfare has continued and intensified. The 
driving force has been the conviction of people throughout the world 
that chemical warfare would be repugnant to the conscience of mankind, 
and that no effort should be spared to minimize the risk that chemical 
weapons will be used.

Recent developments emphasize that the task of effective prohibi
tion of chemical weapons may not, unfortunately, be an abstract or 
hypothetical one. As members of the Committee are aware, there have 
been reports of the use of chemical weapons in Afghanistan, Laos and 
Kampuchea. The United States delegation to the United Nations 
Commission on Human Rights recently expressed the deep concern of 
my Government over these reports, and described some of the 
information that has been accumulated on this subject. Any use of 
lethal chemical weapons cannot but threaten the viability of the 
Geneva Protocol and the search for a sound basis for the complete 
prohibition of such weapons.

The United States would like to take this opportunity to reaffirm its 
commitment to the Geneva Protocol of 1925, and calls upon all States to 
observe it fully, not only in words but also in deeds. It would  
contribute to world peace and progress toward the elimination of the 
threat of chemical warfare if all countries in a position to do so were to 
use their influence to ensure that there be no actions such as those that 
gave rise to the reports I referred to earlier.

 ̂For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764—765.
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Final Declaration of the Review Conference of the 
Parties to the Convention on the Prohibition of the 
Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacterio
logical (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their 
Destruction, March 21, 1980 ^

The States Parties to the Convention on the Prohibition of the 
Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) 
and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction,  ̂having met in Geneva 
3 -2 1  March 1980 under the provisions of Article XII to review the 
operation of the Convention with a view to assuring that the purposes 
of the preamble and the provisions of the Convention are being 
realized:

Reaffirming their determination to act with a view to achieving 
effective progress towards general and complete disarmament includ
ing the prohibition and elimination of all types of weapons of mass 
destruction and convinced that the prohibition of the development, 
production and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological (biological) 
weapons and their elimination, through effective measures, will facili
tate the achievement of general and complete disarmament under strict 
and effective international control.

Recognizing the continuing importance of the Convention and its 
objectives and the common interest of mankind in the elimination of 
bacteriological (biological) and toxin weapons.

Affirming their beUef that universal adherence to the Convention 
would enhance international peace and security, would not hamper 
economic or technological development, and further, would facilitate 
the wider exchange of information for the use of bacteriological 
(biological) agents for peaceful purposes.

Reaffirming their adherence to the principle and objectives of the 
Geneva Protocol of 17 June 1925  ̂and calling upon all States to comply 
strictly with them.

Recalling that the General Assembly of the United Nations has 
repeatedly condenmed all actions contrary to the said principles and 
objectives.

Recognizing the importance of achieving international agreement on 
effective measures for the prohibition of the development, production 
and stockpiling of chemical weapons and for their destruction as a 
matter of high priority.

Noting the relevant provisions of the Final Document of the Tenth 
Special Session of the General Assembly devoted to Disarmament,  ̂

Appealing to all States to refrain from any action which might place 
the Convention or any of its provisions in jeopardy.

 ̂ BWC/CONF.l/lO, pp. 6-10.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 133-138. 
 ̂Ibid., 1969, pp. 764- 765.
Ibid., 1978, pp. 411 ff.
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Declare as follows:

The States Parties to the Convention reaffirm their strong determina
tion for the sake of all mankind, to exclude completely the possibility of 
bacteriological (biological) agents and toxins being used as weapons. 
They reaffirm their strong support for the Convention, their continued 
dedication to its principles and objectives and their commitment to 
implement effectively its provisions.

Article I

The Conference notes the importance of Article I as the Article which  
defines the scope of the Convention and reaffirms its support for the 
provisions of this Article.

The Conference believes that Article I has proved sufficiently compre
hensive to have covered recent scientific and technological develop
ments relevant to the Convention.

Article II

The Conference notes the importance of Article II and emphasizes 
that States which become Parties to the Convention, in implementing 
the provisions of this Article, shall observe all necessary safety precau
tions to protect populations and the environment.

The Conference welcomes the declarations of several States Parties 
to the effect either that they do not possess and have never possessed  
agents, toxins, weapons, equipment or means of delivery specified in 
Article I of the Convention, or that having possessed them they have 
destroyed them or diverted them to peaceful purposes. The Confer
ence believes that such voluntary declarations contribute to increased 
confidence in the Convention and believes that States not having made 
such voluntary declarations should do so.

Article III

The Conference notes the importance of the provisions of Article III 
which proscribes the transfer of agents, toxins, weapons, equipment or 
means of delivery specified in Article I of the Convention to any 
recipient whatsoever and the furnishing of assistance, encouragement 
or inducement to any State, group of States or international organiza
tions to manufacture or otherwise acquire them.

Article IV

The Conference notes the provisions of Article IV, which requires 
each State Party to take any necessary measures to prohibit and 
prevent the development, production, stockpiling, acquisition or reten
tion of the agents, toxins, weapons, equipment and means of delivery 
specified in Article I of the Convention, within its territory, under its 
jurisdiction or under its control anywhere, and calls upon all States 
Parties which have not yet taken any necessary measures in accord
ance with their constitutional processes to do so immediately.

The Conference invites States Parties which have found it necessary
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to enact specific legislation or take other regulatory measures relevant 
to this Article to make available the appropriate texts to the United 
Nations Centre for Disarmament, for the purposes of consultation.

Article V

The Conference notes the importance of Article V which contains the 
undertaking of States Parties to consult one another and to co-operate 
in solving any problems which may arise in relation to the objective of, 
or in the application of the provisions of, the Convention.

The Conference considers that the flexibility of the provisions 
concerning consultations and co-operation on any problems which  
may arise in relation to the objective, or in the application of the 
provisions of, the Convention, enables interested States Parties to use 
various international procedures which would make it possible to 
ensure effectively and adequately the implementation of the Conven
tion provisions taking into account the concern expressed by the 
Conference participants to this effect.

These procedures include, inter alia, the right of any State Party 
subsequently to request that a consultative meeting open to all States 
Parties be convened at expert level.

The Conference, noting the concerns and differing views expressed 
on the adequacy of Article V, believes that this question should be 
further considered at an appropriate time.

Article VI

The Conference also notes the importance of Article VI, which in 
addition to the procedures contained in Article V, provides for any 
State Party, which finds that any other State Party is acting in breach of 
its obligations under the Convention, to lodge a complaint with the 
United Nations Security Council, and under which each State Party 
undertakes to co-operate in carrying out any investigation which the 
Security Council may initiate.

The Conference further notes that no State Party has invoked these 
provisions.

Article VII

The Conference notes with satisfaction that it has not proved 
necessary to invoke the provisions of Article VII.

Article VIII

The Conference reaffirms that nothing contained in the Convention 
shall be interpreted as in any way limiting or detracting from the 
obligations assumed by any State under the Protocol for the prohibi
tion of the use in war of asphyxiating poisonous or other gases and of 
bacteriological methods of warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925. 
The Conference calls on those States Parties to the Convention which 
are Parties to the Protocol to comply strictly with its provisions and 
those States not yet Parties to the said Protocol to ratify or accede to it 
at the earliest possible date.
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Article IX

The Conference notes the importance of the provisions of Article IX 
and of the preambular paragraphs concerning the commitment of 
States Parties to continue negotiations in good faith with a view to 
reaching early agreement on effective measures for the prohibition of 
the development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and 
for their destruction. The Conference deeply regrets that such agree
ment has not yet become a reality despite the fact that eight years have 
already elapsed since the Convention was opened for signature.

The Conference urges the Committee on Disarmament to undertake 
negotiations on an agreement on the complete and effective prohibi
tion 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. To this end, 
the Conference welcomes the establishment, by the Committee on 
Disarmament, of an ad hoc working group on chemical weapons and 
urges all the members of the Committee to contribute towards the 
fulfilment of its mandate.

The Conference takes note of the bilateral USA-USSR report (CD/48)  ̂
presented to the Committee on Disarmament on the progress of their 
negotiations undertaken with a view to presenting a joint initiative to 
that Committee and notes their stated intention to continue intensive 
negotiations to this end.

The Conference reaffirms the obligation assumed by States Parties to 
the Convention to continue negotiations in good faith towards the 
recognized objectives of an early agreement on complete, effective and 
adequately verifiable measures for the prohibition of the development, 
production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and for their destruction.

Article X

The Conference notes that since the entry into force of the Convention, 
increasing importance has been attached by the International commu
nity to the principle that the disarmament process should help pro
mote economic and social development, particularly in the developing 
countries. Accordingly, the Conference calls upon States Parties, 
especially developed countries, to increase, individually, or together 
with other States or international organizations, their scientific and 
technological co-operation, particularly with developing countries, in 
the peaceful uses of bacteriological (biological) agents and toxins. Such 
co-operation should include, inter alia, the transfer and exchange of 
information, training of personnel and transfer of materials and 
equipment on a more systematic and long-term basis.

Furthermore, the Conference notes with satisfaction that the imple
mentation of the Convention has not hampered the economic or 
technological development of States Parties.

The Conference requests the United Nations Secretariat to include in

 ̂ Ibid., 1979, pp. 532-536.
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the background materials prepared for the second 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, information on the implementa
tion of Article X by States Parties.

Article XI

The Conference notes the importance of the provisions of Article XI 
and that during the first five years of the operation of the Convention  
these provisions have not been invoked.

Article XII

The Conference welcomes the spirit of co-operation in which this 
Review Conference was conducted, and believes that such conferences 
constitute an effective method of reviewing the operation of the 
Convention with a view to ensuring that its purposes and provisions 
are being realized, in particular with respect to any new scientific and 
technological developments relevant to the Convention.

The Conference decides that a second Review Conference shall be 
held in Geneva at the request of a majority of States Parties not earlier 
than 1985 and, in any case, not later than 1990.

Any information provided by States Parties on scientific and techno
logical developments relevant to the Convention, and on its implemen
tation, shall be made available periodically to States Parties, in particu
lar through the United Nations Centre for Disarmament.

Article XIII

The Conference notes the provisions of Article XIII and expresses its 
satisfaction that no State Party to the Convention has exercised its right 
to withdraw from the Convention.

Article XIV

The Conference notes with satisfaction that 81 States have ratified 
the Convention, 6 States have acceded to the Convention and a further 
37 States have signed but have yet to ratify the Convention. The 
Conference calls upon all signatory States which have not ratified the 
Convention to do so without delay and upon those States which have 
not signed the Convention to join the States Parties thereto in their 
efforts to eliminate the risk of biological warfare.

Article XV

The Conference notes the provisions of Article XV.
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Report From Secretary-General Waldheim to the Com 
mittee on Disarmament: Comprehensive Test Ban 
[Extract], March 24, 1980 ^

V I. T h e  M a jo r  U n r e s o l v e d  Is s u e s

115. The obstacles to effective negotiations among the USSR, the 
United Kingdom and the United States on a comprehensive test ban 
seemed to have been removed in 1977, when those States agreed that 
on-site inspection to verify compliance with the treaty might be carried 
out under certain circumstances, that explosions for peaceful pur
poses would be covered by a protocol which would be an integral part 
of the treaty, and that participation of all nuclear-weapon Powers 
would not be required for the treaty to enter into force. Nevertheless, 
the trilateral talks on a comprehensive test ban, which have now been 
going on for nearly three years, have not as yet succeeded in formulat
ing a treaty text which could be submitted to the Committee on 
Disarmament for Multilateral consideration. The major unresolved 
issues, together with possible solutions, are reviewed below.

116. In considering those issues, it should be noted first that various 
reasons have been adduced to justify the continuation of nuclear- 
weapon testing. Among those most often propounded is that test 
explosions are necessary to maintain confidence in the reliability of the 
stockpiled weapons. In reply to this contention, highly qualified views 
have been advanced to the effect that the state of stockpiled nuclear 
weapons can be checked without nuclear testing.  ̂Even assuming that 
the nuclear weapons were subject to deterioration, any such deteriora
tion would affect the arsenals of all nuclear-weapon Powers. Moreover, 
experts who have studied the problem consider that the less confi
dence there is in nuclear weapons, the less would be the temptation to 
rely on them. ^

1. VERIFICATION OF THE COMPREHENSIVE TEST BAN

117. The problems of verification of a comprehensive test ban 
necessarily differ in important respects from those of the partial 
test-ban Treaty.  ̂ The partial test-ban Treaty which prohibits nuclear

 ̂ CD/86, pp. 33-39. The report was prepared pursuant to General Assembly decision 
32/422 of Dec. 11, 1979, with the assistance of four consultant experts: Alessandro 
Corradini, William Epstein, Jozef Goldblat, and Kashi Prasad Jain. Except for references 
to Documents on Disarmament, footnotes here are in the original.

 ̂Effects of a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty on United States National Security Interests: 
Hearings Before the Panel on the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks and the Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty of the Intelligence and Military Application of Nuclear Energy Subcommittee of the 
Committee on Armed Services, House of Representatives, Ninety-fifth Congress, Second Session 
[H. A. s. C. No. 95-89], Aug. 14, 15, 1978, pp. 133 and 181. See also Documents on 
Disarmament, 1978, pp. 507-509.

 ̂ The Test Ban, SIPW Research Report, Stockholm Peace Research Institute, Oct. 1971.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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testing in three environments—in the atmosphere, in outer space and 
under water—did not set up any mechanism to check whether the 
commitments of the Parties were being complied with. The nuclear- 
weapon States Parties were satisfied that each could monitor the terms 
of the Treaty unilaterally, using its own national means of verification, 
while other parties were also confident that a violation would not 
remain undetected.

118. Any presumed gains from clandestine atmospheric explosions 
may turn out to be relatively small when compared to the cost of 
concealment and the risk of detection. Actually, since the Parties are 
permitted to test underground, there appears to be no reason for 
violating the partial test-ban Treaty.

119. Because it is difficult to predict precisely the yield of nuclear 
explosions and because of the addition^ difficulties of verification of 
explosions near the threshold level, a threshold test ban poses many 
more problems for observance and verification than a comprehensive 
test ban.

120. Under a comprehensive test ban, secret underground testing 
may provide a military advantage to a violator, and it may not be 
possible to obtain, through the parties' own means alone, assurance 
that the prohibition is being observed. Provision for verification by 
both national and international means must, therefore, be made in a 
treaty banning all underground nuclear tests.

(a) Seismic monitoring

121. It is now generally recognized that seismological means are a 
most effective form of verification and that they can provide deterrence 
against clandestine underground nuclear tests. Therefore, whatever 
additional methods might be used by individual nations, seismological 
verification will constitute the principal component of a global control 
system for an underground test ban. In 1976, the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament (CCD) established the Ad Hoc Group of 
Scientific Experts to Consider International Co-operative Measures to 
Detect and Identify Seismic Events.

122. In its reports,  ̂ the Ad Hoc Group has suggested that these 
measures should include a systematic improvement of procedures at 
seismological stations around the globe, an international exchange of 
seismic data over the global telecommunications system of the World 
Meteorological Organization (WMO), and the processing of the data at 
special international data centres for use by participating States.

123. In particular, the Group of Experts considered that a seismologi
cal verification system should comprise about 50 globally distributed 
teleseismic stations, selected in accordance with seism ological 
requirements, and that there should be routine reporting by these 
stations of basic parameters of detected seismic signals, as well as 
transmission of data in response to requests for additional information

 ̂CCD/558 and CD/43. Reprinted in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 103—110 and 
ibid., 1979, pp. 476-481.
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regarding events of particular interest. International centres would 
receive the data mentioned above, analyse those data in accordance 
with agreed procedures in order to estimate location, magnitude and 
depth of seismic events; associate identification parameters with those 
events; distribute compilations of the complete results of those analyses, 
and act as a data bank.

124. Details remain to be worked out to render the proposed seismic 
network operative. These include the distribution of stations, particu
larly in the southern hemisphere, equipment for data acquisition and 
data communications facilities.

125. According to some sources, the envisaged network of stations 
would be capable of detecting and locating in the USSR and the United 
States seismic events of a magnitude corresponding to that of a fully 
contained nuclear explosion in hard rock with a yield of about one 
kiloton TNT. The capability for obtaining data for distinguishing 
explosions from earthquakes (and not merely detecting and locating 
them) would be somewhat less. ^

126. As indicated earlier, the parties to the trilateral negotiations 
stated that the Ad Hoc Group's recommendations would, "'in large 
measure", influence the way in which the exchange of data among all 
the parties to the comprehensive test ban was implemented in practice. 
They also expressed the view that a committee of experts drawn from 
the parties to the treaty should be established to assist in the implementa
tion of the exchange. ^

127. As a supplement to the global seismic network, the USSR, the 
United Kingdom and the United States are reported to be negotiating 
additional arrangements to meet their verification requirements. These 
arrangements would apparently consist mainly in the establishment of 
internal, so-called national seismic stations (NSS), which would have 
international aspects. ®

128. The national seismic stations, which are still in the stage of 
development, would be advanced, tamper-proof stations, nationally 
manned, as opposed to the automatic black boxes proposed in previ
ous years, and the data recorded by them would be transmitted 
outside the host country continuously and directly.

129. It is understood that the national seismic stations would help 
lower the detection threshold. If properly distributed, they would also 
provide supplementary identification data for monitoring earthquakes, 
thus contributing to a more confident identification of seismic events 
detected by a global network. Furthermore, the national seismic 
stations could serve to deter evasion if placed in areas whose geological

 ̂Dahlman, O. and Israelson, H., Monitoring Nuclear Explosions, Amsterdam: Elsevier 
Scientific Publishing Company, 1977.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1979, p. 508.
® Effects of a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty on United States National Security Interests: 

Report of the Panel on the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks and the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty 
of the Intelligence and Military Application of Nuclear Energy Subcommittee of the Committee on 
Armed Services, House of Representatives, With Dissenting and Supplementary Vieios, Ninety- 
fifth Congress, Second Session [H. A. S. C. No. 95-90], Oct. 13, 1978, p. 29.
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structure might be considered suitable for conducting clandestine 
tests.  ̂ Such areas exist, for instance, in the USSR and the United 
States.

130. Questions relating to the instrumentation of the national seis
mic stations, their number and location in each of the negotiating 
States, procedures for their emplacement and maintenance, as well 
as the transmission of data, are to be solved.

(b) On-site inspection

131. The need for on-site inspection is being urged on the ground 
that although the global seismic network can provide a high degree of 
confidence that a comprehensive test ban is not being violated, there 
may still be a few events of uncertain origin. When the global seismic 
network is supplemented with national seismic stations, satellite 
observation, electronic and other means of information gathering 
(which can even detect preparations for tests), the need for on-site 
inspection would be further reduced. Ambiguous events could also be 
clarified by the provision of seismic data from stations not belonging to 
the global network, as well as other information.

132. The partners in the tripartite negotiations have agreed on the 
possibility of having on-site inspection. It is understood that such 
inspection would be conducted on a voluntary or "challenge" basis 
and that a case would have to be made not only for a challenge but for a 
rejection.

133. It is worth noting that "on-site observation" was agreed upon  
in the 1976 peaceful nuclear explosions Treaty between the USSR and 
the United States, which has not entered into force. A protocol to that 
Treaty contains detailed provisions regulating the number of observers, 
the geographical extent of their access, their equipment, records and 
immunities. These provisions might be useful in connexion with the 
modalities of on-site inspection for a comprehensive test ban.

(c) Participation in verification arrangements

134. Various States have expressed the view that it would be 
necessary to ensure that all parties to a comprehensive test ban have

 ̂Dahlman, O. and Israelson, H., Internal Seismological Stations for Monitoring a Comprehen
sive Test Ban Treaty. Stockholm: National Defense Research Institute, 1980.

Evemden, J. F., '^Study of Seismological Evasion." Pt. I. General Discussion of 
Various Evasion Schemes, Bulletin of the Seismological Society of America, vol. 66, pp. 
245-280; also Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, Status of Current Technology To Identify 
Seismic Events as Natural or Man Made: Hearings Before the Subcommittee on Research, 
Development, and Radiation . . . Congress of the United States, Ninety-second Congress, First 
Session, on the Extent of Present Capabilities for Detecting and Determining Nature of 
Underground Events, Oct. 27, 28, 1971, pp. 17-67.

”  According to press reports, 10 stations would be installed in the USSR and the same 
number in the United States. See International Herald Tribune, Oct. 6, 1978, pp. 1 -2 .

Documents on Disarmament, 1979, p. 508.
Effects of a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty on United States National Security Interests: 

Hearings . . , pp. 67, 130.
For the treaty and its protocol, see Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 328-348.
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the possibility to participate in the verification process as envisaged in 
the Final Document of the special session of the General Assembly.

135. A problem which arises is whether the verification arrange
ments which are being negotiated by the USSR, the United Kingdom  
and the United States will be reserved solely for the three Powers, on 
the basis of reciprocity, or "multilateralized" to include other parties, 
both nuclear-weapon and non-nuclear-weapon States. All States have 
an interest in effective verification, but the nuclear-weapon States have 
a special interest in monitoring each other. Consequently, problems 
concerning the application of the whole verification system will arise, 
particularly for the nuclear-weapon States, if China and France decide 
to participate in the comprehensive test ban.

136. Among the specific questions that might arise is whether any 
other States, in addition to the USSR, the United Kingdom and the 
United States, would be required to set up national seismic stations; 
whether the data from national seismic stations would be generally 
available; and whether on-site inspections on the territories of the three 
great Powers would be conducted with the participation of other States 
as well.

137. The three negotiating parties have stated that they consider 
that all parties to the Treaty should have the right to participate in and 
to receive seismic data provided by the international exchange, whether 
or not they contribute seismic stations to the global network.

138. The relation between the arrangements that are being negoti
ated trilaterally and those in which all parties to the treaty would  
participate, will have to be worked out. Some experts feel that if there 
are to be verification arrangements valid only for the USSR, the United 
Kingdom and the United States, and separate from the verification 
system valid for all, it would facilitate early agreement if negotiations 
for multilateral arrangements were initiated as soon as possible.

2. SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE TEST BAN

(a) Peaceful nuclear explosions

139. The participants in the tripartite negotiations have agreed that a 
treaty prohibiting weapon tests would be accompanied by a protocol, 
as an integral part of the treaty, covering peaceful nuclear explosions. 
The two documents would be of the same duration. Thus, in practice, 
the comprehensive test ban that is being negotiated would cover all 
nuclear explosions.

140. For several States, including the three negotiating parties, there 
is a problem of compatibility of such a comprehensive coverage with 
the non-proliferation Treaty, which contains an obligation to ensure 
that "potential" benefits from any peaceful application of nuclear 
explosions should be made available to non-nuclear-weapon States 
parties to the non-proliferation Treaty, as well as with the 1976 
peaceful nuclear explosions Treaty, which regulates the Soviet and the

Ibid., 1978, p. 428.
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United States peaceful explosions. However, there seems to be a 
consensus among the negotiating Powers that as long as peaceful 
programmes can be used to obtain weapon-related information, it will 
be impossible to separate nuclear-weapon testing from peaceful nu
clear explosions. Different problems will arise in the case of non- 
nuclear-weapon States that are not parties to the non-proliferation 
Treaty.

(b) Laboratory tests

141. It may be argued that in order to be effective, a comprehensive 
test ban should cover all explosions without exception, including 
laboratory tests. On the other hand, it can be contended that a 
comprehensive test ban could not cover laboratory tests because they 
are contained and not verifiable, and also because some of them may 
be useful for various peaceful purposes, including the development of 
new sources of energy. Such tests could, for example, consist of 
extremely low-yield "nuclear experiments", or the so-called inertial 
confinement fusion.

142. Extremely low-yield nuclear experiments could involve an 
explosion of a device which may have characteristics of a nuclear 
explosive device but uses fissile material of an amount or kind that 
produces only a fraction of the yield of the chemical explosion that sets 
off the release of the nuclear energy. The question is whether such a 
test, which could be conducted in a containment facility at a laboratory, 
should be considered a nuclear-weapon test explosion.

143. The inertial confinement concept is to use lasers or other 
high-power sources to heat and compress small pellets containing 
fusionable fuel (deuterium and tritium). If a properly shaped pulse of 
sufficient energy can be delivered to the pellet, the density and 
temperature may become high enough for fusion. This would be a 
laboratory nuclear explosion of tiny proportions.

144. It will be recalled that in 1975, during the first non-proliferation 
Treaty Review Conference, the United States, responding to a question 
asked by Switzerland about the legality of contained thermonuclear 
micro explosions for peaceful purposes, made the following statement:

A question has been raised with respect to energy sources, of a 
kind on which research has been reported, involving nuclear 
reactions initiated in millimeter-sized pellets of fissionable and/or 
fusionable material by lasers or by energetic beams of particles, in 
which the energy releases, while extremely rapid, are designed to 
be, and will be, nondestructively contained within a suitable

Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
York, Herbert and G. Allen Greb, The Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban, Discussion 

Paper No. 84, California Seminar on Arms Control and Foreign Policy, Santa Monica, 
Calif., June 1979, pp. 40-41.

Fiscal Year 1980 Arms Control Impact Statements: Statements Submitted to the Congress by 
the President Pursuant to Section 36 of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act (Jt. Com. prt.; 
96th Cong., 1st sess.), Mar. 1979, p. 246.
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vessel. On the basis of our present understanding of this type of 
energy source, which is still at an early stage of research, we nave 
concluded that it does not constitute a nuclear explosive device 
within the meaning of the non-proliferation Treaty or undertak
ings in IAEA Safeguards Agreements against diversion to any 
nuclear explosive device.

The above interpretation was supported at the Conference by the 
United Kingdom. The USSR did not comment.

145. Recently, the United States stated that it did not anticipate 
that inertial confinement fusion research would be constrained under 
the prospective limited duration comprehensive test ban. The tech
nology in question may have both civilian and military applications, 
but new weapons designs "cannot be based on laser fusion experi
mentation alone".

3. DURATION OF THE COMPREHENSIVE TEST BAN

146. It has always been assumed that a comprehensive test ban 
would be of indefinite duration. However, in recent years, a compre
hensive test ban of fixed duration has been discussed, ^  and there are 
indications that the comprehensive test ban now being negotiated 
trilaterally may be limited to three years. A review conference of the 
parties is envisaged to be held before the expiration of the treaty. It 
has been suggested that such a conference could discuss the possible 
extension of the treaty. It can be assumed that the protocol to the 
treaty, covering peaceful nuclear explosions, would be subject to the 
same treatment as the treaty itself.

147. As regards the duration of the comprehensive test ban, the 
treaty should fulfil the pledge included in the partial test ban Treaty, 
and reiterated in the non-proliferation Treaty, "to achieve the discontinu
ance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time."

148. According to some views, a comprehensive test ban of short 
duration would create a problem with respect to the adherence of 
non-nuclear-weapon States, particularly for parties to the non-proliferation 
Treaty, which have renounced the possession of nuclear weapons and 
other nuclear explosive devices for a longer period.

149. Resumption of tests upon the expiration of a short-lived com-

NPT/CONF./C.II/SR.9.
Fiscal Year 1980 Arms Control Impact Statements . p. 249,
Gilbert, Charles (Deputy Director, Division of Military Applications, ERDA) quoted 

by Robert Gillete in 'T aser Fusion: An Energy Option, but Weapons Simulation is First," 
Science, vol. 188, Apr. 4, 1975.

Documents on Disarmament, 1979, p. 33.
The Consequences of a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: Report of Senator Dewey F. Bartlett 

to the Committee on Armed Services, U.S. Senate, Ninety-fifth Congress, Second Session, Aug.
11, 1978, p. 13.

Documents on Disarmament, 1979, p. 508.
CD/PV.47, pp. 6 -7 .
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prehensive test ban might be a serious setback to the cause of arms 
limitation and disarmament.

150. Finally, whatever the format of the comprehensive test ban, the 
existing commitments and the continued operation of the partial 
test-ban Treaty would need to be ensured so that the prohibitions 
contained in that Treaty will endure.

Report by President Carter to the Congress: Policies, 
Procedures, and Criteria for Controlling the Transfer 
of Sensitive Weapons Technology, March 25, 1980 '

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report responds to Section 20(a) of the International Security 
Assistance Act of 1979.  ̂ It outlines the Administration's policy and 
internal review procedures relevant to sensitive weapons technology 
and the criteria by which sensitive weapons are identified and ap
proved for export release.

The Arms Export Control Act authorizes the President to control the 
export of arms, ammunition and implements of war and related 
technical data in furtherance of world peace, U.S. foreign policy and 
national security. The President's responsibilities in arms export con
trols have been vested in the Departments of State and Defense.

Government-to-government exports are handled under Foreign Mili
tary Sales (FMS) and grant procedures. These sales and grants are 
approved by State in coordination with Defense prior to their imple
mentation by the Defense Security Assistance Agency (DSAA). Com
mercial exports of weapons and related information and material are 
controlled under the International Traffic in Arms Regulations and 
administered by State. The U.S. Munitions List, published by State, 
specifies those categories of items which require an export license. By 
Executive Order 11958, the Secretary of Defense must be consulted on 
which items are to be included on the Munitions List. U.S. exporters of 
arms register with State and thereafter may apply for export licenses. 
State sends copies of license applications to U.S. departments and 
agencies having an interest in the export, e.g .. Defense, Energy, NASA  
and other agencies as appropriate. Within State, action on applications 
is coordinated with the appropriate bureaus and the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency.

In both commercial and government-to-government export reviews. 
Defense consolidates the recommendations of the Military Depart
ments and other Defense elements and determines the Defense 
position. In formulating this recommendation, the potential benefits 
and impacts of the proposed transfer are weighed in terms of the

 ̂ACDA files.
2 P.L. 96-92, Oct. 29, 1979.
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national interest. Evaluation criteria are derived from statute. Adminis
tration policy, precedent, scientific, technical and military judgment. 
Legislation governing the evaluation includes the Foreign Assistance 
and Arms Export Control Acts. Administration policy is expressed in 
National Security Decision Memoranda relevant to export controls. 
Other guidance is topical in nature, such as the legislative prohibition 
on FMS credit for sales of sophisticated hardware to certain underdevel
oped countries, the U.N. embargo on arms shipments to South Africa 
and long-standing policies which bar exports which might serve to 
proliferate nuclear weapons and their strategic delivery systems.

The review conducted for the purpose of this report has determined 
that:

—All proposed transfers of weapon technology are examined in 
detail by competent reviewers using procedures and criteria appropri
ate to the technology involved and their respective Military Departments.

—The decision makers have available to them the details of these 
reviews and use them to judge the compliance with arms transfer and 
information disclosure policies.

—Relevant foreign policy and national security issues are addressed 
during the decision processes of the National Military Information 
Disclosure Policy Committee (NDPC) and the Arms Export Control 
Board (AECB).

—Under extraordinary circumstances in which larger national secu
rity and/or foreign policy concerns favor consideration of classified 
weapons technology transfers which exceed established disclosure 
criteria, exceptions are sought through the NDPC framework.

— Âs a practical matter, the final recommendations of Defense and of 
the various agencies acting through the NDPC on the transfer of 
sensitive weapons are paramount.

Present policies and procedures are the result of many years of 
refinement based upon the cumulative experience of the Departments 
concerned. These policies, procedures and criteria are effective in 
developing accurate assessments of the impacts and benefits for 
transfer actions where U.S. national interests can be clearly defined. As 
necessary, these impacts and benefits can be weighed at appropriate 
policy levels in the Executive Branch in reaching a decision based upon  
the broad national interest. The mechanics of the current review  
process provide accurate technical assessments of a range of alterna
tives for the decision maker's consideration in addressing these diffi
cult issues.

INTRODUCTION

This report is submitted in response to Public Law 96-92, October 29, 
1979, Section 20(a), which states:

The President shall undertake a thorough review of the inter
agency procedures and disclosure criteria used by the United 
States in determining whether sensitive weapons technology will 
be transferred to other countries. No later than February 15, 1980,
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the President shall transmit a report to the Congress setting forth 
the results of such review, together with such recommendations 
as are necessary to improve the current disclosure system.

An interagency task force has conducted the required review. This 
report describes the findings of the group, including the policies and 
procedures currently followed in controlling the export of sensitive 
weapons technology.

POLICIES

Administration Policies

The United States Government examines the transfer of sensitive 
weapons technology from the viewpoint of the Administration's arms 
transfer policy, foreign policy interests, applicable legislation and 
specific disclosure policy considerations. The National Military Infor
mation Disclosure Policy Committee (NDPC) is the designated inter
agency mechanism within the United States Government responsible 
for promulgating, directing and controlling the policy for disclosure of 
classified military information to foreign governments. The arms 
control and foreign policy aspects of all transfers, including those 
dealing with sensitive weapons technology, are reviewed by the 
Department of State, the Department of Defense, the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency, the National Security Council and other 
agencies as appropriate.'

On May 19, 1977, this Administration announced its policy for 
conventional arms transfer. In essence, the policy states that, while 
continuing to meet the legitimate defense needs of its allies and friends 
abroad, the United States will avoid the transfer of weapons that 
would have a destabilizing effect on regional arms balances through 
the application of both qualitative and quantitative controls. The 
National Disclosure Policy (NDP) both antedates and complements the 
current policy.

The policy statement outlined six qualitative controls, three of which 
relate specifically to sensitive weapons. These key controls emphati
cally stipulate that the United States will not:

— b̂e the first supplier to introduce into a region newly developed  
advanced weapons which could create a new or significantly higher 
combat capability;

—sell or permit coproduction of such weapons until they are 
operationally deployed with U.S. forces; or

—permit development of advanced weapon systems solely for 
export.

These policy criteria, together with the basic considerations embod
ied in the National Disclosure Policy, establish significant control over 
the transfer of sensitive weapons technology.

In addition, the Administration has instituted more systematic 
review procedures to improve the management of U.S. arms transfers. 
A key innovation was the creation in 1977 of the interagency Arms 
Export Control Board (AECB) under the chairmanship of the Under
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Secretary of State for Security Assistance, Science and Technology. The 
AECB and its working groups assist the Under Secretary in making 
recommendations to the Secretary of State on major arms transfer and 
security assistance issues and policies and in making decisions on 
lesser issues. Individual cases are thoroughly reviewed and coordi
nated by concerned Executive Branch agencies and offices. Defense 
reviews requests in terms of the arms transfer policy and also conducts 
a detailed evaluation based on the disclosure criteria of the National 
Disclosure Policy.

The other executive agencies rely heavily on Defense and the 
National Military Information Disclosure Policy Committee to deter
mine whether the transfer in question contains sensitive technology, 
whether it is releasable to the purchasing country and how that 
technology can be protected if it is transferred.

Final decisions on transfers of sensitive weapons technologies are 
made within the context of the arms transfer and national disclosures 
policies. National security and foreign policy issues related to the 
proposed transfer are also examined carefully during the interagency 
decision process, often at very high levels within the Administration. 
As a general practice, final recommendations made by various agencies, 
acting through the National Military Information Disclosure Policy 
Committee and the Department of Defense, that a specific sensitive 
technology not be transferred are paramount. In cases where national 
security and foreign policy concerns are overriding, exceptions are 
sought through established NDPC procedures.

National Disclosure Policy

The National Policy and Procedures for the Disclosure of Classified 
Military Information to Foreign Governments and International Organi
zations (NDP) is the document by which Defense weighs the benefits 
to the U.S. to be achieved by disclosure of information or the release of 
sensitive weapon systems against the risks of compromise of the 
information or systems to the security of the United States.

U.S. Government policy treats classified military information as a 
national security asset wWch must be conserved and protected and 
which may be disclosed to foreign governments and international 
organizations only where there is a clearly defined advantage to the 
United States. Such disclosures must be consistent with U.S. foreign 
policy objectives and military security requirements as well as confined 
to information necessary to the purpose of the disclosure. Classified 
military information may be in documentary form or embodied in 
equipment and associated technology.

The basic policy for the disclosure of classified military information 
to foreign governments and international organizations is contained in 
a Presidential policy statement of July 20, 1971. The White House 
reaffirmed these policy objectives and implementing responsibilities 
on June 6, 1978. Responsibility for control of the disclosure of U.S. 
classified military information rests with the Secretaries of State and 
Defense consulting, as appropriate, with the Secretary of Energy; the
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Director, Central Intelligence Agency and heads of other departments 
and agencies.

The policy provides for:

— T̂he establishment of an interagency mechanism and procedures 
to implement the disclosure policy;

— T̂he promulgation of specific disclosure criteria and limitations;
— T̂he review of intelligence and the conduct of on-site security 

surveys to determine foreign recipient's capability and intent to protect 
U.S. classified military information; and

— T̂he submission of an annual report on disclosure activities to the 
National Security Council.

The President has also authorized that security agreements be 
negotiated with those foreign governments or international organiza
tions which receive U.S. classified military information. These agree
ments establish the foreign recipient's intent and capability to safe
guard U.S. information released to it.

The basic policy contains the following disclosure policy objectives, 
all of which must be satisfied before a decision is made to release 
classified military information to foreign governments and interna
tional organizations:

—Disclosures must result in a clearly defined advantage to the 
United States;

—They must be consistent with U.S. foreign policy toward the 
proposed recipient;

—They must be consistent with military security requirements of the 
United States;

—There must be a determination that the foreign recipient of the 
information will afford it substantially the same degree of security 
protection given to it by the United States; and

—Disclosures must be limited to information necessary to the 
purpose of disclosure.

The basic policy does not pertain to the control of national intelli
gence and counterintelligence, which is the responsibility of the 
Director of Central Intelligence; to communications security equipment 
or information, which is a responsibility of the United States Communica
tions Security Board; to atomic information, which is controlled by the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, or to special compartmented 
information, which is the responsibility of both the Director of the 
National Security Agency and the Director of Central Intelligence.

The interagency mechanism established by the Secretaries of State 
and Defense for promulgating and directing the disclosure policy is the 
National Military Information Disclosure Policy Committee (NDPC). 
State, Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Military Departments 
are represented on the committee as general members. Special mem
bers are representatives of the Department of Energy; the Director of 
the Central Intelligence Agency; the Under Secretary of Defense for 
Research and Engineering; the Assistant to the Secretary of Defense 
(Atomic Energy); the Assistant Secretary of Defense (International
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Security Affairs); the Director, Defense Intelligence Agency; and the 
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Policy Review.

The National Disclosure Policy establishes eight categories of infor
mation and prescribes classification eligibility levels within each cate
gory for specific international organizations and foreign governments. 
In order to arrive at a favorable decision regarding the release of 
classified military information to a particular foreign government or 
international organization, the classification level of the information in 
question must fall within the eligibility levels prescribed for that 
country. In addition, all of the policy objectives reflected in National 
Security Decision Memorandum 119 must be met, and the official 
making the release decision must have been delegated disclosure 
authority in writing. Decisions to disclose or deny information rest in 
the first instance with the originator of the information.

In those cases where the highest classification level of the informa
tion which must ultimately be disclosed exceeds the specified eligibility 
levels, or if all of the disclosure policy objectives cannot be met, an 
exception to the National Disclosure Policy must be authorized prior to 
the release of any information, classified or unclassified. Exceptions 
may be authorized by the National Disclosure Policy Committee. In 
unusual cases, they also may be authorized by the Secretary of Defense 
or his Deputy or by the Secretary of State with the consent of the 
Department or agency responsible for the information.

The National Disclosure Policy is reviewed annually to insure that it 
supports U.S. Government foreign policy objectives. Recent studies 
have concluded that National Disclosure Policy procedures are remark
ably flexible and support U.S. Government export control requirements.

PROCEDURES

Within the Office of the Secretary of Defense, responsibilities for the 
policy and operating aspects of export control were realigned as 
outlined to the Congress by Dr. William J. Perry on October 30, 1979.  ̂
The realignment has the objective of strengthening both policy and 
operating aspects of export control and response to licensing requests. 
The underlying premise is that the Department of Defense organiza
tion draws on the resources of all Defense elements. To understand 
Defense procedures, a brief synopsis of the responsibilities of the 
major Defense elements follows.

Within the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Under Secretary 
for Policy (USDP) is responsible for the policy aspects and the 
implementation of all government-to-government arrangements for 
the transfer of defense articles and services under security assistance 
procedures. The Defense Security Assistance Agency (DSAA) is char-

 ̂William J. Perry, 'T h e  D epartm ent of Defense Statement on Export Control 
Organization," Hearings before the Subcommittee on International Economic Policy and 
Trade of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, U.S. House of Representatives, 96th Cong., 
1st sess., Oct. 30, 1979. [Footnote in original.]
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tered to implement such actions under the policy guidance of the 
Assistant Secretary for International Security Affairs (ISA). The Under 
Secretary for Research and Engineering (USDR&E) is responsible for 
conducting technical reviews of the export of significant combat 
equipment through government-to-government arrangements and for 
administering reviews of commercial applications to export military 
equipment (including sensitive w eapons technology) to foreign  
governments. The Deputy Under Secretary for International Programs 
and Technology (IP&T) performs these functions and consults with 
ISA on international security policy issues which may arise. The 
Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (OJCS) consolidates the views 
of the Military Departments for the impact of any proposed security 
assistance transfer on U.S. readiness posture and provides advisory 
opinions to USD? and USDR&E.

Since Commercial and Foreign Military Sales cases are handled quite 
differently, the procedures for their review will be summarized separately.

Commercial Cases

The Arms Export Control Act requires the licensing of the commer
cial export of arms, ammunitions and implements of war as defined in 
the International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR). Typical catego
ries of items are as follows:

Firearms Tanks
Artillery Military Vehicles
Ammunition Aircraft
Missiles Protective Personnel Equipment
Torpedos Military Electronics
Bombs Fire Control Equipment
Naval Equipment Auxiliary Military Equipment

The Office of Munitions Control (OMC), Department of State's 
Bureau of Political-Military Affairs, reviews each application for an 
export license, request for approval, or for an advisory opinion 
involving articles, services, or technical data on the U.S. Munitions List 
to determine, inter alia, whether it relates to sensitive weapons 
technology. If this review indicates that it does (or appears to), the 
application is referred to the Department of Defense, NASA or other 
appropriate agency. A recommendation is obtained by OMC from the 
agencies concerned. The determination to refer the case to other 
agencies is made by the licensing officers in OMC based on written and 
oral policy guidance, precedents and their experience. These proce
dures and guidance assure that the views of all agencies concerned are 
obtained and considered in reaching a decision.

A streamlined procedure has been established in which copies of the 
application are forwarded directly to the appropriate Defense  
component(s) by State as well as to the Defense coordinating official 
(the Assistant Director for Munitions Control, Office of Military 
Technology Sharing). The objective of this procedure is to assure 
speedy and competent reviews of the cases that call for a Defense
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recommendation. On review of the case, the Defense coordinating 
official may decide to send it to agencies not included in the initial 
distribution by State.

In the Defense reviews of munitions cases requiring technical, 
programmatic and combat effectiveness evaluation, a number of ques
tions must be answered. Typical questions are:

—Is the release of classified equipment or information consistent 
with current NDP-1 criteria?

—How does this item relate to present or future weapon systems?
—What is the military significance of the proposed use of the item?
—Would follow-on operation, maintenance, overhaul or training 

involve significant technology?

A detailed analysis by appropriate experts is made in order to 
answer such questions. The Military Departments have each devel
oped guidelines for their own reviewers' u se  to assure themselves of 
thorough analysis relevant to their specific military considerations.

Using the above processes and the most knowledgeable experts 
available, an accurate and complete analysis is generated. The decision
makers at all levels are thus able to make an informed judgment of 
such aspects as the implications to the U.S. technological advantage, 
the potential risk in the event of loss and the effect on the recipient's 
force structure and capability. General considerations which arise in 
such decisions are reflected in Table 1.

PRO—(Need)

• Strengthen an ally
• Free world defense
• Self defense
• Aid internal security
• Increase standardization

• Obtain U.S. military rights
• Foster U.S. influence
• Indicate support for

collective measures
• Promote cordial relations

CON—(Risk)

Promote nuclear proliferation 
Increase chance of hostilities 
Upset balance of power 
Promote arms race 
Risk compromise of classified U.S.

information 
Risk loss of technological advantage 
Create excessive economic burden

Add overly sophisticated weaponry 
Arm a dictatorship

C o n s i d e r a t i o n s

Table 1: List of general considerations in U.S. Commercial Cases.

Defense consolidates the opinions of the Military Departments and 
other Defense Elements and determines the Defense positions on each 
case. This result is forwarded for appropriate action to State. Upon 
receipt of the agency recommendations, OMC takes appropriate action 
on the case.

As a part of this process, a list of critical technologies is currently 
being refined by Defense in response to the Export Administration Act 
of 1979, PL 9 6 -  72.
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Government to Government Transfers

These actions follow a different path from inception to destination 
than do the commercial cases just described, but most of the practices 
which relate to the analysis of weapon sensitivity are similar.

Under the Arms Export Control Act, the Secretary of State is 
"responsible for the general direction and continuous supervision of 
sales and exports" of defense articles and services, a responsibility 
delegated to the Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance, 
Science and Technology. The Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs (PM) 
assists the Under Secretary in discharging this responsibility. PM thus 
serves as a focal point for the policy review of requests for transfers. 
PM receives copies of all FMS requests either from Defense or directly 
from embassies abroad. In addition to PM, other State offices involved  
in the process are the regional bureaus. Humanitarian Affairs, Congres
sional Relations, the Legal Adviser's Office and others as appropriate. 
Interagency coordination involves Defense (see below), the National 
Security Council, the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA), 
Treasury and others as appropriate. State will not authorize Defense to 
respond to any request or proceed with a programmed transfer on 
which a reservation has been expressed until the issue has been 
resolved by competent authority within the Department. State follows 
the same procedure when considering any potential transfer.

State has primary responsibility for approving all requests for the 
purchase of defense articles and defense services. Depending on the 
nature of the request. Defense has the authority to prepare a letter of 
offer and acceptance (LOA) under security assistance procedures upon 
receipt of a formal request for the LOA. On a weekly basis. Defense 
submits a list of incoming requests for review by State and ACDA.

As a matter of policy, final U.S. Government decisions on transfer of 
defense equipment or services under Foreign Military Sales (FMS) or 
Military Assistance Program (MAP) procedures are reached only after 
receipt of a formal inquiry or request from a foreign government or 
international organization. A purchaser is made eligible for FMS only 
after a Presidential determination is made pursuant to Section 3(a) of 
the Arms Export Control Act.

Prior to requesting an FMS offer from the U.S., a foreign purchaser 
may desire preliminary estimates on the price or availability of defense 
articles and services. These may be either broad planning and review  
(P&R) estimates or more refined price and availabUity (P&A) estimates. 
Channels for submission of requests for P&R, P&A and Letters of Offer 
(LOA) are the same.

Defense has established specific procedures for approval of any FMS 
request for equipment on the Major Defense Equipment List (MDEL) 
which apply to all countries. The Defense Security Assistance Agency 
(DSAA), which is chartered to implement all security assistance actions 
within the Office of the Secretary of Defense, obtains the approval of 
State and the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Interna
tional Security Affairs (ISA) and advises the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS)
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and the Under Secretary of Defense for Research and Engineering 
(USDR&E) of the proposed transfer prior to authorizing the provision 
of any P&R, P&A or LOA information involving MDEL items.

Upon notification from DSAA of a proposed transfer, the Joint Staff 
requests a review by the appropriate Military Departments. In re
sponse to this tasking, the Military Departments address a broad 
spectrum of considerations. Each provides a position on policy 
interpretation, U.S. force effectiveness/readiness aspects, technological 
concerns and such operational criteria as the potential effect on the 
recipient's military capabilities relative to other regional powers, the 
effect of any compromise on U.S. military capability, the availability of 
less capable or less sensitive systems to meet the recipient's requirements, 
etc. From the individual Military Department inputs, a consensus 
recommendation is provided to DSAA and OUSDRE (IP&T).

It should be noted at this point that the procedures employed by 
Defense in developing major weapon systems can have an effect upon 
the transfer decision. During development, a thorough analysis is 
made of the new system's capabilities to counter the projected threat, 
the vulnerability of the system and the potential for countermeasures 
which would degrade its effectiveness. As a result of this analysis, a 
great deal is known about the sensitivity of the weapon and system  
characteristics which could later be compromised. Consequently, in 
proposed transfer deliberations, technical experts sometimes have 
available to them alternative system configurations, the provision of 
which to foreign recipients might entail significantly less risk of 
degrading or compromising U.S. combat capability.

In compliance with Section 36(b) of the Arms Export Control Act, 
Congress must be notified of all Letters of Offer to sell defense articles 
or services for $25 million or more, or any major defense equipment of 
$7 million or more, before such Letter of Offer may be issued and 
signed. When cases of this nature are requested, DSAA directs the 
Military Departments to initiate preparation of Section 36(b) data and 
the LOA concurrent with State action to conduct its policy review of 
the proposed sale. The Department of State obtains Presidential 
approval for the sale if required, and then authorizes DSAA to furnish 
advanced notification of the sale to the Congress. The advance 
notification, which is not a statutory requirement, provides for a 20 
calendar day preliminary Congressional examination period.

DSAA coordinates the LOA and data required for formal notification 
to the Congress with the Office of the Secretary of Defense. After the 
advance notification period expires, DSAA recoordinates the data with 
State and obtains authorization to submit a formal notification to the 
Congress. The Congressional review period for formal notification is 30 
calendar days. In addition to specifics of the proposed sale, the 
notification includes the impact of the sale on U.S. readiness posture 
and a statement of the classification and sensitivity of the technology to 
be transferred.

If the Congress does not object to the proposed sale by concurrent 
resolution within this 30 day period, DSAA notifies the Military
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Department to issue the LOA to the requesting purchaser unless State 
advises to the contrary. Issuance of the LOA includes the same process 
as for other FMS offers, including daily notification to State of the 
LOAs to be released. DSAA countersigns the LOA to ensure that State 
is aware of its signature by the U.S. Government and that the LOA is 
included in an automated reporting system.

Defense equipment and services may also be transferred to foreign 
countries on a grant aid basis under the Military Assistance Program 
(MAP). This program is defined each fiscal year in connection with the 
annual security assistance authorization. Country requests for MAP 
are submitted to DSAA and are staffed with ISA and the JCS. State 
submits the program to the Congress following consultation with  
Defense and the Office of Management and Budget.

CONCLUSION

A thorough interagency review of the policies, procedures and 
criteria used to control transfers of sensitive weapons technology has 
led to the conclusion that the mechanism for the review of proposed 
conventional arms transfers is carefully designed and all such transfers 
are subjected to thorough analysis. Specifically:

—All proposed transfers of weapon technology are examined in 
detail by competent reviewers using procedures and criteria appropri
ate to the technology involved and their respective Military Departments.

— T̂he decision makers have available to them the details of these 
reviews and use these to judge the compliance with arms transfer and 
information disclosure policies.

—Relevant foreign policy and national security issues are addressed 
during the decision processes of the National Military Information 
Disclosure Committee (NDPC) and the Arms Export Control Board 
(AECB).

—Under extraordinary circumstances in which larger national secu
rity and/or foreign policy concerns favor consideration of classified 
weapons technology transfers which exceed established disclosure 
criteria, exceptions are sought through the NDPC framework.

—As a practical matter, the final recommendations of Defense and of 
the various agencies acting through the NDPC on the transfer of 
sensitive weapons are paramount.

Present policies and procedures are the result of many years of 
refinement based upon the cumulative experience of the Departments 
concerned. These policies, procedures and criteria are effective in 
developing accurate assessments of the impacts and benefits for 
transfer actions where U.S. national interests can be clearly defined. As 
necessary, these impacts and benefits can be weighed at appropriate 
policy levels in the Executive Branch in reaching a decision based upon  
the broad national interest. The mechanics of the current review  
process provide accurate technical assessments of a range of alterna
tives for the decision makers' consideration in addressing these difficult 
issues.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraeiyan) to 
the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical Weapons, 
March 25, 1980^

At one of the Committee's recent meetings, the representative of the 
United States made a statement containing references to some kind of 
reports about the alleged use of chemical weapons in Afghanistan, 
Laos and Kampuchea.  ̂ The representative of Japan, too, found it 
necessary to refer to these fabrications, and the representative of the 
Federal Republic of Germany has done so today. In this connexion, our 
delegation would like to make the following statement.

First. As already pointed out in the Soviet delegation's statement in 
the Committee on 6 March,  ̂ the Soviet Union, as one of the first 
signatories of the Geneva Protocol of 1925,  ̂ has always acted in 
conformity with its provisions, principles and aims, and continues to 
do so. The Soviet Union has never used chemical w eapons any
where. And, of course, the small Soviet military contingent in Afghan
istan is not using them and has not done so. The Soviet Union, which 
attaches great importance to the Geneva Protocol, made no small effort 
to ensure that it became a genuinely universal international document. 
We note, by the way, that the United States of America acceded to the 
1925 Geneva Protocol only in 1975  ̂ and even then—as is well 
known—with reservations.

Second. The various fabrications referred to above, which have 
emerged in the West, are not, of course, supported by any facts or 
evidence, since none exist anywhere. What, it may well be asked, 
explains this most recent example of slander directed against the Soviet 
Union? A few days ago, in another forum—the Bacteriological Conven
tion Review Conference—w e had occasion to describe one of the 
symptoms of a serious outbreak of the dangerous disease known as 
"histeria antisovietica". Here, too, w e are apparently dealing with 
another manifestation of the same disease. It has already infected a 
number of delegations, and the likelihood that it will be caught by 
others—from a certain group of countries, of course—cannot be 
excluded. It is being spread for one purpose—to poison the already far 
from healthy atmosphere in the Committee.

If, nevertheless, an effort is made to analyse the motives behind this 
concoction, some light is thrown on them by the interview, reported in 
the Western press a few days ago, with the Supreme Commander of 
the NATO military forces in Europe—General Rogers of the United 
States—which showed that fantasies of that sort are needed by the

 ̂ CD/PV. 72, pp. 16-17.
 ̂See statement of Mar. 18, printed ante.
 ̂Printed ante.
 ̂The text of the protocol may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp, 

764- 765.
5 Cf. ibid., 1975, pp. 5 -6 .
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Pentagon and the NATO militarists to justify their policy of further 
expanding and perfecting arsenals of chemical weapons.

We should like to recall the facts—and not the fantasies—about the 
use of chemical weapons. According to information submitted at an 
international scientific conference held in Paris in 1970 with the 
participation of a large number of experts, including some from the 
United States of America, from 1961 to 1969, the United States armed 
forces, according to incomplete data, "treated" 13,000 km^, or 43 per 
cent, of the total cultivated area, and 2,500 km^, or 44 per cent, of all 
forest areas, with poisonous substance in South Viet Nam alone. In the 
course of chemical warfare in South Viet Nam, more than 100,000 tons 
of toxic agents were sprayed; some 2 million persons were the victims 
of these activities, and thousands of them perished.

This also led to the destruction of flora and fauna over wide areas, a 
disruption of the ecological balance, increasing soil erosion and the 
undermining of food production in many regions.

But we should like to stress in particular that this is not just a 
question of the past. The tragedy lies in the fact that the present 
generation of Vietnamese, born after the interventionists had been 
routed, is also a victim of chemical warfare. Many Vietnamese children 
are deformed from birth, or suffer from ailments caused by pathologi
cal organic mutations in their parents who were exposed to the effects 
of poisonous substances.

It will take decades for forests, plantations and soil fertility to 
recover.

Such are the facts, if w e are to talk of facts. And w e agree that 
activities of this sort threaten the viability of the Geneva Protocol and 
call for further efforts to strengthen it and to achieve agreement as 
rapidly as possible on the effective prohibition of chemical weapons, so 
that there can never again be a repetition of the tragedy experienced by 
the people of Viet Nam, who have personally known the horrors of 
chemical warfare.

Statement by Secretary of State Vance Before the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations [Extracts], 
March 27, 1980^

A third and related area of emphasis is arms control. Our interests 
have been well served by the arms control agreements to which the 
United States and the Soviet Union are parties. In 1963 we halted 
poisonous nuclear weapons tests in the atmosphere.  ̂ The SALT I

 ̂ Dept, of State, Current Policy No. 153, pp. 5 -7 ; Department of State Bulletin, May 1980,
pp. 20-22.

 ̂The Limited Test Ban Treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 
291-293.
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Interim Agreement froze the number of offensive strategic missiles 
when the Soviets were building up in that area and we were not.  ̂The 
Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty headed off a potentially costly and destabi
lizing arms race in these defensive weapons.  ̂In the same fashion, the 
SALT II Treaty would serve this country's paramount security intersts. ^

We must all think through very carefully the consequences of a 
no-SALT world. What would that world look like?

• Without SALT, there would be no agreed limit on the number of 
strategic systems the Soviets could build. They could easily reach a 
total of 3,000 delivery systems over the next 5 years, more than 700 
beyond what the treaty allows.

• Without SALT, there would be no limits on the number of 
separate warheads each missile can carry. Each of the Soviet Union's 
heaviest missiles— the SS-18s—could theoretically deliver 20 or even 30 
nuclear warheads, instead of the 10 the treaty allows. On those 308 
SS-18s alone, the Soviets could mount as many additional warheads as 
their entire strategic force holds today.

• Without SALT, our own defense planning would be seriously 
complicated. For example, the MX program would be more difficult to 
design and build and less certain to achieve its purpose.

• Without the treaty, our ability to monitor Soviet strategic forces—  
and thus evaluate Soviet capabilities—could be impaired, since there 
would be no constraints on the deliberate concealment of those forces.

• Without the treaty, the likely increase in Soviet strategic capabili
ties would compel further defense expenditures that could compound 
our already difficult budget choices.

The security advantages of SALT II have been reinforced by recent 
events. At a time of increased tensions between the superpowers, 
effective mutual constraints on strategic arms become all the more 
important.

For these compelling reasons of security, w e should move ahead 
with ratification at the earliest feasible time. In the interim, it is most 
important that both sides continue to observe the mutual constraints of 
SALT I and SALT II. Our own strategic programs are consistent with 
those agreements. We will, of course, continue to review our strategic 
arms requirements with the Congress, and w e will keep a close watch 
on Soviet actions to see that they are exercising a similar degree of 
restraint.

For the same reasons, w e will continue wherever feasible to pursue 
balanced and verifiable arms control agreements at other levels—in the 
mutual and balanced force reduction talks, on anti-satellite warfare, on 
banning nuclear weapons tests, on chemical warfare, and in other 
areas. The theater nuclear forces negotiating offer remains on the table. 
And we have called upon the Soviet Union to pursue it with us.

 ̂Printed ibid., 1972, pp. 202-204. 
 ̂Ibid., pp. 197-202.

5 Ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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None of these efforts is undertaken as a favor to others; each one 
serves the national security interests of the United States, as well as 
others.

Our willingness to seek restraint in strategic weapons reinforces 
other critical arms control efforts. In particular, we must be concerned 
about the spread of nuclear weapons. The technology is losing its 
mystery. Six countries have already carried out nuclear explosions. At 
least a dozen more could produce a weapon within a few years of 
deciding to do so. The risks in this progression are self-evident. 
Regional nuclear arms races have become a real danger. The presence 
of nuclear arms in volatile areas multiplies the chance that they will be 
used.

Thus, we continue to press for the widest adherence to the Nuclear 
Non-proliferation Treaty. We are urging others to take necessary steps 
to bring the treaty of Tlatelolco into full force.  ̂ And w e vigorously 
support the improvement and application of International Atomic 
Energy Agency safeguards. ^

In 1977 President Carter also initiated the International Nuclear Fuel 
Cycle Evaluation, to involve both producing and consuming nations in 
a joint search for ways to realize the benefits of nuclear power while 
limiting the risks that nuclear weapons will be developed. This was not 
a negotiation that resolved all differences; it was a technical study that 
illuminated problems and possible solutions. ®

It has provided a better understanding of the economics, technology, 
and risks associated with the nuclear fuel cycle and it produced 
consensus on a number of middle-range goals. These include the 
possible value of an international regime to manage excess plutonium, 
stronger fuel supply assurance for consumers under effective non
proliferation controls, and conversion of research reactors from use of 
highly enriched uranium fuels. Differences remain in many areas. But 
the essential task has been advanced by this common effort.

More countries will approach the nuclear weapons threshold in the 
decade ahead, some with uncertain intentions in regions of tension 
and conflict. The time remaining to reduce the appeal of nuclear 
weapons and to develop safer ways to address legitimate energy needs 
is slipping away. Our nonproliferation efforts are more vital now than 
ever before.

We advance regional peace in another tangible way, by striving to 
limit the destructiveness of war when it cannot be prevented. Since 
1977 the United States has taken the lead in working toward negotiated

 ̂The treaty is printed ibid., 1967, pp. 69-83.
 ̂The agreement with the International Atomic Energy Agency on the application of 

safeguards under the Nonproliferation Treaty is printed ibid., 1971, pp. 218-244.
® The Carter address to the Organizing Conference of the International Nuclear Fuel 

Cycle Evaluation and the conference communique are printed ibid., 1977, pp. 645-648, 
654-655. A portion of the evaluation's final report and its final communique, submitted 
Feb. 27, are printed ante.
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limits on conventional arms transfers. While we remain convinced that 
such agreements can contribute to a safer world, we do not at this time 
foresee progress.

In the absence of agreed international restraint, we do not plan to 
reduce further the ceUing on our own arms transfers. But the other 
elements of our arms transfer policy continue to serve our interests. 
Arms transfers must be based on assessments of U.S. foreign policy 
and national security interests. The policy has a dual effect:

• To facilitate those arms transfers that clearly promote the security 
of the United States and our allies and friends, and

• To restrain transfers that are in excess of legitimate defense needs, 
that could promote regional arms races or increase instability, or that 
otherwise do not advance U.S. interests.

In short, our purpose in supplying arms is security, not profit.

Note From the United States to the U.N. Secretary- 
General Concerning the Special Committee on Enhanc
ing the Effectiveness of the Principle of Non-Use of 
Force in International Relations, March 27, 1980 ^

The Representative of the United States of America to the United 
Nations presents his compliments to the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations and, with reference to his note No. PO 112(7—1) of 15 
February 1980, has the honour to inform the Secretary-General that the 
United States will not be participating in the forthcoming session of the 
Special Committee.

The United States has consistently made clear its serious reserva
tions with respect to the need for and purpose of a new instrument on 
the non-use of force in international relations. These reservations have 
been expressed on numerous occasions and were stated most recently 
during the consideration of the report of the Special Committee on 
Enhancing the Effectiveness of the Principle of Non-Use of Force in 
International Relations to the thirty-fourth session of the United 
Nations General Assembly. ^

The participation of the United States in the Special Committee was 
based on the retention of a balanced mandate as set forth in operative 
paragraph 2 of the relevant resolution which states that the Special 
Committee shall continue its work with the goal of drafting, at the 
earliest possible date, a world treaty on the non-use of force in 
international relations, as well as the peaceful settlement of disputes, 
or such other recommendations as the Committee deems appropriate. 
This language gives the Committee the necessary latitude to fulfil its 
task. It recognizes the inextricable link between the principle of the

 ̂A/AC.193/L.10.
 ̂ Official Records of the General Assembly, Thirty-fourth Session, Supplement No. 41 and Corr. 

1. [Footnote in original.]
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non-use of force in international relations and the principle of the 
peaceful settlement of disputes, and in no way limits the Committee to 
the drafting of a treaty.

In an effort to improve the atmosphere surrounding this item, and to 
enhance the possibility of the United Nations making a useful contribu
tion in the field, the United States moved from a negative vote to an 
abstention in the voting during the thirty-third session of the United 
Nations General Assembly. The introduction of the language con
tained in the last preambular paragraph of General Assembly resolu
tion 34/13 seemed to us a deliberate effort to move away irrevocably 
from consensus toward confrontation. Since the work of the Commit
tee is in any event duplicated elsewhere, we see no purpose in 
continuing this unproductive exercise and consequently we shall not 
participate in the forthcoming session of the Committee.

There is no lack of clarity in the Charter concerning the prohibition 
of the threat or use of force. We do not believe recent episodes of 
cross-border uses of force were due to any lack of clarity as to their 
illegal nature. Furthermore, the United States sees no point in partici
pating in an exercise whose purported objective is at such complete 
odds with the conduct of its main proponent. So far as developing the 
means of dispute settlement is concerned, we believe the work which 
is proceeding elsewhere in the United Nations is unencumbered by 
confrontational insistence on a particular approach and is consequently 
more likely to be productive.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Flowerree) to the 
Committee on Disarmament: Non-Member Countries 
Participation in the Work of the Committee, March 
27, 1980 '

I wish to make clear the position of the United States on the requests 
by various non-member countries for participation in the proceedings 
of this Committee.

The requests before us differ as regards the rules of procedure under 
which they have been made. The United States delegation agrees with 
the Chairman that it would be wise to defer action on requests for 
participation in subsidiary bodies. In our view, such requests raise a 
question about the role of non-member States in activities where language 
is being formulated on which decisions may have to be taken. We will 
state our views on this matter in greater detail at an appropriate time. 
In any event, we believe that absence of a decision on this issue should 
in no way delay the beginning of the Working Group's activities.

The United States delegation thus welcomes the Chairman's sugges
tion that requests of non-member States for participation in plenary or 
informal meetings of the Committee should be acted upon in advance

 ̂ CD/PV. 73, p. 22.
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of, and without prejudice to, an eventual decision concerning participa
tion in subsidiary bodies.

The United States fully supports the requests of Finland, Denmark 
and Spain to be invited to present their views on the subject of the 
prohibition of chemical weapons. It also fully supports a similar 
request by Austria with respect to the question of negative security 
assurance. We believe the Committee will benefit from the contribu
tions of these countries.

As to the other two requests before the Committee, w e note that the 
respective countries have already circulated in writing some views on 
the subject they are concerned with, either here in the Committee or in 
the United Nations in N ew  York. Nevertheless, the United States 
delegation would not stand in the way of a consensus approving these 
two requests.

I would also like to refer briefly to the Soviet statement made at our 
last plenary concerning the reported use of chemical weapons in 
certain parts of the world.  ̂ Given the nature of my statement of 18 
March, the United States delegation found it interesting that the 
Soviet representative felt compelled to respond. Although my Govern
ment strongly rejects some of the assertions made by the Soviet 
representative, I will limit myself to stating that the United States 
stands by the statements I delivered on 18 March. As to the facts, let 
the future be the judge.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraeiyan) to 
the Committee on Disarmament: Weapons of Mass 
Destruction, April 1, 1980^

A special place among disarmament issues is occupied by the 
problem of prohibition of the development and manufacture of new  
types and systems of weapons of mass destruction, on which, in 
accordance with the programme of work w e have agreed upon, the 
Soviet delegation would today like to present a number of considerations.

As is well known, the idea of reaching an agreement on those topics 
was put forward by the Soviet Union. On the basis of the results of a 
thorough and comprehensive analysis of trends and prospects of the 
development of science and technology, the USSR in 1975 submitted 
for the consideration of the General Assembly of the United Nations a 
proposal for the adoption, at the international level, of effective 
measures to prohibit the development of new types and systems of 
weapons of mass destruction, as well as the draft of a corresponding 
international agreement.  ̂ In doing so, the Soviet Union drew the 
attention of the world community to the threatening danger and

 ̂Mar. 25, ante.
 ̂Ante.
 ̂CD/PV.74, pp. 26-28.
 ̂ See Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 477-478, 479-482, 484-486.
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proposed specific measures for avoiding it. Consideration in the 
United Nations, and subsequently in the Committee on Disarmament, 
of the problem of prohibiting new types of weapons of mass destruc
tion has revealed with the utmost clarity that an overwhelming 
number of States realize the need to eliminate the possibility of using 
the attainments of scientific and technological progress for the purpose 
of developing weapons which, in terms of their effects, would be 
commensurate with nuclear, chemical and bacteriological weapons.

The determination to prevent such a dangerous development of 
events is reflected in a number of decisions by the United Nations 
General Assembly. Specifically, the General Assembly, in a resolution 
adopted at its thirty-fourth session, requested the Committee on 
Disarmament actively to continue negotiations, with the participation 
of qualified governmental experts, with a view to preparing a draft 
comprehensive agreement on the prohibition of new types of weapons 
of mass destruction and, where necessary, specific agreements on 
particular types of such weapons. ^

The Soviet Union has made and is continuing to make efforts aimed 
at prohibiting the development of new types of weapons of mass 
destruction. Our approach to the solution of this problem implies: 1. the 
comprehensive prohibition of the development and manufacture of 
new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction, with a list of 
specific examples of the types banned; 2. the possibility of adding to 
the list; and 3. the possibility of concluding individual agreements on 
any specific types of weapons of mass destruction.

In our opinion, the most radical way of solving this problem is to 
conclude a comprehensive agreement which will make it possible, in 
principle, to prevent the emergence of any new type of weapon of 
mass destruction. However, in adopting a constructive approach to the 
solution of this unquestionably complex problem, and taking into 
account the position adopted by a number of States, we do not exclude 
the possibility of drawing up separate agreements on specific new  
types of weapons of mass destruction. In this connexion, we would  
like to point out that such an approach still leaves open a wide field 
for experiments with a view to the development of new types of weap
ons, and fails to solve the problem of how to put an end to this aspect 
of the arms race.

I should like to dwell on this question too. On 28 March 1978, the 
Soviet Union proposed the establishment, under the auspices of the 
Committee on Disarmament, of an ad hoc group of qualified govern
mental experts to consider the question of possible areas of the 
development of new types of weapons of mass destruction which  
should be included in an initial list of types of such weapons to be 
prohibited under a comprehensive agreement. In the draft decision 
submitted by the Soviet Union it was envisaged that the scientific 
experts could be appointed to take part in the work of the ad hoc group 
by any State, not only by a member of the Committee, but also, by

 ̂G.A. res. 34/79; reprinted ibid., 1979, pp. 765- 766.
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invitation, by other Member States of the United Nations. The docu
ment also suggested how the work of the group could be organized 
under the auspices of the Committee on Disarmament. ^

Going further into this matter, and guided by the desire to promote 
the prohibition of the development of new means of mass destruction, 
we propose the establishment, within the framework of the Committee 
on Disarmament, of a group of experts, which would be convened  
from time to time and which could embark upon both the preparation 
of a draft comprehensive agreement and consideration of the question 
of concluding special agreements on individual types of weapons of 
mass destruction. We submit this proposal to the Committee for 
consideration, and consider that such a group could, on a continuing 
basis, monitor the situation as regards the development of new types 
of weapons of mass destruction and submit to the Committee on 
Disarmament appropriate recommendations for their prohibition.

In conclusion, w e should like to stress the importance of reaching 
international agreement on the prohibition of a weapon of mass 
destruction such as the radiological weapon. The joint Soviet-United 
States proposal and other documents relating to this problem are on 
the negotiating table of the Committee on Disarmament. ® The ground
work has been prepared and the necessary conditions satisfied for the 
ad hoc working group on this question, set up by the Committee on 
Disarmament, to begin its work. The prohibition of radiological weap
ons would be an important step on the way to a broader ban on new  
types of weapons of mass destruction. Progress in this direction would  
make it possible to avoid the danger of scientific and technical 
advances being used for the development of increasingly sophisticated 
means of destruction. The prohibition of radiological weapons, follow
ing that of bacteriological weapons, would outlaw yet another type of 
weapon of mass destruction. The elaboration of such an agreement 
would also give a further impetus to progress in other areas of 
disarmament as well.

News Conference Statement by the Netherlands Repre
sentative (de Vos) to the Mutual and Balanced Force 
Reductions Talks, April 3, 1980 ^

As you know, on December 20 last year, the West advanced 
important proposals for an interim Phase I agreement and associated 
measures. These proposals, which are designed to facilitate the conclu
sion of an early first agreement, were the primary focus of discussion

 ̂CCD/564; reprinted ibid., 1978, pp. 213-214.
® The joint proposal is reprinted ibid., 1979, pp. 357-361. 
' ACDA files.
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during the present round. They remain the latest substantive propos
als by either side in these talks.

During the present round. Western participants have explained in 
detail all the elements of the proposed interim Phase I agreement and 
of the associated measures. The East has begun to present its specific 
comments on Western proposals for associated measures in the 
present round, and the round has been useful to that degree.

However, in the more general sense. Eastern representatives have 
yet to indicate that they recognize the significance and the far-reaching 
extent of the compromises which the new Western proposals have 
introduced. Moreover, Eastern representatives have as yet failed to 
indicate that they are prepared to move on the central issue of the 
talks, namely, effective action to solve the discrepancy between  
Eastern and Western data essential for a first agreement.

The Western proposals of December 1979 represent a major effort by 
Western participants to overcome the persistent lack of progress in 
these talks. The primary problem facing the negotiations in 1979 was 
the unwillingness of Eastern participants either to accept total reduc
tions of the size indicated by Western data or, since they contested that 
data, to cooperate in practical ways to resolve the discrepancy. Despite 
significant changes in the Western position in 1978 to meet Eastern 
concerns, and despite numerous Western contributions in the same 
year toward resolving the data issue. Eastern participants continued 
throughout 1979 to block progress toward agreement on the data 
necessary to determine the total size of Eastern reductions.

The new Western proposals deal directly with this problem. The 
fundamental change in the proposals is the Western willingness to 
limit agreement on reductions in Phase I to US and Soviet Phase I 
reductions and to require agreed data on United States and Soviet 
ground force manpower alone, while deferring to Phase II the discus
sion on the total size of reductions needed to reach the common 
ceiling.

This does not mean that Western participants have given up their 
interest in reaching agreement on overall data, nor the objective of 
achieving genuine parity in military manpower in the area on the basis 
of agreed data. That objective will be pursued by the West in Phase II.

However, under the new Western proposals. Eastern participants 
would no longer be required to agree in Phase I to the total size of 
Eastern ground force manpower reductions necessary to reach the 
common ceiling. Rather, Eastern participants would have to agree in 
Phase I only to Soviet Phase I ground force manpower reductions of 
30,000 men. This Phase I Soviet manpower reduction is less than half 
of the original Western demand and is equal to the Soviet Phase I 
manpower reduction offered by the East in June 1978.

At the same time that Western participants put forward their 
proposals for an interim Phase I agreement, they presented proposals 
for associated measures designed to verify reductions and limitations, 
and to enhance stability and the security of all participants. These 
measures would form an essential element of an agreement.
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The military situation in Europe is characterized by the greatest 
concentration of military force ever seen in any area in peacetime. Such 
a concentration poses serious risks of misperception and miscalculation. 
Moreover, it is obvious that the risks presented by this concentration of 
force would not be removed by the implementation of the limited 
program of force reductions and limitations foreseen by both sides in 
these talks for Phase I. After Phase I reductions, and even after those 
foreseen for Phase II resulting in the establishment of a common ceiling 
in military manpower of both Alliances, there would remain a very 
large concentration of armed forces in Central Europe. Therefore, if 
there is to be enduring reduction of tension in Europe, it is essential 
that an agreement include associated measures which would give each 
side enhanced understanding of the military posture and activities of 
the other and reduce the risk of misperception and miscalculation.

The present situation in the Vienna negotiations is clear. Western 
participants have demonstrated their commitment to progress and to 
the achievement of an early agreement by presenting significant new  
proposals for an interim Phase I agreement and associated measures.

Eastern participants must now make an official response to those 
proposals, either accepting them as a basis for reaching agreement or 
offering constructive counterproposals. The East, first of all, should 
demonstrate its readiness finally to cooperate in effective ways in 
reaching agreement on the data needed for Phase I. Western partici
pants are convinced that it remains an important and necessary task to 
reach a first agreement here which would increase stability and 
security in Europe.

News Conference Statement by the Czechoslovak Repre
sentative (Kebiusek) to the Mutual and Balanced 
Force Reductions Talks, April 3, 1980 ^

The 20th round of Vienna negotiations on Mutual Reduction of 
Forces and Armaments in Central Europe is coming to its end today. 
Pursuing their principled foreign-policy course aimed at an early 
achievement of a concrete agreement. Socialist countries-participants 
of negotiations endeavored, also in this round, to develop those 
positive elements and provisions which led, as the result of compro
mise steps made by the sides in the first 2 years—till the presentation 
by the West of its new  proposals in December 1979—to the known  
rapprochement of positions. Socialist countries-participants of negotia
tions are of the opinion that namely this has created objective condi
tions for participants to start fixing identical points of view and to work 
out a concrete draft agreement.

Without cementation and constructive development of a negotiating 
basis, positions of the sides, in future, not only might not get closer to

' ACDA files.
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each other, but differences between them might even grow, as the 
latest Western proposals clearly prove.

The so-called "simplified" reduction scheme of the West, in fact 
hides in itself the desire to avoid implementation of the whole range of 
important decisions of preparatory consultations and understandings 
acWeved during the 6 years of Vienna negotiations.

The new Western proposals arbitrarily narrow the subject-matter of 
negotiations, represent the refusal of Western countries to reduce 
armaments as well as to reduce and even to limit, at least by the upper 
maximum level, the manpower strength of the air force, and the 
unwillingness of the West European direct participants and Canada to 
accept— în the first-stage agreement—appropriate commitments re
garding the reduction in the second stage and even regarding the 
"freezing" of the manpower strength of their forces between two 
stages. TThus, even after the reduction and limitation of forces by the 
USSR, the West European states and Canada would be practically able 
to increase their forces in the reduction area which, by itself, is an 
obvious violation of the agreed objectives of negotiations. The Western 
proposals of 20 December 1979, in fact, represent a return to the 
original Western reduction scheme of 22 November 1973.

TTie Socialist states have every reason to connect this radical change 
of Western position with long-term programs of NATO aimed at the 
quantitative increase of military potential in Europe as well as in the 
area covered by Vienna negotiations. Such an approach can lead only 
to the further growth of military tension between the two most 
powerful military-political groupings in this sensitive part of the world 
and, consequently, also to the increase of a possible risk of military 
confrontation, which evidently contradicts the policy of detente on this 
continent.

As it is known, the West tries to justify the tabling of its "simplified" 
proposals of 20 December 1979 by the alleged failure of Socialist states 
to cooperate sufficiently in solving the data question.

The history of Vienna negotiations, however, confirms that after 
achievement of understanding on the exchange of data they, as the 
first, presented their official data on the numerical strength of their 
armed forces in 1976 and, in 1978, they agreed to further widen this 
information. Moreover, in the course of the data discussion the 
Socialist countries were answering numerous questions raised by the 
West regarding the numerical strength of forces of Warsaw treaty 
countries in the reduction area and, in their turn, were giving ques
tions regarding figures of the Western side. Thanks to their effective 
contribution to the data discussion it became possible to identify 
specific cases of different approach by the sides to the counting of the 
numerical strength of forces and to show that the West has counted 
some units of similar functions differently. Irrespective of that, the 
West did not take into account the results of the data discussion, did 
not make any corrections in its overestimated figures and even 
increased them without any grounds in the course of negotiations.

The Socialist countries are of the opinion that the further data
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discussion should be conducted with due account of the actual 
numerical strength of forces as of today since the official data as of 1 
January 1976 no longer correspond to reality. This is why the Socialist 
countries proposed, on 21 February 1980, to exchange updated official 
data on the numerical strength of armed forces of countries direct 
participants of negotiations as of 1 January 1980. They propose that 
such an exchange should follow the order and items of the earlier data 
presentation. This is undoubtedly a new important step of the Socialist 
countries toward meeting the Western position.

The Socialist states express their serious concern over the unfavor
able development of the Vienna negotiations and, in particular, over 
the steps taken by the West toward intensification of the arms race. 
Realizing the situation which arose at the negotiations and sincerely 
aspiring to create a more favorable atmosphere for the working out of a 
concrete agreement on the reduction and limitation of forces and 
armaments, they, as before, regard their proposal of 30 November 1978 
on the non-increase of the numerical strength of forces of direct 
participants for the period of Vienna negotiations or, at least, for a 
limited period of time, as a topical one. Implementation of this 
proposal, not connected with any preliminary conditions, would  
contribute to the strengthening of mutual confidence, needed espe
cially now, to move the negotiations forward and would facilitate the 
search for mutually acceptable understandings of fundamental ques
tions of the reduction of forces and armaments.

As regards the associated measures, their signficance has always 
been recognized by the Socialist countries. The character and the scope 
of such measures should correspond to dimensions of practical reduc
tions of armed forces and armaments by all direct participants of the 
Vienna negotiations. These measures should apply only to the agreed 
area of Central Europe, should cover, from the very beginning, forces 
of all direct participants and should correspond to the principle of 
undiminished security for each side.

The West's striving to present the associated measures as having 
independent significance for the strengthening of mutual confidence 
and stability in Europe with its simultaneous refusal to accept at least 
the Socialist countries proposal for the non-increase of the numerical 
strength of forces for the period of negotiations, which would most 
evidently contribute to the achievement of these objectives, appears to 
us as strange and incomprehensible. The Socialist countries did not 
refuse and do not refuse to exchange views on these questions.

In conclusion of my statement I should like to say that the Socialist 
states constructively cooperate with their Western partners in all 
questions considered in Vienna with the aim to move successfully 
these negotiations forward and to work out mutually acceptable 
solutions. They express the hope that the West will utilize the 
forthcoming recess for studying thoroughly, once again, our well- 
known proposals, which remain on the table of the negotiations and 
continue to preserve their topicality, and will agree to start practical 
elaboration of the agreement.
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Letter From Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyico to Secretary- 
General Waldheim: Tasks of the Second Disarmament 
Decade, April 11, 1980^

At the thirty-fourth session of the United Nations General Assembly, 
the USSR delegation supported the resolution entitled "Consideration 
of the declaration of the 1980s as a disarmament decade".  ̂The USSR 
considers that the main task during this Decade will be to maintain, 
strengthen and further develop the positive results achieved in curbing 
the arms race in the 1970s and to bring about the implementation of 
practical measures in this field. The 1980s should be a decade of 
substantial progress in the struggle for a durable peace.

In the course of the 1970s, which were proclaimed by the United 
Nations as the First Disarmament Decade, certain positive results were 
achieved. Specifically, international agreements were concluded on the 
prohibition of the emplacement of weapons of mass destruction on the 
sea bed and the ocean floor, on the prohibition of bacteriological 
weapons, and on the prohibition of the use of environmental modifica
tion techniques for military purposes, and agreements were reached 
on the limitation of strategic arms and on the prevention of nuclear 
war. During these years a start was made on the implementation of 
certain confidence-building measures in Europe. A specific framework 
for negotiations on disarmament questions was established, both on 
multilateral as well as a bilateral basis. The first special session of the 
United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament—at which 
useful decisions were taken—^was held: the task at the present time is 
to ensure that these decisions are given effect.

The results of negotiations on disarmament problems in the 1970s 
demonstrate that genuine measures in this area are feasible and can be 
realized. What was achieved in the previous Decade has laid quite 
a sound basis for further steps in the direction of reducing armaments 
and of disarmament.

Nevertheless, owing to the opposition of certain forces, the arms 
race has not been halted. The United States and its allies continue to 
increase their military budgets. N ew  and even more dangerous types 
and systems of weapons are being developed and included in the 
armaments of these countries, and a quantitative increase in their 
arsenals of weapons is taking place.

At the juncture of the 1970s and 1980s, the situation in the world has 
become more acute as a result of actions by the United States and 
certain other NATO countries to undermine detente and to increase 
the pace of the arms race.

The Soviet Union considers that, in the context of the present 
international situation, it is extremely important not to weaken but, on 
the contrary, to stimulate the efforts of all peace-loving States to

 ̂ CD/92.
 ̂G.A. res. 34/75; for text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 758-759.
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strengthen peace, to eliminate the threat of war, and to achieve 
concrete measures in the matter of curbing the arms race and achieving 
disarmament. The USSR's position of principle remains unchanged: 
the Soviet Union is prepared to limit and to prohibit, on a mutually 
agreed basis with other States, any type of weapon without, of course, 
prejudicing the security of anyone and on the basis of complete 
reciprocity between the States possessing the weapon in question.

The Soviet Union is in favour of negotiations on a broad range of 
questions. All the negotiations in this field which were initiated in 
recent years in various forums and on a bilateral basis and which, at 
the present time, for one reason or another have been interrupted or 
deferred, should be resumed and continued. The USSR and other 
countries of the socialist community have put forward a realistic 
programme of measures covering virtually all aspects of the problem 
of halting the arms race and achieving disarmament, and indicating the 
main areas in which efforts should be concentrated in the coming 
years. Specifically, these measures are as follows:

Cessation of the production of nuclear weapons of all types and the 
gradual reduction of stockpiles of such weapons until they have been  
completely eliminated, and the immediate initiation to this end of 
corresponding negotiations with the participation of all States possess
ing nuclear weapons as well as a number of other States which do not 
possess nuclear weapons. Parallel measures should also be adopted to 
strengthen the political and international legal guarantees of the 
security of States;

Further limitation and reduction of the number of strategic arms as 
well as their further limitation from a qualitative standpoint, taking 
into account all factors influencing the strategic situation in the world, 
including Europe;

Conclusion of an agreement on the complete and general prohibition 
of nuclear weapon tests;

Conclusion of a treaty on the prohibition of radiological weapons;
Adoption of further measures to prevent the proliferation of nuclear 

weapons and, to this end, the universal accession of States to the 
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons;

Conclusion of a convention on the strengthening of guarantees of 
the security of non-nuclear-weapon States;

Conclusion of an agreement on the non-deployment of nuclear 
weapons in the territory of States in which there are no such weapons 
at present;

Establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones in various regions of 
the world;

The limitation and subsequent reduction of military activity in the 
Indian Ocean and the establishment of a zone of peace in that region;

Conclusion of a convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons;
Conclusion of a comprehensive agreement prohibiting the develop

ment and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction 
and new systems of such weapons;
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Conclusion of a convention prohibiting the production, stockpiling, 
development and use of nuclear neutron weapons;

Cessation of the development of new  types of conventional weapons 
of great destructive power;

Achievement of agreement on renunciation of the expansion of the 
armies and increases in the conventional weapons of Powers which are 
permanent members of the United Nations Security Council, as well 
as of countries allied with them under military agreements;

Curtailment of sales and deliveries of conventional weapons;
Elaboration of an international agreement prohibiting or limiting the 

use of conventional weapons causing excessive injury or having 
indiscriminate effects;

Accession by all States which have not yet done so to existing 
agreements on the limitation of the arms race and on disarmament;

Reduction of the military budgets of States which are permanent 
members of the United Nations Security Council, as well as those of 
other militarily significant States, in absolute figures or in terms of 
percentage points;

Achievement of agreement on the reduction of armed forces and 
armaments in central Europe;

Conclusion between all States participating in the All-European 
Conference of a treaty on not being the first to use not only nuclear but 
also conventional weapons against one another;

Further extension of confidence-building measures in Europe;
Convening of a conference on the relaxation of military tension and 

disarmament in Europe; and
Convening of a world-wide conference on disarmament.

The Soviet Union is convinced that the implementation of the above 
measures would give the Second Disarmament Decade real meaning. 
The realization of these measures would be of historical significance in 
the struggle for a durable peace in the world.

States and the statesmen responsible for their foreign policies should  
endeavour to ensure that the new Disarmament Decade is a true 
decade of disarmament and not a decade of the continuation and 
intensification of the arms race.

Letter From ACDA Director Earle to the Congress Submit
ting Fiscal Year 1981 Arms Control Impact Statements, 
April 15, 1980^

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

 ̂ Fiscal Year 1981 Arms Control Impact Statements: Statements Submitted to the Congress by 
the President Pursuant to Section 36 of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act (Jt. Com. prt.; 
96th Cong., 2d sess.). May 1980, p. v. The statements are not printed here.
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On behalf of the President, I am submitting the administration's 
fiscal year 1981 arms control impact statements pursuant to the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Act, as amended. Unclassified as well as 
classified impact statements are submitted,  ̂in compliance with Public 
Law 95-338. I am also submitting abbreviated 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.

The fiscal year 1981 budget cycle represents the fifth year in which  
arms control impact statements have been submitted to the Congress. 
As in previous submissions, some statements describe alternative 
points of view about arms control effects; w e have tried to examine 
these effects from all reasonable perspectives. The inclusion of a 
particular viewpoint, therefore, should not be understood to imply its 
endorsement.

On the basis of these analyses of the potential arms control impact of 
programs in the fiscal year 1981 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 1981 are 
not inconsistent with U.S. arms control policy or with U.S. positions in 
ongoing arms control negotiations.

Statement by the Australian Representative (Behm) to 
the Committee on Disarmament: Cutoff of Production 
of Fissionable Materials for Weapons Purposes [Ex
tract], April 17, 1980^

Australian statements on this item last year drew attention to its 
extremely wide compass, and recommended that the Committee adopt 
a step-by-step approach in reaching the ultimate goal of their work in 
the nuclear field, the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear 
disarmament. In our view, it is important that the Committee on 
Disarmament set for itself practical objectives that can be adequately 
verified. The most immediate practical objective remains a multilateral 
comprehensive test ban agreement. Once this has been completed, it 
would be useful for the CD to begin to address substantively the issues 
involved in an agreement to prohibit the production of fissionable 
material for weapons purposes, commonly referred to as the "cut-off". 
I might say, Mr. Chairman, that the cut-off as it appeared historically 
really meant the cessation of the production, which of course, pertains

 ̂The classified version is retained in committee files. This publication is the unclassi
fied version in its entirety. [Footnote in original.]

' CD/PV. 79, 8-10.
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only to those States which produce fissionable material. Our proposal 
is a prohibition which would refer to all States, whether they are now  
producing it or whether they intend to produce it.

As a new and significant barrier to both vertical and horizontal 
proliferation, a prohibition on the production of fissionable material for 
weapons purposes would have a number of important effects. Once a 
"cut-off" agreement was in force, an immediate limit would be placed 
on the quantity of fissionable material available to the nuclear-weapon 
States for weapons purposes. The agreement's impact would not, 
however, be restricted to the nuclear-weapon States. All States parties, 
both nuclear-weapon States and non-nuclear-weapon States, would  
make a legally binding commitment to forgo the production of fission
able material for weapons purposes. The agreement would, in this 
sense, be non-discriminatory. As we have noted previously in this 
connexion, adequate verification is essential. A suitable verification 
system could encompass both existing international measures for 
detecting any diversion of fissionable material for weapons purposes 
and additional measures especially designed to ensure that the regime 
was fully effective. Hence, nuclear-weapon States and non-nuclear- 
weapon States could be placed on a generally comparable basis.

Paragraph 50 of the Final Document of the special session devoted to 
disarmament pointed out that the achievement of nuclear disar
mament would require the negotiation of three general classes of 
agreement: firstly, the cessation of the qualitative improvement and 
development of nuclear-weapon systems; secondly, the 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; and thirdly, a comprehensive, phased programme with 
agreed time-frames, whenever feasible, for progressive and balanced 
reduction of stockpiles of nuclear weapons and their means of delivery, 
leading to their ultimate and complete elimination at the earliest 
possible time. As paragraph 50 pointed out, such agreements would  
require adequate measures of verification satisfactory to the States 
concerned. Although it did not impose any specific requirements or 
particular time constraints on the international community, it should 
be noted that the Final Document described these measures as "urgent", 
and that the prohibition of the production of fissionable material was 
included as an essential step towards realizing the aims of nuclear 
disarmament. ^

The thirty-third and thirty-fourth sessions of the General Assembly 
of the United Nations also drew attention to the need for an adequately 
verified "cut-off". We would draw the Committee's attention, in particular, 
to the third preambular paragraph of resolution 33/91 H which gave 
special emphasis to the role of a non-discriminatory verification 
regime in the following terms:

. . . the acceptance by all States of binding and verifiable controls

 ̂For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 420-421.
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in the form of full scope safeguards, on a non-discriminatory basis, 
on all production of fissionable material, so as to ensure that it is 
not used for nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices, 
would contribute towards the efforts to promote non-proliferation, 
limit further production of nuclear weapons and facilitate nuclear 
disarmament. ^

At its last session, the General Assembly adopted resolution 34/87 D 
by a large majority. This resolution requested the Committee on 
Disarmament, at an appropriate stage of its work, to pursue its 
consideration of the question of an adequately verified cessation and 
prohibition of the production of fissionable material for nuclear weap
ons and other nuclear explosive devices.  ̂ As part of this process of 
pursuing consideration of a '"cut-off", Australia and Canada have 
today circulated, as an official document of the Committee, a review of 
the development of this proposal in the various multilateral negotiat
ing bodies since its inception. ^

The Australian/Canadian paper is designed, in part at least, to 
remove a number of misconceptions concerning the proposed "cut
off". Because some States have never been members of any multilateral 
arms control and disarmament negotiating body and other States, like 
Australia, have only recently become members of such bodies, the 
proposal's genealogy is not universally known. The proposal has been, 
the subject of serious and often detailed discussion over a long period. 
Moreover, the scope and consequences of a "cut-off" convention have 
sometimes been misunderstood. While such a convention would, once 
in force, prevent the further production of fissionable material for 
nuclear weapons purposes, it would in no way impede the develop
ment of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. Not only could a 
"cut-off" convention release considerable quantities of nuclear material 
for use in peaceful nuclear industries, but it would also mean that 
significant economic resources could be re-allocated from the military 
sector to the civil sector.

The document we have circulated demonstrates clearly that the 
proposal for a "cut-off" has been before the multilateral negotiation 
body for many years and that at no stage has the proposal been  
rejected as either undesirable or unattainable. The review also gives 
added justification to the view that the general field of nuclear 
disarmament is both complex and difficult, and that it cannot be 
carried out in a single step or through a single all-embracing convention. 
For, while arsenals are being stabilized, then reduced and finally 
eliminated, the security of all States has to be maintained. This has 
been a key consideration in the handling of this proposal in the 
precursors to this Committee.

In negotiating on nuclear disarmament, the Committee on Disar-

^ Ibid., pp. 774- 775.
^ Ibid., 1979, p. 794.
 ̂CD/90; not printed here.
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mament has a wealth of experience on which it can draw. The history 
of the negotiation in the various precursor disarmament bodies is 
instructive, and we all have much to learn concerning this present 
proposal. Two things, however, have remained constant: a cessation 
and prohibition of the production of fissionable material for weapons 
purposes is a necessary step in any nuclear disarmament programme; 
and, for the cessation and prohibition to be effective, a comprehensive 
verification regime is essential.

The paper which w e have circulated today does not make any 
concrete proposals with respect to elaborating a "cut-off" this year. We 
continue to believe, however, that a "cut-off" is an essential and 
priority item in any negotiating programme on nuclear disarmament.

Statement by the Australian Representative (Behm) to 
the Committee on Disarmament: International Seis
mic Data Exchange, April 22, 1980 ^

When this item was considered by the Committee in March, the 
general considerations underlying the Australian Government's ap
proach to the conclusion of a comprehensive test ban agreement were 
developed. It is not necessary for us to cover all that ground a second 
time, except to note once again the remarks made last year by the 
Australian Minister for Foreign Affairs when he said that, even before a 
trilateral comprehensive test ban agreement is presented, the Commit
tee could begin addressing the technical and operational aspects of an 
international seismic detection network.

Australia thinks that it is very important that, if at all possible, we  
should avoid any delay between the conclusion of a multilateral treaty 
and the creation of an institutional framework for an international 
seismic detection network. Members of the Committee will recall that 
the leader of the Australian delegation. Sir James Plimsoll, emphasized  
this point in his speech of 5 February.  ̂In repeating it here, we wish to 
draw the Committee's attention once again to our view that the 
Committee must not lose any time. The elaboration of an institutional 
framework will be an important and significant contribution towards 
the achievement of a multilateral treaty. It should be addressed by the 
Committee as soon as practicable.

The view has sometimes been expressed that the development of 
appropriate and effective institutional arrangements is not really a 
serious matter, and that it could await the conclusion of negotiations 
on the text of a general treaty. In Australia's view, this is mistaken. In 
our opinion, the elaboration of the institutional framework is an 
integral part of the development of a CTB. Indeed, it is quite likely that

 ̂ CD/PV. 80, pp. 7-11. 
2 CD/PV. 54, pp. 6-14 .
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there will be a variety of links between aspects of the general treaty and 
corresponding aspects of the institutional framework.

In his statement of 5 February, Sir James Plimsoll gave some 
examples of things which have to be settled before an institutional 
structure could be finalized. A number of delegations have discussed  
these examples with us. In the light of their comments and our own  
further examination of the question, w e would like to expand our 
earlier suggestions to give them greater precision and clarity. In 
making our views more precise, w e are not attempting to prescribe the 
Committee's work or to exclude any additional considerations. Our 
comments are intended to be purely illustrative. The Ad Hoc Group of 
Scientific Experts has already made substantial progress on the techni
cal aspects of an international seismic monitoring system and its 
valuable work should be taken into account.

In order to create an institutional framework, the CD would need to 
look at the basic means of gathering, transmitting and processing 
information. To be fully effective, a verificaton system would require a 
communications network which was properly co-ordinated, efficiently 
managed and capable of handling data in real time, that is, within one 
or two days of the detection of any seismic event. The links in such a 
communications network would need to be carefully planned, and 
various channels which lie outside the normal international telecom
munications network would require special arrangements. A formal 
arrangement would have to be negotiated with WMO, for example. 
While these elements are perhaps not central to the theoretical basis of 
a CTB, they are essential if an effective agreement is to come into 
operation.

Before the international seismic detection network can be brought 
into operation, a number of important questions concerning the legal 
basis of an international seismic monitoring system would need to be 
solved. For instance, the Committee might examine whether there is a 
need for a separate international legal instrument or "umbrella" for the 
acceptance by the parties of agreed administrative and financial 
arrangements. This would further entail consideraton of the mutual 
obligations and responsibilities of signatories to such an instrument, its 
review and amendment procedures, how States would become eligible 
for adherence, etc. Then, there would be the further question of the 
relationship between the CTB network and other international organi
zations such as the United Nations, the Committee on Disarmament, 
the World Meteorological Organization, to name but a few.

In addition to these legal considerations, further problems would  
have to be addressed. For instance, how would parties to such an 
instrument arrange access to communications links requiring the 
consent of States not parties to the multilateral CTB? There is also the 
question of the need for specific agreements with the host Govern
ments of States where international data exchange centres are to be 
located.

In elaborating the supporting legal basis for an international seismic 
detection system, the Committee would also need to address the
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administrative and financial aspects of the system. Would the system  
require an administrative secretariat and, if so, what would its precise 
function be, where would it be situated, how would it be staffed and 
how would it be financed? The Committee would need to resolve these 
questions with respect to both the data exchange centres and the 
seismic detection stations. Furthermore, it would be necessary for the 
Committee to consider the division of staffing and financing responsi
bilities between the various parties to the treaty. This would entail 
working out the basis for a multilateral financing formula, including 
how such a formula might be varied in the future to take into account 
both increases in the number of adherents to the treaty and changes in 
the national criteria determining the size of the contribution by 
individual parties. We would also have to consider how establishment, 
installation and incorporation costs would be met, whether an annual 
report on the administrative and financial aspects of the system would  
be necessary and, if so, who would prepare the report, who would  
approve it and to whom  it would be presented. This, in turn, would  
raise the question of whether an international management panel 
would be required and, if so, how its functions and composition might 
be determined.

Once these administrative and financial aspects had been considered, 
the Committee would certainly wish to examine the general question 
of access to data and the distribution of information. For example, how  
would information be made available and distributed within the 
network itself? How would it be made available to States parties to the 
agreement covering the operation of the seismic monitoring system but 
which did not have detection stations located on their territory? Could 
information be made available to non-member States and international 
organizations? If so, on what basis? It should also be borne in mine that 
the data gained by an international seismic data network would be 
relevant not only to the monitoring of a ban on nuclear explosions, but 
also to the detection of all types of seismic events. Such data would  
therefore be of general scientific interest to geologists, geophysicists 
and seismologists, especially to those involved in earthquake prediction. 
Hence, could the information gathered by the network be made 
available to scientific institutions and, if so, on what basis?

There is also the related question of what role the United Nations 
ought to play in the institutional arrangements underpinning a CTB. 
Australia would favour a positive role for the United Nations in the 
terms of United Nations General Assembly resolution 31/90.  ̂ In the 
third preambular paragraph of that resolution, attention is drawn to 
the need to improve existing United Nations facilities for the collection, 
compilation and dissemination of information on disarmament issues 
in order to keep all Governments, as well as world public opinion, 
properly informed on progress achieved in the field of disarmament. 
Given the crucial role which a multilateral CTB treaty would play in 
boosting international confidence, the United Nations would have an

 ̂ For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 942 -943.
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essential part to play. Furthermore, resolution 31/90, which was 
adopted without a vote, calls upon the United Nations Secretariat to 
assist, on request. States parties to multilateral disarmament arrange
ments in their duty to ensure the effective functioning of such 
agreements, including appropriate review. The precise role of the 
United Nations in a CTB verification system would need very careful 
and detailed consideration.

The Committee will note that our suggestions do not go beyond the 
administrative aspects relating to the institutional framework of an 
international seismic detection system to be associated with a multilat
eral CTB agreement. The proposal^ being circulated today constitutes a 
first stage—one that is both realistic and appropriate. Australia is of the 
view that, for the time being, to attempt more to enter into questions of 
compliance, verification and enforcement of a CTB treaty would be 
unrealistic and inappropriate.

The Committee will also note that w e have not raised the question of 
how the Committee might go about its work on CTB. We are aware of 
the suggestions by some delegations that there be an ad hoc working 
group on CTB. For our part, w e do not regard the formation of working 
groups as an essential prerequisite to the transaction of the Commit
tee's business. While working groups do have an intrinsic value, it is 
conceivable that some important items may be better handled by the 
Committee in its own right in either plenary or informal meetings. As 
the Committee is aware, the three States which are at present conduct
ing negotiations on a trilateral CTB have expressed their intention to give 
a status report on progress achieved in their negotiations. We expect 
that this status report will have a very important bearing on both the 
nature of the business w e conduct and the method by which w e 
conduct it. Hence we consider that it would be premature to advance 
concrete proposals on the setting up of working groups and the like.

In our statement of 5 February, we expressed the view that it would  
be deplorable if the CD had failed to initiate work on a CTB before the 
next Review Conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, 
which begins in August. We believe that the CD could commence work 
on the institutional and administrative aspects during the summer part 
of the 1980 session. As the Committee is aware, the Seismic Experts 
Group is due to reconvene during the summer part of the session. 
Since it is possible that some of the experts have ideas on the various 
subjects on our list, we consider that their participation in the Committee's 
work on an institutional framework would be most welcome.

To sum up, therefore, Australia's position on this item is as follows:

we would welcome the early conclusion of the trilateral CTB 
negotiations;

in the meanwhile, the CD should begin discussion of the institu
tional and administrative aspects of the international seismic detection 
network;

 ̂CD/95.
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the CD might examine a wide range of organizational questions, 
such as those w e have proposed;

this work should begin as soon as is practicable, taking into account 
the forthcoming trilateral status report.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Flowerree) to the 
Committee on Disarmament: Chemical Weapons, April 
22, 1980^

Mr. Chairman, the United States delegation welcomes the selection 
of the Chairmen of the four Working Groups whose mandates were 
agreed earlier in this session. The choices announced today are those 
supported by my delegation and many others from the beginning. We 
find it regrettable, therefore, that the Committee lost so much time in 
arriving at precisely the same result. My delegation is prepared to 
co-operate fully with the Chairmen of the various Working Groups, to 
make up for their late start. Let us also hope that a happy outcome will 
soon be forthcoming on the question of the request by non-member 
States to address the Committee. Mr. Chairman, at our last plenary I 
reserved the right to comment on the telegram from Kabul circulated in 
the Committee which, inter alia, spoke of the use of chemical weapons 
in Afghanistan. I shall give the comments of my Government this 
morning.

During the period since Afghanistan was invaded by Soviet armed 
forces last December, there have been repeated reports that chemical 
weapons are being used against both civilians and soldiers in Afghanistan. 
The United States Government, as well as a number of other 
Governments, have expressed their profound concern about these 
reports.

The tendentious message from Kabul which has been circulated as 
document CD/89 can only deepen that concern, for it represents a 
blatant and transparent attempt by the puppet regime installed in 
Kabul and its masters to deflect international attention from the 
continuing reports that occupying Soviet forces in Afghanistan are 
using lethal and incapacitating chemical weapons against defenseless 
people there.

The United States categorically denies that it has ever supplied any 
type of chemical weapon or agent to any of the parties in the Afghan 
conflict. In the past, the United States supplied, to Governments with 
which it has had security relationships, non-lethal agents of the type 
widely used in the world for maintaining public order. Many such 
agents are also readily available commercially. We have no knowledge, 
however, that such United States manufactured agents have been 
transferred by any Government to Afghans resisting foreign domina
tion and occupation.

 ̂ CD/PV. 80, pp. 37-39.
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The crude concoction that has been provided to the Committee by 
the Kabul regime is of a piece with a press conference staged in Kabul 
on 10 April and televised both there and in Moscow, excerpts from 
which were also shown on Swiss television. During that press conference, 
three canister-type grenades, allegedly manufactured in the United 
States and ostensibly captured from resistance forces, were displayed  
as "evidence" that the United States was supplying those forces with 
"lethal chemical weapons". As a part of that spectacle, a cat was placed 
in an air-tight box which was then filled with what was said to be the 
agent from one of the grenades. Apparently to liven up the show even  
more, a dog was injected with what was alleged to be a serum made 
from the contents of the grenade. Neither the cat nor the dog looked 
very happy about the experience. But the grenades shown at the press 
conference, and described in the message contained in document 
CD/89 as "chemical grenades, the lethal effects of which last for a long 
time in the atmosphere", bore the clearly visible inscription 
"CS"—the designation of common tear gas.

It is in the nature of the conflict in Afghanistan that the world does 
not yet possess conclusive physical evidence of the use of lethal 
chemical agents. At the same time, the persistent accumulation of 
reports from that unhappy land must cause all civilized nations 
profound concern. To quote from a statement by my Government at 
the thirty-sixth session of the United Nations Commission on Human 
Rights:

The Commission is aware of refugee accounts and circumstan
tial evidence that Soviet or co-operating Afghan forces may have 
used lethal chemical agents in their efforts to suppress continued 
Afghan nationalist resistance. Some of these accounts describe such 
effects as including blindness, paralysis and death. There is additional, 
clearcut evidence that Soviet troops have brought chemical decon
tamination equipment to Afghanistan and that Soviet or co-operating 
Afghan airstrikes have taken place in areas of that country where 
lethal chemical agents reportedly have been used.

The United States is on record as favouring an independent interna
tional investigation of all—I repeat all—reports of the use of chemical 
weapons in Afghanistan and in south-east Asia. We seek a prompt, 
thorough and impartial investigation which should include examina
tion of the sites of alleged chemical attacks and interviews with 
refugees and others. Such an investigation would provide the world 
community with a factual basis for making an intelligent judgment on 
this issue. The United States is prepared to co-operate fully in such an 
investigation and calls upon others to do so as well.

In the view of my Government, the world community has a clear 
responsibility to pursue this issue. Reports of the use of lethal chemical 
weapons against the people of Afghanistan, Kampuchea and Laos are 
a matter of concern for aU nations. If those controlling these territories 
have nothing to hide, they should have no difficulty in agreeing to, and 
co-operating in, such an investigation. Their willingness to do so
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would be a concrete contribution to international confidence, the 
strengthening of which they profess is a major objective of their 
foreign policies. It would also reinforce the basis for any future arms 
control agreements.

Statement by the Under Secretary of State for Security 
Assistance, Science and Technology (Nimetz) Before 
Subcommittees of the House Committee on Foreign 
Affairs: Chemical and Biological W arfare, April 24, 
1980^

I am pleased to appear before you today to discuss two matters of 
serious concern to the United States Government—reports of the use 
of lethal, incapacitating and irritant chemicals in Afghanistan and 
Southeast Asia, and an outbreak of illness last April in the Soviet city of 
Sverdlovsk vŷ hich may have been connected with a biological warfare 
agent.

Let me begin with the issue of the use of chemical weapons. I wish to 
give you a brief description of the information at our disposal, the 
actions w e have taken to date both to increase our knowledge and to 
bring any such use to a stop, and the strategy we now plan to follow.

These reports of possible chemical weapons use are naturally of 
considerable concern to the United States for a number of reasons. 
First, such use of lethal or incapacitating chemical weapons would  
contradict the civilized practices of all nations. Second, it would violate 
the basic and long-established rule of international law prohibiting the 
first use in war of lethal or incapacitating chemical weapons. Third, 
these reports indicate the possibility that in some cases chemical 
weapons may have been used against defenseless civilian populations 
in Afghanistan and Southeast Asia. This would be even more inhumane, 
and in itself a violation of the basic international law prohibiting attacks 
or acts of violence directed against civilians who take no part in 
hostilities. Finally, these reports must be viewed seriously by the 
United States and our Allies in terms of what they indicate about Soviet 
capabilities, doctrine and intentions in chemical warfare.

I want to emphasize at the same time that w e are not in a position  
either to confirm or disprove conclusively reports of the use of 
chemical weapons in remote areas where the United States Govern
ment has no presence. But this is not a trial. We are not prosecutors 
who must prove guilt beyond a reasonable doubt. However, the issue 
is sufficiently serious and the reports of sufficient significance and 
credibility to warrant a thorough, impartial international investigation. 
And it is essential that w e maintain relentless international pressure to 
deter any future use of such weapons.

 ̂ Strategic Implications of Chemical and Biological Warfare: Hearing Before the Subcommittees 
on International Security and Scientific Affairs and on Asian and Pacific Affairs pp. 9 -23 .
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REPORTED USE 0 F  CHEMICAL WEAPONS 

The Evidence at Hand

Let me make some brief comments about the use of chemical 
weapons in Laos and Kampuchea. We have previously testified before 
this Committee on this subject and have shared with you what 
information w e had available at that time. After discussing with you  
our most recent information on Southeast Asia, I will go into more 
detail on reported CW use in Afghanistan, where the reports are more 
recent and on which we have not yet had an opportunity to brief you.

Laos

In the hearing before this Committee on December 12, 1979, Deputy 
Assistant Secretary of State Evelyn Colbert informed you that the result 
of United States Government investigations supported the conclusion 
that some chemical agent or agents had been used against the Hmong 
people of Laos as part of the Lao Government's efforts to bring the 
Hmong under its control.  ̂She outlined how, beginning in 1974, and 
with increasing frequency in 1976 and 1977, there were reports of the 
use of chemical agents delivered by air, causing illness or death among 
the Hmong tribesmen. She also informed you that, based on our 
investigations and on refugee reports and other evidence of such CW 
use, we had raised this issue with the governments of Laos, Vietnam 
and the Soviet Union, as well as other governments, and had made 
several statements in international fora on the issue of CW use in 
Southeast Asia.

Since Deputy Assistant Secretary Colbert's testimony, there have 
been additional reports of gas attacks in Laos.

A refugee claimed that there had been gas attacks on June 25 and 26, 
1979, in Luang Prabang Province and told of an incident in November 
in which civilians were reportedly killed by chemical agents in Houa 
Phan Province. Another Hmong said he had talked to an eye-witness 
of an attack in October 1979 in Ban Pha Koi, Luang Prabang Province.

In late December, a US Army Medical Corps doctor on a field trip to 
northern Thailand interviewed four refugees in Chiang Khan district 
who claimed to have undergone CW attacks at various times in Laos. 
One of the four claimed to have witnessed an attack in September 1979 
in Luang Prabang Province. The doctor noted, however, that physi
cians questioned at the large Ban Vinai camp for Hmong refugees "did 
not report seeing any patients with signs or symptoms suggesting the 
use of chemical agents."

Cables in January 1980 from our diplomatic posts in the area noted 
five reports of CW attacks in Laos after May 1979. One of the sources 
claimed to have actually witnessed the attacks, the others were second 
hand reports. All but one of the sources were described as present or 
former resistance members.

The information at our disposal, both from the earlier period and the 
more recent reports, supports the conclusion that Vietnamese and Lao 
forces have used chemical agents against the Hmong tribesmen for 
several years. Our estimates based on interviews of Hmong refugees

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 806-810.



202 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1980

are that approximately 700—1000 persons may have died as a result of 
the use or chemical agents and that many times this number may have 
been made ill.

Various physical symptoms have reportedly resulted from contact 
with the delivered agents. Symptoms described range from skin pallor, 
puffy eyes and face, bloodshot eyes, headaches, and poor coordination 
to severe coughing, uncontrollable vomiting, hemorrhaging from the 
nose and mouth, blindness, convulsions, and death.

The characteristics of the agents and the physical symptoms de
scribed suggest to the US intelligence community that at least three 
types of chemical warfare agents may have been used. One of these 
may be a nerve agent; an irritant agent may also have been used. 
However, analysis in the US of a few samples of residue from material 
reportedly used in the aerial attacks was inconclusive.

With regard to the Soviet role in Laos, I would note that the Soviet 
Union provides substantial military assistance and military advisors to 
the Vietnamese and Laotian forces. Therefore, they would presumably 
be in a position at least to be aware that chemical agents had been  
used. Moreover, since w e know of no lethal or incapacitating agents 
being produced in Southeast Asia, it is also possible that the Soviet 
Union is supplying any chemical agents, weapons and training involved. 
There is a possibifity as well, however, that the irritants involved come 
from captured US stocks.

Kampuchea

In Kampuchea, the evidence is less substantial, although there is a 
possibility that Vietnamese and Heng Samrin forces are using irritant 
agents against both Pol Pot and Khmer Serei forces, especially along 
the Thai-Kampuchean border.

Democratic Kampuchean forces are centrally controlled and engage 
in intensive propaganda campaigns. As a result, w e have carefully 
evaluated refugee reports on this subject. We have been cautious in 
evaluating their broadcasts and press releases concerning alleged CW 
use in Kampuchea. However, there is enough circumstantial evidence 
to warrant serious concern and a careful investigation and analysis of 
the possible use of lethal agents.

Afghanistan

In Afghanistan, w e regard it as highly likely that the Soviet invasion 
forces have used non-lethal chemical agents in their efforts to suppress 
the Afghan resistance. And there are a number of refugee reports, 
which w e have not been able to confirm or disprove so far, that the 
Soviets have also employed lethal and incapacitating chemical agents  ̂
in Afghanistan.

These reports from Afghan refugees in Pakistan and nationalist 
leaders have led us to conclude the chances are about even that lethal

 ̂There is a qualitative difference between incapacitants and what are commonly called 
riot control agents. Agent CS and Agent CN are irritants commonly used as riot control 
agents by the police. Their effects wear off quickly once exposure to the agent ceases. 
Incapacitants tend to have effects that last for hours or days. These effects may be 
mental, physical or both. [Footnote in original.]
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agents have or have not been used by Soviet forces in trying to 
suppress the Afghan resistance.

The Soviets have deployed chemical defense battalions, standard in 
all Soviet divisions, with three of the operational divisions in Afghanistan. 
Soviet troops in the Kabul area have been seen carrying what appear to 
be gas masks in canvas cases. The Soviets may also have established 
decontamination stations in northeast Afghanistan. The presence of 
these chemical and defense battalions and stations—^which, as I said, 
are standard features of Soviet military operations—clearly does not 
confirm the actual use of toxic chemicals. However, such units would  
be essential for ground force operations on terrain contaminated with 
toxic agents.

There were unconfirmed reports that Soviet aircraft dropped chemi
cal bombs on resistance strongholds in three Eastern provinces even  
before the invasion. The earliest reports of air attacks were in August- 
September 1979, in which chemical agents were said to have been used  
in the Panjshir Valley area, northeast of Kabul, against nationalist 
forces who were attempting to interdict the Salang Highway.

Since the invasion, Afghan nationalist forces and refugees have 
reported the Soviet use of chemical bombs against their strongholds in 
Badakhshan and Konarha Provinces, and near Feyzabad and Jalalabad. 
In particular, on 27 December 1979, Soviet MIG-type aircraft reportedly 
dropped chemical bombs. The location of this attack was not given, but 
the same report mentioned other chemical attacks in Badakhshan 
Province. Another report speaks of chemical bomb attacks during the 
third week of January against nationalist forces near Feyzabad and 
Jalalabad, in the Hazarajat area of Bamian Province, and in Takhar 
Province, all in eastern Afghanistan. In the latter case, the bombs 
reportedly exploded in mid-air, dispersing a 'Vapor" that those 
affected by it said felt damp on the skin. Inhdation of the vapor is said 
to have caused difficulty in breathing, nasal excretions, vomiting, 
blindness, paralysis, and death.

Most recently, several Afghan refugees claim to have witnessed air 
attacks in which gas canisters were used against resistance forces and 
villages. These attacks, in Badakhshan Province between late January 
and early February, allegedly caused eyes to tear, coughing, loss of 
motor control, "senselessness", and, in many instances, death. Earlier 
attacks in Wardak Province reportedly caused similar effects but no 
deaths.

ACTION TO DATE

I would like to brief you now on the steps w e have taken thus far to 
gather further evidence about the use of chemical warfare and to make 
known our concerns.

Laos and Kampuchea

Since late 1978 we have actively sought to bring these reports to the 
attention of competent authorities and develop information on the 
continuing reports of poison gas use against the Hmong. In October
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1978, we called to the attention of the Lao Charge d'Affaires in 
Washington the first reports w e had received alleging use of poison gas 
in Laos. Later that month Assistant Secretary Richard Holbrooke 
traveled to Vientiane and discussed our concern about Hmong human 
rights and related issues with Lao leaders.

In January 1979 the Department of State again informed the Lao 
Embassy of its concern about reports that chemical weapons were 
being used in Laos, coupling this with a similar demarche in Vientiane. 
The Lao denied the validity of the reports.

We pursued this matter in international fora as well, when in March
1979, the US Representative to the 35th session of the UN Human 
Rights Commission expressed the concern of the United States about 
the plight of the Hmong, specifically raising the issue of CW use.

As part of our efforts to obtain more information, a State Department 
representative went to refugee camps in Thailand in May 1979 to 
interview Hmong claiming to be eyewitnesses and/or victims of 
chemical warfare attacks in Laos. He also visited Vientiane where he 
discussed the problem with various diplomatic missions and the senior 
UN representative in Laos. During the visit he raised this issue directly 
with the Lao Foreign Ministry.

In September 1979, a Department of Defense medical team was 
dispatched to Thailand to interview Hmong who claimed to have 
knowledge of gas attacks in Laos. The team compiled a report on their 
findings which is reflected in the assessm ent I presented earlier.

In late 1979, w e raised the issue in demarches to the governments of 
Vietnam and the Soviet Union, requesting that they too look into 
reports that chemical weapons were being used in Indochina and, 
should the reports prove valid, put an end to the practice. As had the 
Government of Laos, the governments of both the Soviet Union and 
Vietnam categorically denied the validity of the reports.

Deputy Assistant Secretary of State Negroponte raised the reports 
that CW was being used during a call on Lao Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs officials in Vientiane in January 1980. After exchanging views 
on the reports, Mr. Negroponte asked if the Lao Peoples Democratic 
Republic (LPDR) adhered to the 1925 Geneva Protocol. The Lao 
replied that they were not bound by agreements France signed during 
that period. They did, however, agree to study the question of 
adherence. The US Embassy in Vientiane then sent the text of the 1925 
Protocol by diplomatic note to the Lao MFA later in January, express
ing the hope that the LPDR would "find no difficulty in acceding to it, 
as have so many other nations in the world." In addition to formal 
demarches we have regularly raised the issue on an informal basis with 
the Lao.

The subject has been discussed with the Vietnamese most recently in 
a March 26 meeting between Deputy Assistant Secretary Negroponte 
and Vietnamese Ambassador to the UN Ha Van Lau.

The text of the protocol may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 
764- 765.
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Afghanistan

When we began to receive reports of possible lethal CW use in 
Afghanistan, w e intensified all of our efforts on this issue.

On January 24 and March 5 of this year, the Department press 
spokesman expressed our deep concern. He stated that while w e were 
not able to establish conclusively that lethal chemical agents had been  
used, if these reports were true, w e would regard such use as 
outrageous and inhumane.

On March 10 at the 36th UN Human Rights Commission meeting in 
Geneva, the US Representative made a strong statement expressing 
our alarm at mounting reports of the use of chemical weapons by 
communist military forces in Afghanistan, Kampuchea and Laos. Our 
statement condemned the use of such weapons and urged establish
ment by the Commission of an independent investigative committee 
empowered to receive testimony from refugees and to examine the 
sites of alleged chemical attacks and other relevant data. While other 
Commission members were not yet ready to adopt decisions on the 
subject at the March meeting, the US statement in Geneva served 
notice of our determination to pursue this issue vigorously and try to 
focus world opinion on it. We believe it important that, to deter further 
employment of such chemical agents, the Human Rights Commission 
and other appropriate international organizations must demonstrate 
strong international concern over reports of their use.

Last month, the head of the US Mission in Geneva briefed a member 
of the UN High Commission on Refugees about the use of chemical 
weapons in Southeast Asia and Afghanistan, and asked to be briefed 
on any relevant reports by officials of the High Commission, particu
larly those operating in the field. We have also met with the Interna
tional Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) to stress our concern and 
urge the ICRC to share any information they may develop. In this 
regard, you might be interested to know that the ICRC issued a 
statement on March 18, 1980, condemning the use of lethal chemicals 
by any State, whether or not a Party to the 1925 Geneva Protocol, as 
contrary to customary international law.

On March 18, at the 40-nation Committee on Disarmament meeting 
in Geneva, our ambassador made a strong statement of our concern. ^ 
He pointed out that any use of chemical weapons could threaten the 
viability of the Geneva Protocol and the ongoing efforts to negotiate a 
complete prohibition of chemical weapons. The following week, after 
Soviet rebuttal,  ̂ our Ambassador renewed our statement. ^

And this week in Geneva we responded to a totally unfounded  
charge by the regime installed in Afghanistan that the United States 
had supplied chemical weapons to the nationalist forces. (This report 
apparently relates to the alleged capture in Afghanistan of a few  
canisters of US-manufactured tear gas of a type commonly supplied to

 ̂Ante.
 ̂Mar. 25, ante.
 ̂Mar. 27, ante.
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and used by police forces around the world.) We stated that the United 
States has not supplied chemical weapons of any type to the resistance 
forces in Afghanistan and that this was an obvious attempt to cover up 
reports of use by the Soviets and Afghanistan military forces.

STRATEGY FOR THE FUTURE

The problem raised by these reports is a major concern for the world 
community as a whole— one which cannot and must not be ignored. 
Recognizing this, w e have developed a strategy for pursuing this 
problem further, which includes action in a number of specific areas.

First, w e will be continuing and intensifying our efforts to ascertain 
the facts and particularly to collect further evidence and documentation. 
We are continuing to interview refugees in both Pakistan and Thailand 
who may have evidence of such activities, or may have witnessed  
them.

Second, w e are intensifying consultations with other countries. 
We are approaching our Allies and key non-aligned governments to 
reiterate our concern over these reports, to provide the information we 
have which led to our concern, to indicate now we intend to deal with 
the problem and to urge them to join in publicly expressing concern 
and in making demarches to the countries involved, and to encourage 
their support for further investigation into the reports.

Third, we are consulting with interested States Parties to the 1925 
Geneva Protocol and others about the possibility of convening a 
meeting in order to look into these reports. It should be noted, 
however, that Kampuchea, Laos and Afghanistan are not parties to the 
Protocol, and that the Soviet Union adhered with a reservation that they 
would not be bound with regard to states which are not Parties. It is 
clear, though, that the Soviet Union would be prohibited by well- 
established customary international law from making first use of 
chemical weapons in war.

Fourth, w e are pursuing this matter in multilateral fora and are 
considering whether it will be useful to raise this issue in the UN  
General Assembly session this fall. We will also continue to draw 
attention to this issue in the UN Human Rights Commission, the 
Committee on Disarmament in Geneva and other appropriate interna
tional bodies, encouraging other countries to make statements there as 
well. We will be careful, of course, not to let our statements exceed the 
evidence w e have at hand.

Finally, we will continue to stay in close touch with the Congress to 
keep you informed of the steps w e are taking to meet this problem. 
And, needless to say, w e will be seeking your continued support for 
the important work which I have outlined to you.

BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS

Now  let me turn to the issue of biological weapons.
The Biological Weapons Convention, which entered into force in
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1975 and to which the US, USSR and 85 other states are party, ® 
provides for consultation and cooperation among the Parties for the 
purpose of solving problems that may arise. As you know, the United 
States has recently initiated consultations with the Soviet Union as 
provided for under Article V of the Convention.

Information which became available to us in February this year about 
a disease outbreak in Sverdlovsk in the Spring of 1979 raises questions 
as to whether biological agents were present in quantities greater than 
those permitted by the Convention for peaceful purposes. The Soviets 
responded to our demarche. And, after studying their response, w e  
have gone back to request further information and consultations. 
However, I cannot go further into the nature of our intelligence in open  
session, but I understand that you have access to such material from 
the intelligence community.

At the Biological Weapons Convention Review Conference last 
month we made a statement noting that this problem had arisen and 
that we were pursuing it with the Soviet Union under the terms of the 
Convention. With our support, the concluding document of that 
Conference called for the cooperation of all states in resolving any 
problems which arise, and noted the right of any State Party to request 
that a Consultative Meeting open to all States Parties be convened at 
expert level to address any such problem.  ̂ In addition, the Biological 
Weapons Convention itself states that such matters can be brought 
before the UN Security Council for resolution. Thus the United States 
has yet a number of multilateral steps that can be taken in pursuit of 
this matter.

Statement by ACDA Assistant Director Davies Before 
Subcommittees of the House Committee on Foreign 
Affairs: Chemical and Biological W arfare, April 24, 
1980 ^

I appreciate the opportunity to appear at this joint hearing. As a 
supplement to the comprehensive statement made by Mr. Nimetz,  ̂
my statement will focus on arms control aspects of the topics under 
discussion.

First of all, I want to emphasize that the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency shares the concern expressed by Mr. Nimetz on 
behalf of the Department of State, about the unconfirmed refugee 
reports suggesting that chemical weapons are being used in the current 
conflicts in Asia. We are cooperating fully with the Department of State

® For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 133-138.
 ̂The final declaration of the conference, dated Mar. 21, is printed ante.
'  Strategic Implications of Chemical and Biological Warfare: Hearing Before the Subcommittees 

on International Security and Scientific Affairs and on Asian and Pacific Affairs . . .  pp. 
24-25.

 ̂ Supra.
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and other U.S. Government agencies in efforts to have the reports 
receive a thorough and impartial international investigation. In our 
view, this is important both from a humanitarian and an arms control 
standpoint.

As you know, international law prohibits the first use in war of lethal 
or incapacitating chemical agents. This prohibition was embodied in 
the Geneva Protocol of 1925, which applies between parties, and is also 
a part of the rules of customary international law which apply in war to 
all states. This reflects a deep and widespread conviction that chemical 
weapons are especially inhumane. ^

Intensely negative political reaction by the international community 
to the use of chemical weapons can form an important deterrent to 
their use. Nations which might be tempted to employ chemical 
weapons would be much less likely to do so if they could expect to be a 
target of international attention and condemnation.

Unfortunately, there is no ready mechanism which can be quickly and 
effectively energized to investigate reports that chemical weapons are 
being employed, so as to serve as a deterrent. None is provided for by 
the Geneva Protocol of 1925. Moreover, we are concerned here with 
conflicts in which some or all of the adversaries are not parties to the 
Protocol.

Thus, w e are forced to find our way. There are a number of possible 
mechanisms for mounting an international investigation. In February 
of this year, we endeavored—unsuccessfully—to oftain the support of 
the U.N. Human Rights Commission for a group to investigate the 
reports. We shall be consulting with other states in the near future oii 
other possibilities. Among them are an inquiry by parties to the 
Geneva Protocol or an investigation mandated by the U .N. General 
Assembly. Another possibility is an inquiry by a respected interna
tional nongovernmental organization.

We recognize that in the present international political environment 
it may be difficult to gain broad support for an investigation. Many 
countries, including some friendly to us, may suspect that our princi
pal motivation is to embarrass our adversaries: this is not the case. 
Some may consider our approach hypocritical in view of the U.S. use 
of riot control agents and herbicides in Vietnam.

Nonetheless, we are determined to press ahead and to try to 
persuade others of the need for an investigation. We recognize that to 
be accepted, our approach must be seen to be based on principle.

Ours is not a one-shot effort derived from political opportunism. 
Rather, it is founded on the principle that such reports must be 
investigated, regardless of which nations are involved. We would be 
establishing not only a mechanism for the present but a pattern for the 
future. It is important that the investigation be structured so as to 
insure impartiality and that it be seen as impartial rather than designed  
to reach a predetermined conclusion. Finally, w e recognize that in

 ̂For the text of the protocol, see Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764- 765.
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proposing an investigation w e must be careful not to overstate the 
information currently available.

An investigation might have been much easier to initiate if negotia
tions on a convention banning production and stockpiling of chemical 
weapons had been completed, and the convention were already in 
force. We expect such a convention to provide for a Consultative 
Committee on Parties with the authority to conduct a factfinding 
inquiry. Recent precedents are found in the Convention on the 
Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile Use of Environmental 
Modification Techniques, which was ratified in January 1980 by the 
United States,  ̂ and the 1979 United States-Soviet initiative in the 
Committee on Disarmament on banning production and use of radio
logical weapons. ^

While w e expect an eventual chemical weapons convention may 
provide a mechanism for investigating reports, it is nonetheless 
worthwhile to seek to establish the principle now. We cannot predict 
when a CW convention can be achieved. Moreover, although we  
would hope for wide adherence, a number of countries may still 
remain outside the convention and its investigatory procedures.

At this point, I would like to bring you up to date on the negotiations 
currently underway on a complete prohibition of chemical weapons. 
Since the resolution dealing with the use of chemical agents in 
Indochina—House Resolution 512^—^was adopted on December 20,
1979, by the House of Representatives, the United States and the 
U.S.S.R. have held another round of bilateral negotiations aimed at 
developing a joint initiative. This round was slightly more productive 
than others in the recent past, but key issues remain unresolved. These 
lie largely in the area of verification. The Soviets showed a greater 
willingness to enter into discussion of some verification-related issues, 
but the two sides were not able to narrow their differences. Th’is, w e  
are still a long way from a joint initiative. The two sides have agreed to 
meet again in the near future.

Recently, the 40-nation Committee on Disarmament agreed to estab
lish a chemical weapons working group to define the issues which  
must be dealt with in the negotiation of a chemical weapons convention. 
The United States supported this step and intends to participate 
actively in the group's work.

In conclusion, I want to emphasize again that w e share the concern 
of the House, as expressed in House Resolution 512, about reports of 
the use of chemical weapons. We are doing all that we can to focus 
international attention on the reports to insure that such reports, now  
and in the future, receive a prompt, thorough, and impartial investigation.

 ̂Ibid., 1977, pp. 322-326. 
5 M L , 1979, pp. 357-361. 
 ̂Ibid., pp. 820-821.
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Statement by the Nigerian Representative (Allison) to 
the Committee on Disarmament: Comprehensive Test 
Ban, April 24, 1980^

I am taking the floor this morning in my capacity as the current 
Co-ordinator of the Group of 21 to reiterate the Group's position on the 
question of a comprehensive test ban treaty which is on our agenda for 
this week.

I would like to draw the attention of the Committee to a statement 
made on behalf of the Group on 4 March 1980 by Mr. Shitemi of Kenya, 
and also contained in document CD/72, in which the Group of 21 
referred to its statement of 27 February 1980 (CD/64) on the establish
ment of working groups  ̂ which, it declared, provided the best 
available machinery for the conduct of concrete negotiations within the 
Committee. The Group then went on to urge "that a working group be 
established on the item on the Committee's agenda entitled 'Nuclear 
test ban' during the first part of its 1980 session", that is, during this 
spring session if possible.

The Group would like to stress here that it is still of this conviction 
that an ad hoc working group on a nuclear test ban should be 
established without any further delay. We have seized every opportu
nity to emphasize the urgency and importance of concluding a 
comprehensive test ban treaty. This sense of urgency is shared by the 
international community as expressed in General Assembly resolution 
34/73 that urges negotiations on a CTBT as a matter of the highest 
priority. ^

The three nuclear-weapon States participating in the preparatory 
talks on a CTBT have a special responsibility to bring their negotiations 
to a positive and early conclusion in conformity with the will of the 
General Assembly. The Group of 21 requests the three negotiators to 
submit to the Committee a detailed report on the state of their 
endeavour. However, we are of the view that negotiations within the 
Committee do not necessarily have to wait the report of the trilateral 
talks.

The Group notes the proposal by one of the delegations for the 
Committee on Disarmament to commence work on the institutional 
and administrative aspects of an international seismic monitoring 
network. However, the Group of 21 is of the view that the basic 
mandate of all working groups should be to undertake concrete 
negotiations for the implementation of agreed measures called for in 
the Final Document. Therefore, an ad hoc working group on a CTB 
should focus concretely on the central issues of a CTB rather than on

 ̂ CD/PV. 81, pp. 26-27.
 ̂Printed ante.
 ̂For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 756- 757.



VANCE LETTER, APRIL 28 211

secondary issues that could appropriately be dealt with by a technical 
committee or sub-groups created by the working group.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I would like to quote from the 
foreword by the Secretary-General, Dr. Kurt Waldheim, to the report 
on a comprehensive nuclear test ban (CD/86):

In my first statement to the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament, in 1972, I stated the belief that all technical and 
scientific aspects of the problem had been so fully explored that 
only a political decision was necessary in order to achieve agreement. I 
still hold to that belief. The problem can and should be solved  
now.

This is a view which the report itself bears out; and it is our 
conviction in the Group of 21 that this Committee has the political will 
to carry it out.

Letter From Secretary of State Vance to President Carter 
Submitting the Convention on the Physical Protection 
of Nuclear M aterial, April 28, 1980 ^

I have the honor to submit to you, with a view  to its transmission to 
the Senate for advice and consent to ratification, the Convention on the 
Physical Protection of Nuclear Material. The Convention was adopted  
at a Vienna meeting of government representatives on October 3,1980, 
the date on which it opened for signature, [sfc] ^

The Convention is the result of a United States proposal originally 
made by the Secretary of State in 1974 in his statement to the United 
Nations General Assembly.  ̂ On May 30, 1975, the NPT Review  
Conference urged that work in this area be undertaken. ® In February 
1976, the United States began informal consultations with a number of 
governments on a draft which it had prepared. On June 16, 1977, the 
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) circulated a U.S. draft to 
all members of the IAEA, and in October 1977 the IAEA General 
Conference adopted resolution GC(XXI)/Res/350 supporting the efforts 
underway to drafting a convention.

Meetings of governmental representatives were held in Vienna at 
IAEA Headquarters from October 31-N ovem ber 10,1977, April 10-20, 
1978, February 5 -1 6 , 1979, and October 15-26 , 1979. Informal consul
tations between governmental representatives took place September 
4 -7 ,  1978 and September 2 4 -2 5 , 1979.

 ̂A lengthier portion of the report, submitted Apr. 16, is printed ante.
 ̂96th Cong., 2d sess., S. Ex. H, pp. V-VIII. The convention is printed ante (Mar. 3). 
 ̂The second sentence should read something like: The Convention was adopted at a 

Vienna meeting of government representatives on Oct. 26, 1979 and was signed by the 
United States on Mar. 3, 1980, the date on which it was opened for signature.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 510-511.
» Ibid., 1975, pp. 149-150.
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On October 26,1979, the negotiation of the Convention was success
fully concluded, the text was adopted and representatives signed the 
Final Act of the meeting. Representatives of 58 states and one organiza
tion participated in the negotiations. In addition, there were four 
observer states and one observer organization. The text, as finally 
adopted, was agreed to by consensus.

Although the United States initiative leading to the Convention 
predates the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978 (NNPA), the 
Convention does, in fact, contain provisions covering key elements 
called for by the Act. ^

Section 203 of the NNPA, 22 U.S.C. 3243, calls upon the United 
States to seek to negotiate with other nations and groups of nations to 
"establish international procedures to be followed in the event of 
diversion, theft or sabotage of nuclear materials or sabotage of nuclear 
facilities, and for recovering nuclear materials that have been lost or 
stolen. . . . "

Section 403 of the NNPA, 42 U.S.C. 2153b, provides that the 
President shall take immediate and vigorous steps to keep agreement 
from all nations and groups of nations that "adequate physical security 
will be established and maintained with respect to all nuclear activities 
within the territories of each nation and group of nations, under its 
jurisdiction, or under its control anywhere, and with respect to 
international shipment of significant quantities of source or special 
nuclear material or irradiated source or special nuclear material, which 
shall also be conducted under international safeguards."

During the negotiation of the Convention, the United States sought 
such provisions, and the Convention as adopted contains provisions 
covering key elements of those called for.

Article 2 provides that the Convention applies to nuclear material 
used for peaceful purposes. It makes clear that Articles 3 and 4 and 
paragraph 3 of Article 5 apply only to international nuclear transport, 
while the remainder of the provisions also apply more broadly to 
nuclear material while in domestic use, storage and transport. Para
graph 3 of Article 2 was inserted to reassure states that apart from 
those domestic commitments expressly set forth, the Convention does 
not affect a state's right to regulate domestic use, storage and transport 
of nuclear material.

Under Article 3, each state party is required to take appropriate steps 
within the framework of its national law and consistent with interna
tional law to ensure as far as practicable that, during international 
nuclear transport, nuclear material within its territory, or on board a 
ship or aircraft under its jurisdiction and engaged in transport to or 
from that state, is protected at levels of protection set forth for different 
categories of material in Annex I to the Convention. This provision will 
be implemented in the United States by appropriate regulations.

Article 4 of the Convention requires each state party not to export or

^Ibid., 1978, pp. 118-164.
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authorize the export of nuclear material unless it has received assur
ances that such material will be protected during international nuclear 
transport at the levels of protection provided for in Annex I. Where the 
exporting state is not a party to the Convention but the importing state 
is, this responsibility falls on the importing state. Where neither the 
exporting nor the importing state is a party, it becomes the obligation 
of a state party that is transited by land or internal waterway or whose 
airports or seaports are entered to receive these assurances as far in 
advance as practicable. The state party responsible for receiving assur
ances is to identify and inform in advance states which the nuclear 
material is expected to transit by land or internal waterway or whose 
airports or seaports it is expected to enter. These obligations will be 
implemented in the United States through regulatory and procedural 
changes.

Article 5 provides a framework for international cooperation in the 
recovery and protection of stolen nuclear material. Each state party is 
required to identify and make known to each other its central authority 
and point of contact for physical protection of nuclear material and 
coordinating recovery and response operations. In the event of theft, 
robbery or any unlawful taking of nuclear material or credible threat 
thereof, states parties, in accordance with their national law, agree to 
provide cooperation and assistance to the maximum extent feasible in 
the recovery and protection of such material to any state that so 
requests. Such cooperation and assistance can include informing other 
concerned states, exchanging information, verifying the integrity of 
shipping containers, coordinating efforts through diplomatic and other 
agreed channels, rendering other requested assistance, and ensuring 
the return of stolen or missing material. States parties are to cooperate 
and consult as appropriate, either directly or through international 
organizations, with a view to obtaining guidance on the design, 
maintenance and improvement of systems of physical protection of 
nuclear material in international transport. In this connection, pursu
ant to section 202 of the NNPA, it may be noted that the Department of 
Energy has established a safeguards and physical security training 
program for foreign persons concerned with these matters. The 
obligations in Article 5 can be met by the concerned federal agencies 
without changes in law or regulation.

Article 6 deals with the protection of information. It provides that 
appropriate measures consistent with national law will be taken to 
protect the confidentiality of any information received in confidence 
under the terms of the Convention. It further provides that states shall 
not be required to provide information they are not permitted to 
communicate pursuant to national law or which would jeopardize the 
security of the state concerned or the physical protection of nuclear 
material. These provisions require no change in United States law.

Articles 7 -1 4  define certain serious offenses involving nuclear 
material which states parties are to make punishable and for which 
offenders would be subject to a system of extradition or submission for 
prosecution. These provisions parallel those under a number of other

fc w y  QEr^ry - Teaming Centeii 
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conventions, such as the Convention on the Prevention and Punish
ment of Crimes Against Internationally Protected Persons Including 
Diplomatic Agents, to which the United States is a party. The Adminis
tration will propose appropriate implementing legislation for these 
provisions, which should be enacted prior to the deposit by the United 
States of its instrument of ratification for the Convention.

Under Article 7, each state party shall make punishable under its 
national law such acts as theft or robbery of nuclear material, embezzle
ment or fraudulent obtaining of nuclear material, demanding nuclear 
material by threat or force or other form of intimidation, and

Under Article 8, each state party shall establish its jurisdiction over 
these offenses when committed in the territory of that state or on board 
a ship or aircraft registered in that state, w hen the alleged offender is a 
national of that state, or when the offender is present in its territory 
and that state does not extradite him to one of the foregoing states.

Under Article 9, upon being satisfied that the circumstances so 
warrant, the state party in whose territory the alleged offender is 
present shall take appropriate measures under its national law to 
insure his presence for the purpose of prosecution or extradition.

Article 10, requires that that state in which the alleged offender is 
present, if it does not extradite him, to submit, without exception 
whatsoever and without undue delay, the case to its competent 
authorities for the purpose of prosecution.

Article 11 regulates extradition relations between states parties 
concerning offenses listed in Article 7. Article 12 guarantees alleged 
offenders fair treatment at all stages of the proceedings. Article 13 
requires states parties to afford one another the greatest measure of 
assistance in criminal proceedings brought in respect to offenses set 
forth in Article 7. Article 14 provides for the exchange of relevant 
information concerning these matters.

The Convention was opened for signature in N ew  York and Vienna 
on March 3,1980 (Article 18). A special provision permits the European 
Atomic Energy Community to become a party (paragraph 4 of Article 
18). The Convention enters into force on the 30th day following the 
date of deposit of the 21st instrument of accession (Article 19), and for 
each individual state adhering after that date, 30 days after the deposit 
of its instrument. A procedure for amendment of the Convention is 
provided (Article 20). A state party may denounce the Convention by 
written notice, effective 180 days following the date notice is received 
by the depository (Article 21). In any event, there will be a review  
conference five years after entry into force, and at five year intervals 
thereafter if a majority of parties so desire (Article 16). Disputes 
concerning the interpretation or application of the Convention are to 
be submitted to arbitration or referred to the International Court of 
Justice for decision, except if a state party declares that it does not 
consider itself bound by either or both of these procedures (Article 17).

The depositary of the Convention is the IAEA (Article 23), which has 
the duty of notifying all states of all significant developments concern
ing the Convention (Article 22).
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The U.S. delegation to the conference at which this Convention was 
negotiated was led by the Department of State and included representa
tives of the Departments of Energy and Defense, the Nuclear Regula
tory Commission and the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. All 
of these agencies have approved the Convention.

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

Remarks by President Carter: Strategic Arms Limita
tion [Extract], May 5, 1980 ^

Q. Mr. President, Ruth Johnson of the Dover, Delaware, League. What 
are the administration's plans for taking SALT II  ̂off the back burner? 
We need arms control, and we're very concerned about the effects of 
military spending on our budget.

The President, At the time the Soviets invaded Afghanistan, I worked 
with the congressional leaders. Senator Byrd and others, in not 
withdrawing SALT II from the calendar. It is still on the calendar as a 
top-priority business in the ratification of treaties. I'm looking forward 
to an opportunity to revive the ratification of SALT II, and I have made 
it plain to the Soviet Union leaders that until this treaty is ratified, 
provided there's a reciprocal commitment by the Soviet Union honored 
through our own close observation of their actions, that we will also 
honor the provisions of SALT II even before it is ratified.

We are now prepared to move forward on the theater nuclear force 
discussions, which affect primarily medium-range missiles, not located 
in our own country, but in Europe, East and West Europe, and also to 
commence work on SALT III. This is a deep commitment of mine, and 
I'm determined that before I go out of office that we will have 
successfully concluded the negotiations with the Soviet Union to 
drastically reduce nuclear weapons, with the goal of eliminating 
nuclear weapons completely from the face of the Earth.

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, May 12,1980, pp. 831-832. The remarks 
were made at the biennial national convention of the League of Women Voters.

 ̂The SALT II Treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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Letter From President Carter to the Senate Transmitting 
the Convention on the Physical Protection of Nuclear 
Material, May 9, 1980 ^

I submit herewith, for Senate advice and consent to ratification, the 
Convention on the Physical Protection of Nuclear Material. This 
Convention was adopted at a Vienna meeting of government represen
tatives on October 26, 1979, and was signed by the United States on 
March 3,1980. The Convention establishes an international framework 
for improving the physical protection of nuclear material during 
international transport as well as for international cooperation in 
recovering stolen nuclear material and in responding to serious of
fenses involving nuclear material.

The United States has been a leader in the international campaign to 
prevent the proliferation of nuclear explosive devices. The Congress 
and I have cooperated in enacting the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 
1978  ̂ to strengthen this critically important effort.

The Convention on the Physical Protection of Nuclear Material was a 
United States initiative called for by that Act. It complements our 
non-proliferation efforts by dealing with threats to nuclear material 
that may arise from terrorist groups. This is a gap in the current 
international structure, and I urge the Senate to act expeditiously in 
giving its advice and consent to ratification. I also transmit herewith, 
for the information of the Senate, the report of the Department of State 
concerning the Convention.

Address by President Carter: Strategic Arms Limitation 
[Extract], May 9, 1980 ^

Fifth, this administration has been and remains committed to arms 
control, especially to strategic arms limitations, and to maintain a firm 
and balanced relationship with the Soviet Union. Our resolve to 
pursue this goal remains as strong as ever.

Early this morning I had breakfast with the new Secretary of State, 
Ed Muskie, and with my other close foreign affairs and defense 
advisers. We expect later on this coming week that Ed Muskie will 
meet with the Foreign Minister of the Soviet Union. They will be 
discussing these issues, again, in a clear, consistent, forceful, proper, 
balanced way. One statement that we will make very clearly is that arms

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, May 12, 1980, p. 867. The convention is 
printed ante, Mar. 3.

 ̂The 1978 act may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 118-164.
 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, May 19, 1980, p. 878. The address was 

made before the World Affairs Council of Philadelphia.
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control and strategic arms limitation is of crucial importance to the 
United States, to the people of the Soviet Union, and to all other people 
on Earth.

The SALT II agreement is a major accomplishment of my administra
tion.  ̂ It contributes directly to the security of the United States, and 
w e intend to abide by the treaty's terms as long as the Soviet Union, as 
observed by us, complies with those terms as well. Of course, we will 
seek its ratification at the earliest opportime time.

The time is also fast approaching when w e must think beyond SALT 
II, to negotiating wider and more comprehensive arrangements deal
ing both with additional categories of strategic nuclear weapons and 
with weapons of less than intercontinental capability. If the decade of 
the 1980's is not to become the decade of violence, w e must make 
renewed efforts to stabilize the arms competition and to widen the 
scope of arms control arrangements. After close consultation with our 
allies and with the Soviet Union w e intend to pursue these expanded 
efforts to control weapons of all kinds.

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Muskie: 
Strategic Arms Limitation [Extract], May 13, 1980 ^

Q. What is your expectation of your meeting with Mr. Gromyko?
A. I look forward to it. I had one long meeting with him almost 10 

years ago. When I was running for a higher office, I went to Moscow  
and had a 4-hour meeting with Kosygin and a 3-hour meeting with  
Gromyko, so I had some exposure to the ways in which he conducted a 
dialogue at that time, and I know it requires a lot of patience, alertness, 
willingness, and ability to respond in a knowledgeable way. It requires 
a lot of preparation. He is a tough guy—a smart guy—staunch 
defender, without blinking, of all Soviet policies.

So I would expect that we're going to get a very interesting 
comparison of notes on who created the present stalemate in U.S. 
-Soviet relations, and w hy and what faults the other side has to 
overcome to improve relationships. That's an exercise you inevitably 
have to go through. But, I would hope that in that process of feeling 
each other out, there may be some indication on his part of priority 
Soviet concerns that w e can build on to persuade him to change Soviet 
policy.

The point that I am going to emphasize with him over and over again 
is that the invasion of Afghanistan created a sea change, not only in the

 ̂The SALT II agreement is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
 ̂ Department of State Bulletin, ]u\yl9S0, pp. 7 -8 . The Secretary spoke en route to Brussels.
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Administration's view  of Soviet intentions but in the view of the 
American people and of the Congress.

With respect to SALT, there was no way that the Congress would  
consider ratification of SALT following that invasion.  ̂ The Senate, 
indeed, had cleared its schedule last fall for the debate to begin in 
January. As a matter of fact, w e planned it so thoroughly that we 
haven't had much domestic legislation to consider in the early months 
of this year, because w e had reserved that time. So this Soviet 
complaint that w e did not really make an effort to ratify SALT is 
completely without foundation. There is, of course, opposition to 
SALT.

It would have been a tough fight to win at best. We all know that, 
and you all know that. But w e were ready to go, and w e thought— 
Senator Byrd's a pretty good nose counter— ŵe had a fighting chance 
that if w e could have begun the debate in January, w e would have 
gotten the SALT ratification. I think it is important to make that point, 
and maybe as a Member of the Senate at that time, I could have been 
more persuasive with Mr. Gromyko on that point than the Administra
tion had been up to that point.

Q. From his viewpoint, there was a sea change when we decided to 
convince the allies to put in missiles that can hit the Soviet Union— 
those 572 missiles that can reach the Soviet Union. What can you offer 
him in a way of allaying what, after all, he considers as a major 
departure, and, secondly, do you see any real chance that this meeting 
or even a future meeting will revive the long-shelved Administration 
emphasis on arms control— specifically, the SALT Treaty and other 
things that are totally gone by the board as w e take this tough line?

A. What he has got to understand if he doesn't— ŵe are not really 
sure what he understands and what he doesn't understand; he is a 
pretty sharp guy—^what he has got to understand is that a steady 
Soviet buildup in nuclear arms and in conventional arms over a period 
of 15 years has finally generated a reaction all of its own, independent 
of Afghanistan. And coupled with Afghanistan, it has just intensified 
prodefense attitudes of this country, our people, and the Congress. He 
has got to expect that given the continued buildup by the Soviets—and 
it stUl continues—that the United States and our NATO allies are going 
to protect our interests.

With respect to theater nuclear forces (TNF), after all, they began the 
thing with the SS-20. The SS-20 generated alarm throughout Europe 
and it certainly did with us, and neither the SS-20 aimed at Europe nor 
the TNF is covered by the SALT II Treaty. We have offered to make 
those issues part of the negotiations moving toward SALT III. SALT II 
is not the end of the line. We have never included theater nuclear 
weapons in the SALT discussions up to this point, by mutual agreement. 
But so long as they continue to modernize their theater nuclear 
weapons, w e surely have the option to do the same.

 ̂The SALT II agreem ent is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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But that's a fact of life, and that ought to push both of us toward 
SALT III. We can't get to SALT III unless we ratify SALT II, and 
Afghanistan stands right in the way.

Q. You feel you can't have a SALT III unless you ratify SALT II? I 
mean, that's a judgment that you have decided that you can't put aside 
SALT II and start on SALT III right away?

A. I think that has to be the emphasis on this point. We've got to keep 
the pressure on the Russians. We've got to keep the pressure on the 
possibility for ratifying SALT II so long as the calendar makes it 
relevant. The calendar itself creates problems down the road, but I am 
not interested in looking that far away.

Q. But it seems that Afghanistan at this moment is the pivot. In 
other words, you've described another 1940s; you've described the 
cold war. Are they going to pull out of Afghanistan or are w e going to 
blink or are w e going to do something nice or what? I mean there's no 
end to this, is there?

A. I think they've got to get out of Afghanistan. I think they've got to 
move toward a neutralized Afghanistan, and they've got to recognize 
this fact. When I say that SALT II is tied to Afghanistan, I say it 
irrespective of the Senate vote count.

I just don't see any way that you can get through this in the 
Senate—to ratify SALT II—^unless something is done to reassure the 
American people about Afghanistan. And I can see nothing short of 
withdrawal of troops that would [do?] that at this point, and I think he 
must understand that. I don't expect any substantive achievement, as 
I've already said, out of this meeting with Gromyko. But I will hope 
that we can have a forthcoming discussion of where we are and how  
each of us sees our present posture, so that there can be no doubt 
about the realities of the critical situation in our respective countries.

Whether or not there is a followup meeting is the question I leave up 
in the air. I would think that—I would hope—that I might present our 
point of view, and especially from the perspective of a recent Senator, 
in such a way as to give him some food for thought about the depth of 
the American feeling about what the Russians have done, about the 
breadth of it across our w hole political spectrum, and about our desire 
not to move into a cold war situation, but our desire to resume the 
process which produced the SALT II and which created hopes that we 
might slowly build up a peaceful world.

I hold that out not just as a carrot but as a very real, genuinely-held  
objective of this Administration and the American people—that w e can 
get to that kind of post-Afghanistan world, put us both on the same 
track, moving in the same direction, towards goals that assure a 
peaceful resolution of issues rather than a violent one.
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Senate Resolution 405: Sverdlovsk Incident Regarding 
Biological Weapons, May 14, 1980 ^

Expressing the sense of the Senate with respect to compliance by the 
Soviet Union with the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, 
Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin 
Weapons and on Their Destruction. ^

Whereas the United States and the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics are parties to the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, 
Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin 
Weapons and on Their Destruction, done at Washington, London, and 
Moscow on April 10, 1972;

Whereas article I of the convention prohibits each party to the 
convention from developing, producing, stockpiling, or otherwise 
acquiring dr retaining certain microbial or other biological agents or 
toxins or certain weapons, equipment or means of delivery designed to 
use such agents or toxins; and

Whereas on March 17, 1980, the Government of the United States 
inquired of the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
as to the nature of an outbreak of pulmonary anthrax near the city of 
Sverdlovsk, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, during April 1979 and 
has not received a satisfactory reply: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate that the President 
should—

(1) urge and request the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics promptly to exchange such scientific data as may be neces
sary to resolve any dispute regarding the nature of the outbreak of 
puhnonary anthrax near Sverdlovsk, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
as provided for by article V of the Convention on the Prohibition of the 
Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) 
and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction; and

(2) undertake consultative and cooperative measures through appro
priate international procedures, as provided by article V of the convention, 
or, if necessary, lodge a complaint with the Security Council of the 
United Nations, as provided by article VI of the convention, if the 
Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics fails to make 
available such data.

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Senate shall transmit a copy of this 
resolution to the President with the request that such copy be further 
transmitted to the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

 ̂ Congressional Record, May 14, 1980 (vol. 126, no. 78), p. S 5309. The House of 
Representatives adopted a similar res., 644, on May 19, 1980.

 ̂The text of the convention may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 
133-138.
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Final Communique of the Defense Planning Committee 
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization [Extracts], 
May 14, 1980^

1. The Defence Planning Committee of the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization met in Ministerial session in Brussels on 13th and 14th 
May 1980. Foreign Ministers of countries participating in the integrated 
military structure of the Alliance took part in the session of 14th May.

4. Ministers expressed the hope that the Soviet Union would  
re-establish the conditions for more positive and productive East-West 
relations. They stressed their readiness to continue to search for 
progress in the field of arms control and disarmament on the basis of 
realistic balanced and verifiable measures. They reaffirmed their sup
port for the SALT II Treaty as a major contribution to detente and to 
security and looked forward to its early ratification.  ̂Ministers recalled 
the wide range of initiatives particularly in the field of confidence 
building and arms control contained in the communique of 12th and 
14th December 1979  ̂ and designed to improve mutual security and 
cooperation in Europe. They appealed to the members of the Warsaw 
Pact to make their contribution towards this goal and to respond 
positively to these Western proposals. At the same time, in the present 
circumstances, Ministers underlined the continuing need to maintain 
and strengthen the Alliance's defence posture in the interests of 
deterrence.

20. Ministers recalled their decision of 12th December 1979 to 
pursue the two parallel and complementary approaches on long-range 
theatre nuclear force (TNF) modernization and on arms control involv
ing TNF, and took note of the progress report on the proceedings of 
the special consultative group on arms control involving TNF. Minis
ters expressed support for the repeated efforts of the United States to 
engage the Soviet Union in serious negotiations aimed at achieving 
verifiable limitations on Soviet and United States land-based long- 
range TNF consistent with the principle of equality between the sides. 
This offer was first made following the December TNF decision and 
was repeated by the United States Secretary of State on 4th April 1980. 
Ministers regretted that the Soviet Union has in response reiterated its 
rejection of the offer to conduct serious negotiations and is instead 
advancing conditions which would perpetuate inequality. The Soviet 
Union has until now posed unacceptable pre-conditions for negotiations, 
and is continuing the process of deploying SS-20 missiles at a rapid 
pace. Ministers therefore called on the Soviet Union to respond

 ̂ Department of State Bulletin, July 1980, pp. 13-15.
 ̂The text of the treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189-198. 
 ̂Ibid., pp. 814-816, 817-819.
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positively and to accept without delay the United States' offer to 
negotiate.

21. Ministers expressed their concern about the Soviet superiority in 
long-range TNF systems. They recognized that the continuing deploy
ment of new Soviet long-range TNF systems, particularly of the SS-20 
missile, further increased the already existing disparity in long-range 
TNF in favour of the Soviet Union. They noted that the Alliance's 
long-range TNF modernization programme, in which an initial opera
tional capability for modern long-range TNF in Europe is anticipated 
towards the end of 1983, is deliberately restrained one compared with  
the qualitative and quantative growth in Soviet nuclear capabilities 
facing the Alliance which has already taken place and is continuing. 
The Soviet Union is already in the process of deploying for its SS-20 ŝ 
alone more warheads than will be involved in the entire Alliance 
modernization programme. Ministers reiterated that the scale of 
NATO's long-range TNF requirements will be examined in the light of 
concrete results achieved through negotiations.

22. Ministers recalled that it was decided at the December 1979 
meeting that 1,000 United States nuclear warheads should be with
drawn from Europe as an integral part of the decision to modernize 
TNF without increasing NATO's reliance on nuclear weapons, and to 
pursue arms control involving TNF. They noted that this withdrawal 
has begun, as has implementation of other parts of the December 
decision.

23. Ministers took note of the present state of negotiations on 
mutual and balanced force reductions. They urged Eastern participants 
to make a positive response to the recent Western proposals for an 
interim Phase I agreement, and for a package of associated measures 
which forms an integral part of the interim agreement proposal.

Declaration of the Warsaw Pact Political Consultative 
Committee [Extracts], May 15, 1980 ^

Thanks to the efforts of the socialist and many other countries and 
despite stubborn opposition by imperialist circles and their military- 
industrial complex, progress has been made in a number of directions 
in limiting the arms race: nuclear-weapon tests in the atmosphere, in 
outer space and under water have been prohibited,  ̂ a treaty on the 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons is in force,  ̂ States have agreed

 ̂ A/35/237-S/13948. The declaration was adopted at the conference of the committee 
held in Warsaw, May 14-15.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
 ̂Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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not to emplace weapons of mass destruction in earth orbits, on 
heavenly bodies  ̂and on the sea-bed and ocean floor,  ̂bacteriological 
(biological) and toxin weapons have been prohibited and eliminated,  ̂
and a ban has been imposed on the military or any other hostile use of 
envirormiental modification techniques. ^

Intensive efforts over a period of many years were required in order 
to reach the first milestones along the road of limiting strategic arms 
and thus curbing the most dangerous aspect of the arms race. At a 
certain stage, however, it proved possible to make progress even on 
this extremely difficult question.

Despite attempts by the opponents of peaceful co-operation to set 
States against one another, tangible progress has been made, particu
larly in Europe, in normalizing relations between countries with 
different social systems and in developing political contacts between  
them. Significant results beneficial to all the participants in co-operation 
have also been achieved in developing commercial, scientific, techno
logical and cultural ties between States on the basis of equality.

In every aspect of relations between States, the States Parties to the 
Warsaw Treaty have always been and continue to be in the forefront of 
the struggle for peace, detente and international co-operation. This is 
an expression of the socialist nature of their foreign policy—a pro
foundly popular policy which serves the vital interests of mankind.

At the same time, as long as the NATO bloc exists and continues to 
build up its military potentid in an effort to achieve military superiority, 
the States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty will take all necessary measures 
to maintain their defensive capacity at an appropriate level. They will 
always demonstrate concern about genuine security for their peoples.

In emphasizing this, the States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty declare 
once again that they have never sought and will never seek military 
superiority; they take a consistent position in favour of ensuring 
military balance at ever lower levels and in favour of lessening and 
eliminating military confrontation in Europe. They do not have, have 
never had and will never have any strategic doctrine other than a 
defensive one; they do not have, have never had and will never have 
any intention of creating the potential for a first nuclear strike. The 
very nature of their social system is such that they cannot and never 
will seek to create "spheres of influence" or to establish military or 
political control over any region or over any international transport 
routes.

Particularly fraught with danger is the decision by NATO to produce 
and deploy in Western Europe new United States medium-range 
nuclear missiles. ® If this decision is implemented, the situation on the

4 Ibid., 1967, pp. 38-43. 
^Ibid., 1971, pp. 7-11.
 ̂Ibid,, 1972, pp. 133-138. 

7 Ibid., 1977, pp. 322-326. 
® Ibid., 1979, pp. 814-816.
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European continent will deteriorate sharply, since an increase in the 
destructive potential existing in Europe will inevitably affect the 
political atmosphere and the vital interests of the peoples of the 
continent and will result in huge new expenditures, which will impose 
an even greater burden on the peoples.

In postponing ratification of the Soviet-United States Treaty on the 
Limitation of Strategic Arms (SALT II)  ̂and, in conjunction with some 
of its allies, bringing negotiations on many important aspects of arms 
limitation to a standstill and in some areas breaking off those negotia
tions altogether, the LFnited States is acting in a manner that is contrary 
to the interests of international trust and detente and is at variance 
with the decisions adopted at the special session of the United Nations 
General Assembly devoted to disarmament. . . .

The participants in the meeting of the Political Consultative Commit
tee believe that there are possibilities for concluding the Madrid 
meeting with an agreement on practical steps concerning the military 
and political aspects of European security and the development of 
co-operation in every field. This requires will-power and effort on the 
part of participants in the meeting, a readiness to seek and find 
possibilities for agreement and constructive steps with regard to every 
part of the Final Act.

The central position among the problems on which the strengthen
ing of peace in Europe depends belongs today to the problem of 
military detente and disarmament on the continent.

The achievement of progress in military detente in Europe is an 
objective and extremely urgent need. Of primary importance in this 
context is the strengthening and broadening of confidence-building 
measures, abstention from the use or threat of force, limitation of the 
armed forces and armaments of every State or group of States, except 
for defence needs, and the mutual renunciation of attempts to achieve 
military superiority.

The participants in the meeting believe that there are not and there 
cannot be any unsurmountable obstacles to finding practical solutions 
that will promote military detente in Europe if all sides will approach 
this problem with a desire to make their own constructive contribution.

An example of such an approach is the Soviet Union's decision to 
withdraw unilaterally from Central Europe a certain portion of its 
troops and armaments, including tank units. All the States Parties to 
the Warsaw Treaty, which welcomed this peace-loving step by the 
USSR at the time it was announced, continue today to give their full 
support to its implementation.

 ̂Ibid., pp. 189 ff.
I.e., the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe.
The arms control portions are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 

304-308.
For the announcement, see ibid., 1979, pp. 604-609.
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The Governments of all the States participating in the all-European 
conference have already had before them for the past year a proposal 
for convening a conference on military detente and disarmament in 
Europe, put forward by the States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty and 
given specific form in joint documents prepared by them. The 
holding of such a conference can become an important landmark in 
strengthening the foundations of European peace and in putting into 
practice the obligation of all States participating in the all-European 
conference to take effective steps aimed at reducing military confronta
tion and at promoting disarmament in Europe.

The States represented at the meeting of the Political Consultative 
Committee call upon all participants in the all-European conference to 
adopt a constructive position with regard to the question of a confer
ence on military detente and disarmament in Europe, so that a 
decision to convene that conference may be taken at the Madrid 
meeting. For their own part, they are prepared to study carefully the 
proposals made by other States concerning the procedures of the 
conference and the substance of its work.

All the participants in the meeting support the proposal of the Polish 
People's Republic to the effect that the conference on military detente 
and disarmament in Europe should be held at Warsaw, a city which 
displayed the highest heroism and self-sacrifice during years of severe 
ordeal in the Second World War. They express the hope that this 
proposal, which has met with a positive response in many European 
countries, will receive general support.

The States represented at the meeting hold the view that in the 
approach to the questions of military detente in Europe, material 
measures for confidence-building and disarmament should be com
bined with political and treaty steps to reduce the danger of an 
outbreak of war and to strengthen the guarantees of the security of 
States. This is the purpose of their proposal for the conclusion among 
all the States participating in the all-European conference of a treaty in 
which each party undertakes not to be the first to use nuclear or 
conventional weapons against another.

They advocate the adoption and implementation of all measures and 
agreements aimed at strengthening the political and juridical founda
tions for the observance in Europe of the principle of the non-use of 
force or the threat of force and also advocate the adoption of special 
measures to strengthen the guarantees of the security of non-nuclear 
States in Europe. Such measures might include provisions to the effect 
that the nuclear Powers will never use nuclear weapons against those 
European States—^irrespective of their participation or non-participation 
in military alliances—which possess no such weapons and do not have 
in their territory nuclear weapons of another State. Those States also 
have the right to receive guarantees that, in accordance with the 
principle of the non-use of force or the threat of force, no other 
weapons will be used against them.

See ibid., p. 176.
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The States represented at the meeting of the Political Consultative 
Committee are devoting special attention to the major problem of 
working out an agreement on medium-range nuclear missiles.

Talks on medium-range nuclear missiles are possible, and the 
participants in the meeting support the Soviet Union's proposal on the 
subject. Only one thing is needed for the start of such talks—^revocation 
of the NATO decision for the manufacture and deployment in Western 
Europe of new types of United States nuclear missiles, or at least a halt 
in the implementation of that decision.

They express their conviction that if all States will be guided by the 
interests of the peace and security of European peoples and will 
demonstrate the necessary political will, then it will be possible, while 
maintaining the present approximate balance of forces, w hose exis
tence was recently recognized by the NATO countries themselves, not 
only to prevent any further dangerous intensification of the nuclear- 
weapons race in Europe but also to find ways to maintain that balance 
at lower levels.

The peoples of Europe are vitally interested in the early start and 
successful conduct of talks on medium-range nuclear missiles and in 
the cessation of the nuclear-arms race and of the spread of nuclear- 
missile arsenals on the European continent. That would serve the 
interests of the peace and security of all peoples.

The States represented at the meeting regard as totally unacceptable 
any further delay in the Vienna talks on the reduction of armed forces 
and armaments in Central Europe. Enormous bodies of troops and 
enormous quantities of the most m odem  equipment are concentrated 
in that area, and no one should underestimate the danger of such a 
situation.

The socialist countries participating in the Vienna talks have taken 
significant steps to bring the positions of the two sides closer together. 
However, the NATO countries participating in the talks are doing 
nothing to promote their success, and recently the position of those 
countries on the substance of the questions under consideration has 
retrogressed even further. At the same time, in the opinion of the 
participants in the meeting of the Political Consultative Committee, the 
possibilities for reaching agreement at the Vienna talks have by no 
means been exhausted. They are prepared to continue devoting their 
efforts to the search for solutions which, while not damaging the 
security of either side, will lead to a reduction in the level of military 
confrontation in Central Europe. This requires a constructive approach 
on the part of all participants in the Vienna talks.

The States represented at the meeting of the Political Consultative 
Committee steadfastly advocate the implementation of measures for 
military detente in other parts of Europe as well, and also in the 
Mediterranean region.

Appropriate steps with regard to the Mediterranean area might 
provide for the extension to that area of confidence-building measures, 
the reduction of armed forces in the area, the withdrawal of nuclear
armed naval vessels from the Mediterranean Sea, and renunciation of
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the deployment of nuclear weapons in the territory of non-nuclear 
European and non-European Mediterranean countries, which would  
be consistent with the spirit of the Helsinki Final Act. The States Parties 
to the Warsaw Treaty are prepared to conduct serious and businesslike 
talks on all of these questions.

They advocate with equal steadfastness the adoption of practical 
measures to bring about, not only on a European scale but on a global 
scale as well, a breakthrough in the solution of the problems of limiting 
and halting the arms race and taking specific steps for disarmament, 
especially nuclear disarmament. They are convinced that the extensive 
body of proposals put forward by the States Parties to the Warsaw 
Treaty, covering all aspects of this problem, will show reliable ways for 
arriving at such action. For their own part, the States represented at the 
meeting affirm that there are no types of weapons which they would  
not be willing to limit or reduce on a basis of reciprocity.

Inspired by the high ideals of socialism and commurusm, in the sight 
of their own peoples and the peoples of the entire world, the States 
represented at the meeting declare once again their determination to 
renew their efforts and to struggle even more actively for military 
detente, for the cessation of the arms race and for disarmament, 
including the reduction of the military expenditures, armed forces and 
armaments of States.

The participants in the meeting expressed their support for the 
proposal by the Indian Ocean States to convert that region into a zone 
of peace, and expressed their readiness to co-operate with them to that 
end, in such forums as the international conference on the Indian 
Ocean to be convened under United Nations auspices in 1981. They 
also noted that the heavy build-up in the presence and activity of 
United States naval forces in the Indian Ocean, and the expansion of 
existing foreign military bases and the establishment of new  bases 
there is wholly at variance with the plan, approved by the United 
Nations, to convert the Indian Ocean into a zone of peace, that it 
represents a threat to the safety and independence of many countries 
and could serve to create a new  source of international tension.

The leaders of States, Governments and parliaments, and all forces 
in society, conscious of their responsibility towards their own peoples 
and the peoples of the entire world, must make all possible efforts to 
rule out the possibility of the outbreak of another war, and place an 
insuperable barrier in its path. An analysis of the present situation 
shows that it is necessary to concentrate these efforts first and foremost 
on the following points:

First: As a joint act of goodwill, to agree that, beginning on a specific 
agreed date, no State or group of States in Europe will increase the 
strength of its armed forces in the area specified in the Final Act of the 
Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe. This would help
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to consolidate the positive developments in the situation on the 
European continent and would be an important step towards the 
strengthening of stability and confidence in Europe.

Second: Strictly to observe all the provisions of the Final Act of the 
Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe, which was 
solemnly signed at Helsinki five years ago by the highest-level repre
sentatives of 35 States. This applies first and foremost to the principles 
which the States participating in the all-European conference under
took to be guided by in their reciprocal relations: sovereign equality; 
respect for the rights inherent in sovereignty; non-use of force or the 
threat of force; inviolability of frontiers; territorial integrity of States; 
peaceful settlement of disputes; non-intervention in internal affairs; 
respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms; equal rights and 
self-determination of peoples; co-operation among States, and fulfil
ment in good faith of obligations under international law.

Third: In the interests of the successful conduct of the Madrid 
meeting, scheduled for the end of 1980, to intensify and broaden 
bilateral and multilateral exchanges of views so as to ensure that, even 
before the meeting begins, there is basically general agreement on the 
questions on which an accord can be reached at the meeting concern
ing practical steps leading to the fuller implementation of the Final Act. 
Thorough preparations for the Madrid meeting and progress in co
ordinating its decisions could provide a basis for the participation of 
ministers for foreign affairs in their adoption. The culmination of the 
Madrid meeting in positive and specific results would also have a 
beneficial impact on the general state of the international climate.

Fourth: To accelerate preparations for the conference on military 
detente and disarmament in Europe, intensify bilateral exchanges of 
views on specific questions regarding such preparations, and hold 
multilateral preparatory consultations among the representatives of 
States participating in the conference so that, at the Madrid meeting, 
practical decisions can be taken on the tasks for the conference and on 
the dates, place and procedures for the conference, including the 
agenda for its first stage, with emphasis on confidence-building 
measures.

Fifth: At the negotiations in progress in various areas regarding the 
limitation and cessation of the arms race, to undertake efforts to ensure 
the speedy achievement of agreement. To resume negotiations promptly 
on matters concerning which negotiations have been suspended or 
broken off.

To assign highest priority, in the field of practical measures for the 
cessation of the arms race, to the speediest possible conduct and 
completion of negotiations on the following matters, parallel with 
ratification of the Soviet-American Treaty on Strategic Arms Limitation 
(SALT-II):

—Complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests;
—Prohibition of radiological weapons;
—Prohibition of chem icd weapons and destruction of stockpiles of 

such weapons;
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—Non-use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear States not hav
ing such weapons in their territory and non-emplacement of nuclear 
weapons in the territory of States in which none are now located.

The achievement of agreement on each of these measures, the 
implementation of which has already been advocated by the United 
Nations, would help to improve the international situation, and the 
successful conclusion of negotiations on all of them, taken as a whole, 
would be a major achievement for mankind.

Sixth: To initiate, without delay, business-like negotiations on the 
following urgently needed measures to stop the arms race and avert 
the threat of war, which have constantly been advocated by the 
socialist States and also favoured by the United Nations, but on which  
negotiations have not yet been held:

—Conclusion of a world treaty on the non-use of force;
—Cessation of the production of nuclear weapons and gradual 

reduction of stockpiles of such weapons culminating in their complete 
elimination;

—Prohibition of the development of new weapons of mass destruc
tion and new weapons system of that type;

—Reduction of military budgets, particularly of the great Powers.

No State or Government has or can have any convincing reasons for 
evading negotiations on these problems. The conscience of mankind 
cannot be reconciled to the loss of any opportunity for their solution in 
the interests of all peoples.

It is also necessary without further delay to undertake new efforts on 
an international scale to institute a permanent ban on the use of 
nuclear weapons and ensure the renunciation by all States of the use of 
force in relations with one another, the elimination of foreign military 
bases and the withdrawal of troops from the territory of other 
countries, the reduction of armed forces and armaments and the 
creation of nuclear-free zones and zones of peace in various regions of 
the world including Europe.

Seventh: In the interests of peace and the stabilization of the interna
tional situation, as well as in the interests of ensuring the safe and 
unimpeded use of major international maritime communications, to 
begin consideration, in such a forum as the United Nations, of the 
question of restricting and lowering the level of military presence and 
military activity in appropriate regions, whether in the Atlantic, the 
Indian or the Pacific Ocean, in the Mediterranean or in the Persian 
Gulf.

In putting forward these proposals, the States Parties to the Warsaw 
Treaty express the hope that they will be received in a positive spirit 
and carefully studied by the Governments of all States in Europe and 
the rest of the world, and be given widespread support by them and by 
the European and the world community. The States Parties to the 
Warsaw Treaty are ready for contacts and dialogue with all interested 
States on the substance of these proposals. As always, they are ready 
to give careful and constructive consideration to proposals from other
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States concerning the strengthening of peace and detente, the curbing 
of the arms race, the achievement of disarmament and the develop
ment of international co-operation.

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State 
Muskie: Strategic Arms Limitation [Extract], M ay  
20, 1 9 8 0 ^

Q. N ow  that you have had a chance to discuss with the President 
your meeting with Mr. Gromyko, can you tell us anything about where 
you see the future of Soviet-American relations, perhaps in meeting 
Gromyko again, or what do you expect to do now?

A. My expectations with respect to the meeting with Mr. Gromyko 
were not high if one focused on the possibility of some significant 
change in attitude. But I thought it was useful to hold the meetings—  
and, indeed, necessary—in order that there be no misapprehension or 
miscalculation or misunderstanding as to what our real concerns are, 
what our real goals are, in the hope that by clearing the air on both 
sides in those respects, w e might begin a dialogue that, eventually, 
would once again identify common interests that would serve us both.

If one were to accept the standard Soviet line, which has been stated 
[over] and over again since Afghanistan, as their real perception of 
American activities and American policies since that time, then their 
perceptions needed some correction. Their perception, for example, 
was that we had deliberately, before Afghanistan, undermined and 
torpedoed—that wasn't the word they used—the SALT II Treaty. ^

And I thought it was important for me to make clear to him that, 
although the SALT II struggle was a very difficult one, the Senate had 
cleared its calendar of all domestic issues so we could begin debate in 
January or early February of this year; and that we were prepared to do 
that, and that w e thought there was a fighting chance—and I did not 
try to overstate it, I said a ''fighting chance"— of getting ratification. 
But their invasion of Afghanistan completely eliminated any prospect 
for getting a two-thirds vote.

I said they ought to take that into account. It's a political fact of life; it 
is not a precondition. It is not linkage; it is a fact of life that in order to 
get ratification of the SALT II Treaty, it's necessary to get a two-thirds 
vote in the Senate, and they have put that out of reach. And they ought 
to understand that.

So that if they are interested in SALT II and the benefits that this 
might bring to both of our countries and to the world in terms of 
lowering tensions and enhancing the prospect for peace, if they are

 ̂ Dqjartment of State Bulletin, June 1980, center section, p. B.
 ̂The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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truly interested in that, then they must take into account that by their 
act, and their act alone, they have made it infeasible in the present 
climate to press for ratification of the SALT II Treaty. And I thought it 
was important for them to know that.

Now if, in fact, detente was what many people in America think it 
was—simply another instrument or weapon for the Soviets to use to 
their own advantage and not a real commitment to the benefits of 
detente on a mutual basis—then they will perhaps ignore that fact. 
But if, in fact, they are concerned about detente, and they are really 
supportive of SALT II in terms of establishing equality rather than 
superiority on either side, if they are really concerned with lowering 
tensions and reducing the prospects for war and aggression, then they 
have got to take that fact into account. And it seemed to me very 
important to have this opportunity in these talks to make that point 
very clearly.

Resolution 17/11 Adopted by the Eleventh Islamic Con
ference of Foreign Ministers: Establishment of For
eign M ilitary Bases in Some Islamic States, May 22, 
1980^

The Eleventh Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers held in 
Islamabad, Islamic Republic of Pakistan, from 2 to 7 Rajab 1400 H. 
(17-22 May 1980);

Pursuant to the Charter of the Islamic Conference Organisation and 
in particular article 2 thereof concerning objectives and principles.

Guided by the objectives and principles of the non-alignment move
ment, and confirming the determination of the Muslim States to 
remain outside the influence of Eastern as well as Western foreign 
powers.

In conformity with the basic stand of the Muslim States, namely that 
of rejecting and condemning any attempts by Big Powers to establish 
military bases or acquire military facilities on the territory of Islamic 
States,

Referring to attempts by foreign States to establish military bases on 
the territories of some Islamic States, and impose a so-called joint 
framework for security in the region.

Concerned about the need for preserving the Islamic peoples and 
States from involvement in the turmoil of world conflict, and with a 
view to safeguarding their independence and sovereignty;

1. Hereby gives fair warning to all to abstain from attempting to set up 
foreign military bases whether naval, air or land-based in the territories 
of Islamic States, and from providing any kind of facilities to the armed

 ̂ A/35/419, Annex 1, pp. 58-59.
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forces of any of these foreign countries under any form, pretext, cover 
and for any reason whatsoever.

2. Condemns all imperialist Zionist schemes and misleading cam
paigns which discredit the principles and ideals of Islam and which are 
designed to mask their aggressive and expansionist designs, and calls 
upon the Member States to exercise the utmost vigilance and stand up 
to these schemes and campaigns in unison with a view to foiling them  
and safeguarding the respective principles and objectives of the 
Organisation of the Islamic Conference and ^ e  non-alignment movement.

3. Expresses its deep concern over the consequences of the Camp 
David Accord and the normalization of relations between the Egyptian 
regime and Israel, namely the granting of military facilities to the 
United States of America which encouraged the latter to give full rent 
[vent] to her belligerent and aggressive inclinations in the Muslim  
region, as fully reflected by her attempts to establish military bases and 
acquire military facilities inside certain Islamic countries and using 
such bases and facilities as a springboard to imperil the sovereignty 
and independence of the Islamic States, employing as a pretext what 
she persists in calling the vital interests of the United States, while 
imposing what she terms a framework for cooperation in the field of 
security in the area.

4. Requests the Secretary-General to submit a report on the imple
mentation of this resolution to the next Conference of Foreign Ministers.

Resolution 23 /11-P Adopted by the Eleventh Islamic 
Conference of Foreign Ministers: Security of Non- 
Nuclear States, May 22, 1980 ^

The Eleventh Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers held in 
Islamabad, Islamic Republic of Pakistan, from 2 to 7 Rajab, 1400 H 
(17-22 May 1980).

Recalling the resolution of the Islamic Conferences of Foreign Minis
ters regarding assurances from the nuclear powers to non-nuclear 
weapons states against the use or threat to [of\ use of nuclear weapons.

Further Recalling that the Final Document of the Tenth Session of 
United Nations General Assembly had called for the nuclear weapons 
states to conclude urgently effective arrangements to assure non
nuclear weapon states against the use or threat to [of] use of nuclear 
weapons. ^

Noting that negotiations have been initiated in the Committee on 
Disarmament on effective international arrangements to assure non
nuclear weapon states against the use or threat to [of\ use of nuclear 
weapons.

Further Noting that the 34th Session of the U.N. General Assembly

 ̂ A/35/419, Annex 1, p. 74.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 422.
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has recommended that the Committee on Disarmament should con
clude during its 1980 Session effective international arrangements to 
assure non-nuclear weapon states against the use or threat to [of\ use 
of nuclear weapons, taking into account the wide-spread support for 
the conclusion of an international convention and giving consideration 
to any other proposals designed to secure the same objectives. ^

1. Requests the members of the Committee on Disarmament to reach 
an urgent agreement on an international convention to assure non
nuclear weapon states against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons.

2. Recommends that the Islamic countries should continue to cooper
ate in the Committee on Disarmament, the United Nations General 
Assembly and other relevant international forums with a view to 
promoting the above mentioned objective aimed at strengthening the 
security of non-nuclear weapon states against the use or threat of use 
of nuclear weapons.

Resolution 25 /11-P Adopted by the Eleventh Islamic 
Conference of Foreign Ministers: Nuclear-Weapon- 
Free Zones, May 22, 1980 ^

The Eleventh Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers held in 
Islamabad, Islamic Republic of Pakistan, from 2 to 7 Rajab 1400 H. 
(17-22 May 1980);

Recognising that the establishment of Nuclear Weapon Free Zones in 
various regions of the world is one of the measures which can 
contribute most effectively to the objectives of Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons and General and Complete Disarmament.

Convinced that the establishment of such Nuclear Weapon Free 
Zones in various regions will strengthen the security of the States of 
the regions against the use or threat of use of Nuclear Weapons.

Recalling that the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the 
General Assembly recommended the creation of such Nuclear Weapon 
Free Zones in various parts of the world, including Africa, the Middle 
East and South Asia.

Further Recalling the resolutions of the previous sessions of the 
Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers regarding the establishment of 
Nuclear Weapon Free Zones in Africa, the Middle East and South Asia.

Taking Due Account of resolutions Nos. 34/76, and 34/77 and 34/78 
adopted at the last session of the United Nations General Assembly on 
the establishment of Nuclear Weapon Free Zones in Africa, the Middle 
East and South Asia. ^

 ̂Cf. G.A. res. 34/84 and 34/85, ibid., 1979, pp. 785-786, 7S7-7S9. 
 ̂A/35/419, Annex 1, pp. 7 5 - 76.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 422-424.
 ̂ Ibid., 1979, pp. 759 -  762, 762- 763, 763- 765.
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Deeply Concerned at the attempts and designs of South Africa and 
Israel to acquire Nuclear Weapons and at the recent Nuclear explosion  
conducted in the vicinity of South Africa.

Noting the opposition of these two racialist entities to the creation of 
Nuclear Weapon Free Zones in their regions.

1. Calls upon all States to respond positively to the proposals for the 
establishment of Nuclear Weapon Free Zones in the regions of Africa, 
the Middle East and South Asia.

2. Vigorously condemns the nuclear explosion conducted by the 
racist regime of South Africa recently as well as Israel's development of 
a Nuclear Weapon capability.

3. Condemns any collaboration with the regime of South Africa and 
Israel which enables them to develop Nuclear Weapons and frustrates 
the objectives of creating Nuclear Weapon Free Zones.

4. Reaffirming the determination of the Islamic states to take mea
sures to prevent Nuclear proliferation on a non-discriminatory and 
universal basis.

5. Requests all Islamic states to continue to cooperate at the United 
Nations and in other relevant international forums to jointly promote 
the goals of the establishment of Nuclear Weapon Free Zones in Africa, 
the Middle East and South Asia.

Report of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations: 
Modifications in U.S. Arms Transfer Policy [Extract], 
June 1980^

M o d if ic a t io n s  in  t h e  C u r r e n t  P o l ic y

As a result of the large increases in arms sales worldwide during the 
1970s there have been fluctuations in the policy of the U.S. Govern
ment toward the sale of American weaponry abroad. It is the view of 
the Committee that a balanced approach is needed to this question in 
both law and in policy. The Committee believes that instead of 
adopting policies of either rigid unilateral restraint in U.S. arms 
transfers or permitting completely unrestrained arms transfers in the 
name of national security, the United States should set a middle course 
which continues to place the burden of proof on those favoring a 
potential sale. An effort should be made to provide stability and 
consistency to U.S. policy in this area, and the potential results should 
not be oversold.

A dialogue between the Congress and the Executive Branch is 
necessary to refine arms transfer legislation and policy to best serve the 
foreign policy interests of the United States. The following comments

 ̂ U.S. Arms Transfer Policy: A Report to the Senate from the Committee on Foreign 
Relations (Com. prt.), June 1980, pp. 7-11.
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and suggestions concerning President Carter's May 19, 1977, U.S. 
policy governing arms sales to the Third World are the result of the 
Committee's review and are an attempt to begin that dialogue with the 
Executive Branch. ^

1. THE QUANTITATIVE CEILING

In his May 19, 1977 arms transfer policy statement, the President 
declared that he would reduce the overall dollar volume (adjusted for 
inflation) of new commitments under FMS and MAP programs for 
weapons and weapons-related systems to Third World countries. The 
ceiling is based on the questionable assumption that the gross volume 
of sales itself, rather than judgments relating to each individual sale, is 
of significant importance. The ceiling has been the subject of mathemati
cal manipulations in the past and for fiscal year 1980 has been set at the 
fiscal year 1979 level. This level, however, was set prior to the 
cancellation of Iranian sales and in effect may create a target rather 
than a ceiling. The Committee believes, therefore, that the ceiling 
should be dropped from the President's policy because it has outlived 
its usefulness and may now  prove to be counterproductive.

One positive effect of the ceiling has been to help the Administration 
to manage the arms sales program through the establishment of sales 
priorities within a fiscal year, and an alternative management system  
should be established should the ceiling be discarded. The biannual 
arms sales proposal required by the Javits Amendment [Section 25(d) 
of the Arms Export Control Act (AECA)]  ̂ provides an effective 
alternative for the current ceiling by requiring the Administration arms 
sales planners to rationalize proposed transfers in a systematic way on 
a fiscal year and regional basis, while providing Congress with an 
effective review mechanism for oversight purposes.

2. THE U.S. WILL NOT BE THE FIRST SUPPLIER TO INTRODUCE INTO A REGION, 
NEWLY DEVELOPED, ADVANCED WEAPONS SYSTEMS WHICH WOULD CRE
ATE A NEW OR SIGNIFICANTLY HIGHER COMBAT CAPABILITY

This is generally considered the most important qualitative control in 
the President's policy and has, on balance, been effectively implemented. 
The control is intended to inhibit requests for advanced equipment by 
prospective nonexempt purchasers because they know there is a 
strong prospect that they will be turned down, and it disciplines the 
U.S. arms transfer bureaucracy by placing a burden of proof on it to 
justify transfers of highly sophisticated weapons systems to regions 
where such systems are not yet deployed. At the same time, the 
President's policy provides him with the option of transferring ad
vanced weapons systems if needed to maintain the security of a 
friendly nation such as Israel.

^For the President's policy statement, see Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 
328-329.

 ̂Extracts of the International Security Assistance and Arms Export Control Act of 1976 
are printed ibid., 1976, pp. 386-430. Brackets in original.
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The Committee believes that this provision should be maintained as 
it enables the United States to avoid arms transfers that could stimulate 
regional arms races. Nonetheless, policymakers should be aware that 
the requirement to modernize force structures of friendly nations may 
require some flexibility in the application of this provision. This is 
especially true, given long lead times for U.S. transfers and the 
problems inherent in estimating future Soviet transfers.

3. THE U.S. WILL NOT SELL NEWLY DEVELOPED, ADVANCED WEAPONS
SYSTEMS UNTIL THEY ARE OPERATIONALLY DEPLOYED WITH UNITED 
STATES FORCES

This provision of the President's policy ensures that U.S. forces will 
receive production models of new weapons systems prior to the time 
that commitments are made to sell these systems to non-exempt 
foreign purchasers. It inhibits American firms from marketing overseas 
to the detriment of delivery schedules for, and readiness of, American 
armed forces. The President has made no exceptions in the application 
of this control to date. The Committee believes that this provision is 
useful and should not be altered.

4. THE U.S. WILL NOT PERMIT DEVELOPMENT OR SIGNIFICANT MODIFICATION
OF ADVANCED WEAPONS SYSTEMS SOLELY FOR EXPORT

Until January 4,1980, this provision was a very significant part of the 
President's arms transfer policy. It removed the incentive for American 
firms to design and produce new advanced weapons systems whose 
only market would be foreign. However, with the Administration's 
decision to allow the production and sale of the intermediate export 
fighter, known as the F-X, the value of this provision has been put into 
question.  ̂Although the Administration has noted that it will not fund 
development of the F-X, nor provide market guarantees for it, and will 
continue to apply all the other arms transfer policy criteria to potential 
F-X sales cases, the decision to permit development and marketing of 
the F-X has served to illustrate the difficulties associated with the 
blanket application of this policy provision.

The Committee does not dispute the reasoning advanced by the 
Administration for its F-X decision. The sale of an intermediate export 
fighter w hose cost and performance characteristics lie between those of 
the F-5E and the F-16 may well serve to advance arms restraint 
objectives by discouraging purchases of more sophisticated first-line 
aircraft. Further, the F-X can contribute to U.S. national security 
objectives by permitting the United States to meet the security needs of 
its allies and friends who require a fighter aircraft more capable than 
the F-5E. The Committee believes, however, that the Administration 
should recognize that its F-X decision may well invite future requests 
for waiver of this provision. It is the view of the Committee that

For the Dept, of State statem ent on this decision, issued Jan. 4, see ante.
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weapons developed for export only can in certain circumstances be 
beneficial to U.S. foreign policy and national security interests.

5. THE U.S. WILL NOT PERMIT COPRODUCTION AGREEMENTS WITH OTHER
COUNTRIES INVOLVING SIGNIFICANT WEAPONS, EQUIPMENT OR MAJOR 
COMPONENTS

The major purpose of this control has been to limit the spread of 
production facilities for significant weapons by limiting access to the 
most sophisticated American technology. This fairly stringent provi
sion has had the greatest number of waivers granted since the policy's 
announcement. The requirements for the granting of a waiver have 
been (1) the demonstration of an affirmative need for coproduction 
arrangement, and (2) assurances that the foreign government involved  
can absorb for its own use the items which are coproduced. In this 
way, an effort is made to avoid potential future requests by the 
coproducing country for the right to sell excess items to third countries.

The Committee believes that certain restrictions on coproduction are 
useful to maintain control over U.S. technology and U.S. weapons. On 
the other hand, the Committee has agreed to coproduction of signifi
cant weapons (such as the F-5 coproduction agreement with South 
Korea) because those agreements were clearly in the U.S. national 
interest. Therefore, the Committee believes that the coproduction 
prohibition should be reviewed and modified to align it with current 
practice.

6. THE UNITED STATES WILL NOT ALLOW U.S. WEAPONS OR EQUIPMENT TO BE
TRANSFERRED TO THIRD COUNTRIES WITHOUT U.S. GOVERNMENT CON
SENT AND MAY IN ADVANCE STIPULATE THAT CERTAIN WEAPONS MAY 
NOT BE TRANSFERRED

This provision reinforces section 3(d) of the Arms Export Control 
Act which (1) states that approval of retransfers should be given only if 
the United States would be willing to make a comparable direct sale, 
and (2) provides Congress with the authority to preclude the granting 
of U.S. permission for retransfer by means of a concurrent resolution. 
The Committee believes that the policy of maintaining U.S. control 
over third country transfers has generally worked effectively in the 
past but notes that it has created complications related to NATO RSI 
(RationaUzaton, Standardization and Interoperability) efforts because 
of European desires to limit U.S. controls over the transfer of coproduced 
items. The Committee believes that in negotiating these NATO RSI 
agreements, the United States should not relinquish adequate retransfer 
control over highly sophisticated U.S. technology.

7. THE UNITED STATES WILL REQUIRE POLICY LEVEL AUTHORIZATIONS BY
THE STATE DEPARTMENT FOR ACTIONS OF AGENTS OF THE UNITED 
STATES OR PRIVATE MANUFACTURES WHICH MIGHT PROMOTE THE SALE 
OF ARMS

Under this provision, the State Department sent instructions to all 
U.S. diplomatic posts in August 1977, listing actions which were to be
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avoided by U.S. representatives in order to carry out the President's 
arms transfer policy provision on non-promotion. Despite controls on 
the sales promotion activities of U.S. Government employees and of 
commercial firms, unauthorized promotion does continue. One wit
ness testified that these regulations have been "widely skirted" and 
have "proven toothless." Nonetheless, the Committee believes that 
policy level control over sales promotion activities is an extremely 
important means of avoiding potential foreign policy conflicts with 
other countries and thus the Committee urges the Administration to 
make every effort to enforce these controls in an effective manner.

8. HUMAN RIGHTS AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA WILL BE 
CONSIDERED IN THE FORMULATION OF SECURITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

The Committee has consistently supported U.S. efforts to promote 
human rights abroad and believes that a strong concern with improv
ing human rights should be maintained in U.S. arms transfer decisions. 
In 1976 the Congress passed legislation (Section 502B of the Foreign 
Assistance Act) prohibiting the transfer of arms to any country, the 
government of which engages in a consistent pattern of gross viola
tions of internationally recognized human rights. In several cases arms 
transfers were strictly prohibited to specific countries that met these 
criteria.

The Committee notes, however, that withholding security assistance 
may not necessarily have the desired effect in each case. A 1979 
Congressional Research Service study compared the effectiveness of 
public pressure and quiet diplomacy on countries violating human 
rights and concluded that in individual cases, "the latter seems to be 
more effective in producing short-term results." The Committee be
lieves that the criteria for terminating arms sales cited in Section 502B 
remain valid, but that in less extreme cases the Administration should 
continue to be flexible in its use of security assistance as a means of 
promoting human rights and guarding U.S. security interests.

With regard to economic development, the Committee continues to 
concur that generally U.S. arms sales should not be made at the 
expense of economic development. The Committee recognizes, however, 
that the relationship between economic development and arms im
ports is difficult to establish in individual cases.

CONCLUSION

Three years ago, the Carter Administration announced an ambitious 
unilateral arms transfer restraint policy which has had a modest impact 
in reducing U.S. arms exports but which was generally oversold and 
did not prevent the approval of several highly controversial transfers. 
Efforts to multilateralize the restraint policy have not succeeded. The 
U.S. initiative has not been accepted by other arms suppliers—either 
our allies or the Soviet Union-^^who instead have moved aggressively 
to increase their own sales. The Committee continues to find the 
objectives of restraint worth pursuing, but it finds that attaining these 
objectives is difficult in the absence of support from the other major
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arms suppliers of the world. Therefore, the Committee believes that 
the United States should adopt a balanced policy, which combines 
elements of restraint with an understanding that prudent arms trans
fers can serve important foreign policy and national security functions. 
The Committee further believes that this approach requires even closer 
consultations between Congress and the Executive Branch. As a first 
step, the Committee has suggested several modifications to the President's 
May 19, 1977 policy, which are discussed above.

Report of a Subcommittee of the House Permanent 
Select Committee on Intelligence: Soviet Biological 
W arfare Activities, June 1980 ^

INTRODUCTION

In fulfillment of its responsibilities for oversight of important intelli
gence activities, the Subcommittee has held hearings and received 
briefings on the outbreak of anthrax among the populace of Sverdlovsk, 
a city in the central USSR, in April 1979. The purpose was to 
determine:

(a) What evidence the intelligence community has as to whether 
the Soviet Union may have violated the 1975 Biological Warfare 
Convention; ^

(b) How well the intelligence community has performed in 
alerting policy makers to Soviet activity related to biological war
fare; and

(c) Whether allegations of political interference with intelligence 
reporting on the Sverdlovsk epidemic have any basis.

Those appearing before the Subcommittee included representatives 
of the intelligence community who have studied Soviet BW activities 
and the epidemic; officials of the State Department and the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency who are responsible for considering 
the issue of Soviet compliance with the 1975 Biological Warfare Conven
tion; and a Soviet emigre with information on the anthrax outbreak in 
the Soviet Union.

WHAT HAPPENED IN SVERDLOVSK?

The Soviet emigre, Mr. Popovsky, appeared before the Subcommit
tee in public session, testifying on information he received from his 
own contacts within the Soviet Union.

Mr. Popovsky's sources reported that one night in April 1979, an 
explosion at Military Compound 19 in Sverdlovsk released a cloud of 
anthrax spores into the atmosphere. Military Compound 19 is the site

 ̂ Soviet Biological Warfare Activities: A Report of the Subcommittee on Oversight, Permanent 
Select Committee on Intelligence, U.S. House of Representatives, Com. prt., June 1980.

 ̂The convention is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 133-138.
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of a biological weapons research and production facility. The general 
Soviet biological warfare program is under the supervision of Colonel 
General Efim Ivanovich Smirnov, head of a military directorate charged 
with research on biological warfare. Winds blew the anthrax cloud 
south, starting from the location of Compound 19 at the town's 
outskirts. Although as many as 1,000 residents of the suburbs may 
have perished, the epidemic was less severe than if the winds had 
been blowing towards the center of town. Soviet authorities conducted 
repeated vaccinations of the populace, explaining at first that nothing 
was wrong, and later that a "mistake" had occurred.

Experts have told the Subcommittee that human beings may be 
afflicted with anthrax by eating contaminated foods; by sWn contact 
with the anthrax spores; or by inhalation. The latter method produces 
inhalation anthrax, which is almost always fatal—in contrast to the 
other two forms: gastric and cutaneous. Inhalation anthrax is the form 
this disease would take if stimulated by a biological warfare attack with  
aerosals. It is a form of the disease, moreover, which occurs in nature 
under only very unusual circumstances—and then not in epidemic 
proportions. Information available to the U.S. government indicates 
that the symptoms displayed by victims in Sverdlovsk were those of 
inhalation anthrax.

The Soviet government has stated both in public and in diplomatic 
channels that an outbreak of anthrax in Sverdlovsk last April was of the 
gastric variety, and that it originated in some tainted meat. It is 
conceivable that a number of such cases did occur. The important 
point, however, is that contaminated meat could not have caused an 
outbreak of inhalation anthrax. The Soviet government's statement 
appears to be incomplete at best, and at worst a fabrication.

DOES THE SVERDLOVSK INCIDENT CONSTITUTE A VIOLATION OF THE 
1975 BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS CONVENTION?

The Biological Weapons Convention obligates its signatories includ
ing the USSR and the United States, "never in any circumstances to 
develop, produce, stockpile or otherwise acquire or retain:

(1) Microbial or other biological agents, or toxins whatever their 
origin or method of production, of types and in quantities that 
have no justification for prophylactic, protective or other peaceful 
purposes;

(2) Weapons, equipment or means of delivery designed to use 
such agents or toxins for hostile purposes or in armed conflict."

These provisions look like categorical prohibitions of the means to 
conduct biological warfare, but they contain important gaps:

It would be hard to name a biological agent that could not be 
produced under the rationale of "prophylactic, protective or other 
peaceful purposes." Even the production of quantities of anthrax 
might not necessarily be a breach of the Convention.

There is nothing in the Convention to serve as a guide to how 
much of a substance would be beyond "quantities that have no
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justification for prophylactic, protective or other peaceful purposes." 
A very large supply would be convincing evidence of a violation, 
but a relatively small quantity released into the air could cause an 
epidemic.

Thus the failure of the Convention to set a specific standard for 
violation of its prohibition against acquisition or retention of biological 
agents leaves to the signatories of the Convention the judgment as to 
whether the epidemic of inhalation anthrax in Sverdlovsk demon
strates a Soviet violation.

DOES THE SOVIET UNION'S ^TAINTED MEAT" EXPLANATION 
SATISFY THE CONVENTION?

On March 20, 1980, the Soviet Union replied officially to U.S. 
questions about the Sverdlovsk epidemic that it resulted from natural 
causes: specifically that tainted meat caused an outbreak of gastric 
anthrax in Sverdlovsk during April 1979.

The Soviet reply fails to meet the Convention's stipulation, in Article 
V, that its signatories "undertake to consult one another and to 
cooperate in solving any problems which may arise in relation to the 
objective of, or in the application of the provisions of, the Convention." 
If the Soviet Union is to comply with the requirement to consult and 
cooperate, it must ultimately provide a complete account of the 
outbreak of anthrax. This is required whether or not the outbreak 
resulted from activity prohibited by the Convention.

The House of Representatives, in H. Res. 644 of April 22,1980,  ̂has 
declared the Soviet response to United States inquiries unsatisfactory 
and encouraged the President to proceed in resolving the questionable 
Soviet compliance with the Convention. The Soviet response is incom
patible with information available to the United States. Hearings by the 
Subcommittee on Oversight indicate that adequate intelligence is now  
available to enable political authorities to make a decision on Soviet 
compliance with Article V of the Convention.

HAS THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY ADEQUATELY INFORMED POLICY
MAKERS ABOUT SOVIET BIOLOGICAL WARFARE ACTIVITY?

In addition to examining evidence about the Sverdlovsk epidemic, 
the Subcommittee has reviewed intelligence on the Soviet Union's 
capability for biological warfare.

Biological warfare research and production are so easily hidden that 
doubts about compliance with the Convention are hard to resolve 
without cooperation of the state suspected of an offense. In most cases, 
verification demands use of the Convention's provisions for consulta
tion and cooperation. Thus, it would seem imperative for the intelli
gence community to alert policy makers to evidence inconsistent with

 ̂Adopted May 19,1980. A similar resolution, adopted by the Senate May 14, is printed 
ante.
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the objective of the Convention even without sufficient evidence to 
prove a violation.

For a number of years, the U.S. intelligence community has been 
collecting information on Soviet microbiological plants in Sverdlovsk 
and elsewhere. At some plants known from open literature to have 
produced peaceful pharmaceuticals, the Soviets have built new facili
ties which appear to some analysts to have a military purpose. The 
Convention does not prohibit the construction of military facilities at 
microbiological plants; it prohibits the use of such facilities to create a 
stockpile of biological agents to be used for weapons. It is disturbing 
that the U.S.S.R. may have built military facilities at microbiological 
plants since the negotiation and signing of the Convention, while the 
United States— în keeping with the letter and spirit of the Convention— 
has closed or converted its former military biological facilities to 
peaceful use.

The implications of these facilities were considered by the estab
lished mechanism for coordinating agreed judgments on intelligence 
problems. The intelligence community did not issue any agreed inter
agency memorandum discussing the facilities. There were differences 
of view among agencies as to the purpose of the facilities, but it does 
not appear that reasonable alternative interpretations of the evidence 
were highlighted in formal interagency communications to policy 
makers.

The Biological Weapons Convention's provisions for consultation 
and cooperation may be invoked in regard to the objective as well as 
the letter of the Convention. Military facilities at plants capable of pro
ducing biological agents do not show a violation of the letter of the 
Convention but do raise questions with regard to its objective.

HAS THERE BEEN POLITICAL INTERFERENCE 
WITH U.S. INTELLIGENCE ON THE SVERDLOVSK INCIDENT?

One intention of the Subcommittee was to determine whether there 
had been political interference with the intelligence processes in this 
case. A number of press stories have carried the accusation that 
although the Administration knew of the Sverdlovsk incident by the 
summer of 1979, it remained silent until the spring of 1980. These 
articles concluded that the Administration chose to suppress what it 
knew as long as it still hoped to get Senate approval for the SALT II 
agreement, ^ an d  that it only took the matter up after the Soviet 
invasion of Afghanistan ended that possibility.

The Subcommittee examined in detail the intelligence community's 
evidence regarding the Sverdlovsk incident, including: what was 
known; when it was learned; when an overall picture of events came 
into focus; how soon thereafter the matter was referred to policy 
makers; and how soon after that the U.S. government approached the 
Soviet government.

Information about an unusual occurrence in Sverdlovsk was avail

Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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able not long after the event itself, but did not come into context until 
almost a year later, after the acquisition of decisive new  evidence. Once 
the full picture was formed, the DCI sent word promptly to policy 
makers, who very shortly afterwards took it up with the Soviets.

The Subcommittee found no persuasive evidence that anyone 
suppressed intelligence about Sverdlovsk, or that processing and action 
on this intelligence were delayed for fear of the impact on SALT II 
ratification.

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

The Soviet Union's explanation of the Sverdlovsk epidemic—that it 
resulted from natural causes—is neither consistent with the informa
tion available to the United States, nor does it satisfy with Biological 
Weapons Convention's provisions on consultation.

Whether or not there were cases of gastric anthrax in Sverdlovsk, the 
salient fact is that there is evidence that there was an epidemic of 
inhalation anthrax. Such an outbreak is almost certainly the conse
quence of a man-made strain of the disease.

Information links the outbreak of inhalation anthrax to an explosion 
at a military facility in Sverdlovsk long suspected of housing biological 
warfare activities.

The fact that the Convention does not set a specific quantitative limit 
makes difficult the assertion that the Soviet Union has produced 
quantities of anthrax in violation of the 1975 Convention. On the other 
hand, the epidemic raises grave doubts, further aggravated by the 
Soviet Union's misleading official statement on the matter.

There is no persuasive evidence to support allegations that the U.S. 
government suppressed intelligence about the outbreak of anthrax in 
Sverdlovsk, or that it delayed acting on this matter out of concern for 
SALT II or any other political motive.

A d d it io n a l  V ie w s  o f  C o n g r e s s m a n  Jo h n  A s h b r o o k  
(O h i o ) a n d  C o n g r e s s m a n  C . W . B il l  Y o u n g  (F l a .)

The anthrax epidemic at Sverdlovsk has revealed once again that the 
Soviet Union cannot be trusted to honor agreements or treaties. The 
Subcommittee report reveals that when the United States government 
asked the Soviet Union about the anthrax epidemic, the Soviets 
claimed that it was the result of some people eating "tainted meat." 
The evidence shows that this was untrue. The cause of the epidemic 
was the release into the air of an anthrax cloud. This could only happen 
as the result of an accidental or deliberate release of anthrax spores 
from a biological weapons facility.

The fact that the Soviets lied to the U.S. government about the 
source of the epidemic indicates that again the Soviets are cheating 
after signing an agreement, in this case, the Biological Warfare Conven
tion which they signed in 1975.

The Senate Select Committee on Intelligence in its report on SALT II 
issued October 5, 1979, reported that.
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There are some provisions of the Treaty which can be monitored 
with only a low level of confidence.

The Committee also finds that the present capabilities of the 
national 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 consti
tute serious violations of the Treaty. The impact of those changed 
practices permitted under the Treaty may decrease our confidence 
m our ability to monitor counting provisions, and a combination of 
such changed practices could greatly complicate our task of 
monitoring those provisions involving qualitative limitations. ^

Treaties and agreements with the Soviet Union should not be signed  
unless they are self enforcing or if we have the capability to fully 
monitor them through our intelligence agencies or with on-site inspection.

Executive Order 12218: Export of Special Nuclear Mate
rial to India, June 19, 1980 ^

By the authority vested in me as President by the Constitution and 
statutes of the United States of America, including Section 126b. (2) of 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2155 (b) (2)), 
and having determined that withholding the exports proposed pursu
ant to Nuclear Regulatory Commission export license applications 
XSNM-1379, XSNM-1569, XCOM-0240, XCOM-0250, XCOM-0376, 
XCOM-0381 and XCOM-0395, would be seriously prejudicial to the 
achievement of United States non-proliferation objectives and would  
otherwise jeopardize the common defense and security, those exports 
to India are authorized; however, such exports shall not occur for a 
period of 60 days as defined by Section 130 g. of the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1954, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2159 (g)).

Message by President Carter to the Congress: Export of 
Special Nuclear Material to India, June 19, 1980 ^

1 am transmitting with this message, pursuant to Section 126b. (2) of 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, an Executive Order  ̂
authorizing the export of 39,718 kgs. of low-enriched uranium to India 
for use in fueling its Tarapur Atomic Power Station and authorizing the 
export of replacement parts for this station.

Two applications for licenses to export the fuel were submitted to the

 ̂The full report is printed ibid., pp. 597-601.
 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, June 23, 1980, p. 1137. 

^Ibid., pp. 1137-1138.
 ̂Printed supra.
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission in September 1978 and August 1979 
respectively. After a careful review of these applications, and the 
applications for replacement parts for the Tarapur reactors, the Execu
tive Branch concluded that the proposed exports would not be inimical 
to the common defense and security, that they met all applicable 
statutory criteria under the Atomic Energy Act, and that the licenses 
should be issued. The Commission was notified of these Executive 
Branch findings and recommendations on March 28,1979, and on May 
7, 1980.

On May 16, 1980, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission decided that 
it could not find that the criteria for issuing the licenses had been met. 
Pursuant to the law, the Commission then referred these applications 
to me.

In reaching its decision, the Commission argued that the full-scope 
safeguards export criterion of Section 128a of the Atomic Energy Act 
applies to these applications because they do not fall within the grace 
period provided in the law. The Department of State, on the other 
hand, concludes that this statutory criterion does not apply to these 
two applications because they were submitted before September 10, 
1979, the cutoff date specified in the law, because the first shipment 
under each was reasonably planned to occur before March 10, 1980, 
and because there is no reason to believe that the applications were 
filed early as a way of circumventing the September 10,1979, deadline.

In any event, the license criteria specified by statute, of which 
Section 128a is one, are not the same as the export criteria on the basis 
of which I must determine whether to issue an Executive Order. As the 
Commission noted, its inability to issue the licenses "should not be 
read as a recommendation one way or the other on the proposed 
exports." As the Commission noted further, in such cases the law 
provides that the President may authorize such exports by Executive 
Order if he determines that withholding them would be seriously 
prejudicial to the achievement of United States non-proliferation 
objectives or would otherwise jeopardize the common defense and 
security.

I have determined that to withhold these exports would be seriously 
prejudicial to the achievement of United States non-prohferation objec
tives and would otherwise jeopardize the common defense and 
security. I have made this determination for the policy reasons 
discussed below. However, I want to make it clear that I do in fact 
regard these export applications as having fallen within the statutory 
grace period before the full-scope safeguards requirement of action 
128a takes effect. Thus, my authorization of these exports does not 
constitute a precedent for an exception to the full-scope safeguards 
criterion. Further, this action in no way indicates a change in the high 
priority I attach to preventing the spread of nuclear explosives. On the 
contrary, this action reflects my judgment that non-proliferation would  
be set back, not advanced, by withholding these exports, and that our 
failure to supply this fuel could seriously jeopardize other important 
U.S. interests.
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India's failure to accept international safeguards on all its peaceful 
nuclear activities and its failure to commit itself not to conduct further 
nuclear explosions are of serious concern to me. These exports will 
help us to maintain a dialogue with India in which w e try to narrow 
our differences on these issues.

The exports will avoid the risk of a claim by India that the United 
States has broken an existing agreement between the two governments 
and has thereby relieved India of its obligation to refrain from 
reprocessing the fuel previously supplied by the United States.

Supply of this fuel will also ensure the continuation of safeguards 
and other U.S. controls on disposition of U.S.-origin fuel that has been 
supplied to India.

Approval of these exports will help strengthen ties with a key South 
Asian democracy at a time when it is particularly important for us to do 
so. Insecurity in South and Southwest Asia has been greatly height
ened by the crisis in Iran and the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. We 
must do all w e reasonably can to promote stability in the area and to 
bolster our relations with states there, particularly those that can play a 
role in checking Soviet expansionism.

When I signed the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978,  ̂ 1 ex
pressed reservations about the constitutionality of provisions of law 
which purport to allow the Congress to overturn my decisions by 
actions not subject to my veto power. In transmitting this Executive 
Order, I also want to make it clear that I am not departing from those 
reservations.

Statement by the Director of the Population Protection 
Division of the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(Chipman) Before a Subcommittee of the Senate Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources: Effects of 
Nuclear W ar on the Surviving Population, June 19, 
1980^

In this statement I shall outline those issues which the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency believes are germane to these hearings.

First, a word on FEMA's organization and responsibilities. The 
President, in recommending the creation of FEMA hy Reorganization 
Plan No. 3 of 1978, established several important goals to be achieved 
by the new agency. These included:

(1) The consolidation of Federal authorities to anticipate, prepare 
for, and respond to major civil emergencies under the supervi
sion of an official responsible to the President.

The text of the act may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 118-164; the 
President's statement, ibid., pp. 165-167.

’ Short- and Long-Term Health Effects on the Surviving Population of a Nuclear War: Hearing 
Before the Subcommittee on Health and Scientific Research . . .  To Examining Some of the 
Consequences That Could Affect the Surviving Population of a Nuclear War, pp. 50-55.
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(2) The effective application of the concept that wherever possible, 
emergency responsibilities should be extensions of the regular 
missions of Federal agencies.

(3) The improved linkage of hazard mitigation programs with 
emergency preparedness and response functions.

(4) The increased effectiveness of a civil defense system designed  
to make the most effective use of all available emergency 
resources.

FEMA's authorities derive principally from the emergency-related 
programs and responsibilities of five agencies whose functions were 
merged into FEMA by the President's Reorganization Plan as approved 
by the Congress and implemented by Executive Orders 12127 of March 
21, 1979, and 12148 of July 20, 1979.

Two of the predecessor agencies had responsibilities primarily in the 
area of national security. The Defense Civil Preparedness Agency was 
responsible for the civil defense program, and the Federal Prepared
ness Agency was responsible for a variety of programs including 
continuity of government and the development of plans and systems 
to manage resources and stabilize the economy in time of emergency, 
including policy guidance for stockpiling strategic materials.

Executive Order 12148 assigned to the Director of FEMA, John W. 
Macy, Jr., responsibilities formerly assigned to the Federal Prepared
ness Agency, concerning the emergency planning and preparedness 
functions of departments and agencies of the Federal Government. Mr. 
Macy is responsible to provide guidance for, and to evaluate, the 
emergency planning and preparedness activities of the Federal depart
ments and agencies.

The responsibilities of the departments and agencies are spelled out 
in Executive Order 11490, as amended. Thus, the Secretary of Agricul
ture is responsible to prepare national emergency plans and develop  
preparedness programs in areas including food resources, rural fire 
control, and rural defense education. The responsibilities of the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services relate to planning and 
preparedness in areas including health services, civilian health manpower, 
health resources, and welfare services.

In short, each department and agency has emergency planning and 
preparedness responsibilities which are extensions of its regular missions. 
FEMA coordinates and evaluates these activities.

Let me turn now to FEMA's programs in the area of dvil defense. Policies 
for U.S. civil defense were enunciated in September 1978 by President 
Carter in Presidential Decision (PD) 41.

The PD-41 policies were based on an interagency study of issues 
related to U.S. civil defense, conducted between September 1977 and 
August 1978. The study looked not only at whether or not civil defense 
would make a difference in survival and recovery from nuclear war, 
but also at whether civil defense would play a role in a preattack crises. 
Other studies examined in detail the feasibility, costs, and performance 
of alternative U.S. civil defense programs. The intelligence community
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also produced a report on the status of the Soviet civil defense 
program. These contributed to the analysis and conclusions of the 
inter-agency policy study.

The inter-agency policy study contained a range of options for a future 
civil defense program for the United States. These included: (1) essen
tially no program; (2) the program as it existed at that time; (3) a 
program providing for relocating (evacuating) the population of larger 
U.S. cities and other risk areas should time permit during a period of 
strategic warning resulting from an international crisis; and (4) a short 
warning time, in-place protection program including construction of 
blast shelters in our cities.

Each of the options was presented to the President with an evalua
tion of its potential effectiveness and associated costs. The resulting 
Presidential Decision (PD) 41 directed implementation of a new civil 
defense policy along the following lines:

• That the United States civil defense program should enhance the 
survivability of the American people and its leadership in the event of 
nuclear war, thereby improving the basis for eventual recovery;

• That the United States civil defense program should enhance 
deterrence and stability, and contribute to preceptions of the overall 
U.S./Soviet strategic balance and to crisis stability, and also reduce the 
possibility that the Soviets could coerce us in times of increased 
tension;

• That the policy not suggest any change in the U.S. policy of 
relying on strategic nuclear forces as the preponderant factor in 
maintaining deterrence; and

• That the program include planning for population relocation 
during times of international crisis as well as be adaptable to help deal 
with natural disasters and other peacetime emergencies.

Civil defense programs can make a great difference in the number of 
people who would survive a large-scale nuclear exchange, and in 
prospects for eventual postattack recovery. The means by which civil 
defense measures can reduce casualties are well understood and 
indeed are almost self-evident.

Consider, for example, the United States. A large-scale nuclear 
attack on both military and urban/industrial objectives could involve 
detonations on some or all of our metropolitan areas, as well as on 
some additional areas associated with military or industrial installations.

It is possible, of course, that an attack might be less severe, involving 
only U.S. strategic nuclear offensive forces (ICBM complexes, SAC 
bases, and ballistic missile submarine ports). However, it is only 
prudent to assume—as a basis for planning—that some metropolitan 
areas might be attacked as well, for they contain much of our industry 
as well as a large portion of our population.

The "risk map" provided for the Subcommittee portrays such an 
attack. Most of the areas shown in red are our metropolitan areas. 
While they cover only a small percentage of the land area of the U.S., 
they contain about two-thirds of our population, some 140 million 
people.
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There are two means for reducing the casualties that would be 
caused by nuclear attack. One is to provide shelter for the population. 
Inexpensive programs make use of the fallout (and limited blast) 
protection that is inherent in already existing structures. Expensive 
programs would provide high-quality blast shelter in cities, and fallout 
protection in non-metropolitan areas.

The second method for reducing casualties is to move people away 
from possible target areas over a period of several days during an acute 
crisis. It is evident that such "crisis relocation" (or evacuation) can 
substantially reduce the impact of a large-scale attack, particularly if 
fallout protection is developed for evacuees in "host" areas surround
ing our larger cities.

A number of computer-assisted studies have confirmed the obvious. 
If people are protected in existing buildings in the cities, total survival 
in a large-scale attack such as the one shown on the map would  
approximate 40 percent, or some 90 million people. However, roughly 
one-third of the survivors would be injured or suffering radiation 
sickness.

If, on the other hand, the bulk of the people in our larger cities could 
be relocated to surrounding areas during an acute crisis, and if fallout 
protection were developed there, total survival could approximate 80 
percent—on the order of 180 million people. And more than six out of 
seven of the survivors would be uninjured, improving prospects for 
post-attack recovery.

The exact numbers of predicted survivors are of course affected 
somewhat by the level and type of attack assumed, or the level of 
fallout protection assumed. But all studies confirm that crisis relocation 
can reduce casualties by tens of millions.

Thus, it is clear that crisis relocation has good potential for great 
reductions in casualties. An important point to bear in mind is that 
effectiveness depends on far more than developing crisis relocation 
plans alone.

Rather, to achieve the full potential for lifesaving inherent in crisis 
relocation, a number of supporting capabilities are essential beyond 
the plans themselves. For example, the key local and State officials 
who would be responsible to execute the plans must understand their 
duties; this requires periodic exercising of plans with these officials 
(though not with the public at large). There must be detailed plans to 
develop additional fallout shelters in host areas during a crisis period. 
There must be protected control centers for the key officials, and 
protected broadcast stations to permit giving emergency information 
and instructions to the population. There must be a radiological 
defense system, so that the people can be told'when it is reasonably 
safe to leave shelters.

The point is that the number of casualties prevented is a direct 
function of the civil defense capabilities that have (or have not) been 
developed by the time of attack. Crisis relocation plans by themselves 
have limited payoff—expected total survival would be quite low, a little 
under half our population. To achieve survival in the range of 80
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percent requires a balanced, moderate-cost civil defense system includ
ing the in-being capabilities just outlined.

Of course, there are uncertainties involved in the moderate-cost 
crisis relocation approach. For example, would local and State govern
ments be effective in assisting the people to move to host areas, in 
providing temporary lodging and food, and in developing fallout 
protection for evacuees in the host areas? FEMA believes they would.

It is FEMA's judgment, based on extensive research and on experi
ence in peacetime evacuations, that crisis relocation could be highly 
effective if two conditions existed: one, completion of the requisite 
plans, together with development of supporting systems and capabilities; 
and two, a week of warning time in which to move and protect the 
bulk of the 140 million people living near military installations and in 
our larger cities.

Surprise attack is considered unlikely. Rather, it is likely that we 
would have a week's warning time because if the Soviets are to protect 
the bulk of their urban population by evacuation, the Intelligence 
Community estimates that it would take a week or more to evacuate 
Soviet cities and develop fallout protection for evacuees in surrounding 
rural areas.

As for public cooperation, experience in both peacetime and wartime 
evacuation is that most people will comply with official instructions, 
providing that these are understandable and make sense in terms of 
improving chances for survival. In fact, in a threatening situation, many 
people w3l leave potential danger areas on their own, whether or not 
they have been advised to do so. During the Three Mile Island incident 
last year, for example, 40 percent of the people living within 15 miles of 
the plant evacuated spontaneously, with no official advice to do so. 
These evacuees totalled 145,000—out of 370,000 people within 15 miles 
of the plant.

The view of State and local officials is that they would rather have 
the relocation plan and not need it, than need the plan and not have it. 
The views of the public are similar. Surveys indicate that about 80 
percent of the people believe w e should have crisis relocation plans. 
Indeed, the people believe "the Government is taking care of civil 
defense"—and although people give little thought to civil defense in 
normal times, their interest rises sharply when international tensions 
increase.

What are current U.S. civil defense capabilities? It would be wrong to 
suppose that the U.S. has no current civil defense program or 
capability. The investments of the past two decades have developed  
systems which would save some millions of lives in the event of 
large-scale attack.

At the same time, it would be equally wrong to suppose that the U.S. 
currently has well-developed civil defense capabilities. The report of 
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to Congress, "United States 
Military Posture for FY 1981" noted that ". . . the U.S. civil defense 
program is funded at a very low level and is relatively ineffective."

More specifically, a start has been made on development of crisis
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relocation plans, and work is underway in all States, but much remains 
to be done. About 400 plans have been approved, as against some 
3,400 needed. Similarly, the systems and capabilities essential to 
realize the full lifesaving potential of crisis relocation exist only in 
partial degree.

The Administration had hoped to begin implementing components 
of an enhanced program in FY 1980. However, the appropriation for 
FEMA's civil defense activities represented a net decrease (in real 
terms) of about 3 percent from the FY 1979 level. The FY 1981 request 
represents a real growth of about 12 percent over the FY 1980 level and, 
if supported by the Congress, would constitute a significant first step 
towards developing a crisis relocation capability, including both reloca
tion plans and supporting capabilities, and would provide a practical 
test of its efficacy in large-scale applications.

We believe, in short, that both prudence and the PD-41 policies 
require a start on developing crisis relocation capabilities, and we hope 
that action on the President's FY 1981 request will permit that signifi
cant first step to be taken.

As mentioned above, planning and programs relating to medical 
care, health services, and related areas are in the province of the 
Department of Health and Human Services, not FEMA. However, 
FEMA can make a substantial indirect, not direct, contribution to the 
problems of postattack medical care and of health—in the area of 
prevention, not care.

This is because relocating the bulk of the population from U.S. risk 
areas, during an acute crisis, can add tens of millions of survivors—and 
can moreover significantly reduce the number of injured. We are 
therefore applying our limited resources where they will produce the 
greatest payoff, namely, in developing capabilities to protect our 
population.

FEMA believes that the need for civil defense is clear. No system of 
civil defense can guarantee the survival of all of our people—not even a 
$70 billion program to build blast shelters in our cities. No system of 
civil defense can assure that there would not be injuries on an 
unprecedented and tragic scale.

But reasonably effective civil defenses can reduce casualties by tens 
of millions should the worst occur. They provide the basis for eventual 
reconstitution and recovery—notwithstanding that even a limited 
nuclear exchange would be a massive disaster for our own and other 
societies involved, and notwithstanding death, suffering, and misery 
on a scale with few if any parallels in human experience, and certainly 
none in the experience of the United States.

We in FEMA therefore conclude that until we can be assured that 
nuclear war will never occur, it is essential to develop civil defense 
protection for our people and our country. This is required, we believe, 
by the Constitution, and by the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950, as 
amended ("provide a system of civil defense for the protection of life 
and property in the United States from attack")—as well as by the 
dictates of common prudence and humanitarian concern for our 
people.
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Everyone agrees that a nuclear war would be an unparalleled 
disaster. However, we believe that it is a responsibility of government 
to take those reasonable steps which can mitigate, even though they 
cannot eliminate, the deaths and suffering that would result from a 
nuclear disaster.

Chinese Working Paper Submitted to the Committee 
on Disarmament: Proposals on the Main Contents of a 
Convention on the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons, 
June 19, 1980 ^

The use of chemical weapons has long been strongly denounced in 
the world. The Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of 
Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Meth
ods of Warfare, concluded in Geneva back in 1925, voiced the wishes of 
the people all over the world.  ̂ However, because the Protocol only 
placed restrictions on, without providing for verification of, the use of 
chemical weapons, all kinds of chemical weapons have, since its 
conclusion, been developed, produced and stockpiled by some big 
powers, and were repeatedly used in wars. Particularly in the recent 
period, there have been numerous reports claiming that chemical 
weapons were used in Afghanistan, Laos and Kampuchea. All this 
constitutes a grave threat to world peace and security and have 
aroused increasing concern among the States for a prohibition of 
chemical weapons. Facts prove that it is an urgent task of the Commit
tee on Disarmament to conclude an international convention on the 
complete prohibition of the development, production, stockpiling, 
acquisition, transfer and use of chemical weapons and on their com
plete destruction.

Paragraph 2 of the operating section of Resolution No. 34/72 adopted 
by the General Assembly at its thirty-fourth Session reads: "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."  ̂

Since taking part in the work of the Committee on Disarmament, the 
Chinese Delegation has studied the draft conventions, working papers 
and concrete proposals submitted by the member States or groups of 
the Committee and wishes to state its basic position on the conclusion 
of a convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons as follows:

1. The convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons should 
be comprehensive. The scope of prohibited activities in connexion 
with chemical weapons should include their development, production, 
stockpiling, acquisition, transfer and use; the scope of prohibited

 ̂ CD/102.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764- 765. 
 ̂Ibid., 1979, p. 755.
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chemical weapons should include all chemicals determined by a 
general purpose criterion, i.e. whose types and quantities fail to justify 
the claim that they are intended for peaceful purposes, and weapons 
systems using these chenucals.

2. The existing stocks of chemical weapons should be completely 
destroyed, and the existing production facilities dismantled. Shutting 
down the facilities for the production of chemical weapons or convert
ing them to peaceful production is not the best approach, for this will 
only increase the work load of verification and make it more difficult.

3. After entry into force of the convention, the Contracting Parties 
should, within a specified time, disclose information pertaining to the 
possession, stockpiling, and facilities for the manufacture of chemical 
weapons. Any Contracting Party having a stockpile and facilities for 
the production of chemical weapons should disclose their numbers 
and where these facilities are located as well as give a time table for the 
thorough destruction of the said weapons and the dismantling of the 
facilities within the shortest possible time.

4. There should be stringent and effective measures for international 
control and supervision to ensure the strict implementation of the 
provisions of the convention. An appropriate organ of international 
control should be set up for this purpose charged with the responsibil
ity of verifying the destruction of chemical weapon stockpiles and the 
dismantling of facilities for their production. The organ should also be 
empowered to investigate charges on the use of chemical weapons and 
on any other violations of the convention.

5. Appropriate measures should be spelled out to deal with verified 
cases of violations of the convention with a view to bringing about their 
prompt cessation or providing strong assistance to imperilled Contract
ing Parties.

6. There should be included a clear understanding that no provision 
in this convention should be interpreted as limiting or detracting in any 
way the obligations undertaken by the Contracting Parties in accor
dance with the 1925 Geneva Protocol.

Statement by the Group of 21 to the Committee on 
Disarmament: Comprehensive Test Ban, June 19,1980 ^

I would like to make the following statement on behalf of the Group 
of 21 on the subject of a nuclear test ban.

The Group of 21 has, during the 1979 and 1980 sessions of the 
Committee on Disarmament, repeatedly affirmed the importance and 
urgency of concluding a comprehensive nuclear test-ban treaty. As 
reiterated by the United Nations General Assembly, the Committee 
has been entrusted with the task of undertaking negotiations on such a

 ̂ CD/PV. 85, pp. 9 -10 . Ambassador Marker (Pakistan) spoke on behalf of the Group 
of 21.
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treaty as the highest priority item. The views of the Group of 21 are 
fully reflected in documents CD/50  ̂ and CD/72.

It is a matter of deep regret that the Committee on Disarmament has 
not found it possible even to open negotiations on the subject of a 
nuclear test ban. It is also unfortunate that, despite the dissatisfaction 
expressed at the report submitted by the States engaged in separate 
negotiations on this subject, no further information has been made 
available regarding these negotiations. We would again urge, as the 
United Nations General Assembly has done, that the States concerned 
achieve a positive conclusion to these negotiations without further 
delay and failing this, that they submit, during the Committee's 
present session, a comprehensive and detailed report about the status 
of their negotiations and the areas of agreement and disagreement.

It is a matter of concern for the entire international community that 
nuclear testing has continued unabated. The Group of 21 once again 
calls for an immediate halt to all nuclear testing in all environments.

The members of the Group of 21 can no longer be satisfied that the 
Committee on Disarmament should continue to be restricted to the 
expression of general views on the question of the nuclear test ban at 
the beginning and end of the spring and summer parts of its annual 
sessions.

The Group finds it necessary at the present juncture to reaffirm the 
importance and urgency of initiating, without further delay, concrete 
negotiations on a comprehensive nuclear test-ban treaty in the Commit
tee itself. As generally acknowledged, the technical and scientific basis 
exists for concluding such a treaty; all that is required is the political 
will of States to achieve this objective. The position has been confirmed 
in the recent study submitted by the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations on the subject (CD/86). ^

As stated in document CD/64  ̂and recalled in document CD/72, the 
Group of 21 believes that the best available machinery for the conduct 
of concrete negotiations within the Committee on Disarmament is the 
establishment of ad hoc working groups. Although the Committee has 
established ad hoc working groups to undertake concrete negotiations 
on four of the items on its agenda, it has not found it possible to set up 
a similar working group on this highest priority item, as proposed by 
the Group of 21. Today, w e reiterate that the Committee should 
establish such an ad hoc working group at its present session on the 
item entitled "Nuclear test ban."

The Group further proposes that consultations should be held in 
informal meetings of the Committee to consider the subject of the 
nuclear test ban with a view, inter alia, to establishing an ad hoc working 
group to undertake concrete negotiations for the conclusion of a treaty 
on this subject.

The achievement of this objective is even more essential today than

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 536-539.
 ̂The report was submitted on Mar. 24. An extract of it is printed ante. 
Submitted on Feb. 27, ante.
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in the past for the sake of the credibility of the process of disarmament 
unanimously agreed upon in the Final Document of the Tenth Special 
Session of the United Nations General Assem bly, devoted to 
disarmament. ^

Statement by the French Representative (de Beausse) 
to the Committee on Disarmament: Comprehensive 
Test Ban Working Group, June 19, 1980 ^

I have asked for the floor in order to comment briefly on some of the 
remarks made by the Ambassador of India, who referred in his 
statement to my country's positive attitude towards the setting up of a 
working group on a nuclear test ban and expressed the hope that my 
delegation would take part in the work of such a group if it were set 
up. I feel obliged to recall the categorical reservations made by Mr. de 
la Gorce during the first part of our session as regards my country's 
possible participation in a working group on a nuclear test ban. 
However, in so far as we are free not to participate in the work of such 
a group, we shall certainly not oppose its establishment if a consensus 
in that direction were to develop in the Committee.

Remarics by President Carter: SALT II Agreement [Extract], 
June 20, 1980 ^

I'm confident that just as American people want to sustain strong 
policies against Soviet aggression, they also want our strong efforts to 
continue at arms control. We know that the SALT II agreement  ̂ can 
contribute directly to the security not only of the United States but of 
Europe and indeed of the entire world. It can help to restrain future 
arms competition, continue the historically important direction of 
nuclear arms limitation, and keep our faith that even the most 
dangerous differences can be resolved in a framework of cooperation. 
Especially now in this time of tension, observing the mutual con
straints imposed by the treaty is in the best interest of every nation on 
Earth.

Therefore, I intend to honor the object and purpose of the treaty as 
long as the Soviet Union, as observed by us, does the same. I will

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 411—439.
 ̂ CD/PV. 85, p. 13.
 ̂Ibid., p. 8.
 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, June 30,1980, p. 1159. The remarks were 

made at a state dinner in Rome.
 ̂Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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remain in close consultation with our Congress with the goal of 
seeking the ratification of SALT II at the earliest opportune time.

News Conference Remarks by President Carter: European 
Theater Nuclear Forces [Extract], June 23, 1980 ^

Q. Mr. President, what merit do you think there is, if any, in 
Chancellor Schmidt's idea that by pointing out to the Soviets that we 
have 3 years before we'll be deploying theater nuclear forces in 
Western Europe—that that may give them an opportunity to pull back 
on their future weapons? Do you think there's any merit at all in that 
idea?

The President. No, I don't. There is merit to the thought that the 
Soviets would unilaterally cease deploying the SS-20's. So far, the 
Soviets have built facilities and have deployed several dozen SS-20's, 
and they are continuing with that building and that deployment. If the 
Soviets would unilaterally stop that, it would be beneficial, and that's 
what Chancellor Schmidt expressed to me as his hope. However, for 
us to offer a quid pro quo, a quid for that quo, w e would not be gaining 
anything at all.

We will start this summer locating sites, and we'll be going through 
the construction phase in 1981, 1982, and '83 of the deployment of 
theater nuclear forces just to meet an overwhelming threat that the 
Soviets have built up already. And for us to accept the proposition that 
there is any sort of equity or equality in the present arrangement is a 
mistake, and for us to agree not to deploy if they will just maintain 
their heavy existing deployment is not a fair exchange.

So, I do not agree with any freeze nor any prohibition against 
American and European continuation of our uninterrupted plans.

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, June 30, 1980, p. 1195. The remarks were 
made following the Economic Summit Conference in Venice.
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News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Muskie: 
Strategic Arms Limitation [Extract], June 24, 1980 ^

Q. You said something else at the airport this morning. You said 
that there's no prospect of further disarmament—I'm paraphrasing 
but I think it's accurate—agreements as long as the Soviet troops are in 
Afghanistan. Does that mean there is now a de facto freeze on MBFR 
[mutual and balanced force reductions]  ̂and the Geneva talks and all 
the rest of it?

A. Then that was a slip of the tongue. Did I say that?

Q. I'm going to go look. [Laughter] I thought the words you used  
were set back or slow or delay.

A. Whatever I may have said—check that—diminished.

Q. That's a fair difference between them going to end.
A. Yes, obviously they have diminished.

Q. Does it mean, in effect, that there is no real chance of any 
advance?

A. That's hard to say. I'd have to say as of the situation at the 
moment, because if arms control agreements depend on ratification of 
SALT II,  ̂the simple fact is that at this moment the votes aren't there in 
the Senate.

Q. How do you see it as a politician and as a presidential issue? I 
mean, will it be in Carter's interest to campaign on a ratification issue, 
saying, if he were reelected, he would push for it after the election?

A. I know he believes very deeply about pursuing it.

Q. What do you think the votes are on it?
A. I don't recall the last poll I saw on arms control but I think there 

continues to be a strong impulse for moving in that direction that could 
be developed and built up into support of arms control. My own  
personal view is that it should be.

That doesn't necessarily mean that by the time you generate the 
public support necessary to put the votes together in the Senate SALT
II would necessarily be relevant. You all are familiar with the time 
constraints that press on SALT II. If you couldn't get ratification by 
next spring then the calendar would be close to having run out on SALT
II. And so it would be a question of whether you renegotiate SALT II or 
whether you proceed to SALT III, taking into account the failure to 
ratify SALT II. Whether you could persuade the Russians to do that is a 
very iffy question, so you get off into a wildly speculative area. I would  
say that it is important and in the public interest to underline and to

 ̂ Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 1980, pp. 35-36. The news conference was held in 
Ankara.

 ̂Brackets in source text.
 ̂The SALT II Treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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emphasize the importance of achieving arms control agreements with 
the Soviet Union. I think that that point should be made independently 
of how it's to be implemented, strongly enough so that people don't 
lose sight of the importance of the goal.

On a parallel track, obviously you've got to talk about the SALT II 
agreement, the SALT process, the SALT III, but you ought not to get so 
confused that if the calendar runs out on you with respect to SALT II 
that people throw up their hands on arms control. I just think arms 
control is critical, especially w hen w e find ourselves in a posture 
confrontation with the Soviet Union, uncertain as to what their 
ultimate intentions are, uncertain as to where they're likely to go next. 
It's in the interest of both countries. After all, we reached an arms 
control agreement with the Soviet Union when we were up to our 
necks in Vietnam and having just mined Haiphong Harbor. Mr. 
Nixon was welcomed in Moscow in order to pursue arms control in the 
interest of both sides. If we're going to fight each other, we ought to do 
so with something less than nuclear weapons.

That's oversimplifying the thing, but nevertheless I think the Presi
dent believes this deeply about it, and I'd be surprised if the issue 
doesn't emerge in the campaign, but maybe in two forms—one, the 
importance of arms control, two, what you do about SALT II as the 
immediate item on the agenda.

Q. On the second point, what about a lame duck session of 
Congress—post-November?

A. It all depends on whether public opinion, public support, for an 
arms control agreement has intensified sufficiently to influence Mem
bers of the Senate, and also the environment as between us and the 
Soviet Union, what it then is. I think we've got to keep looking for an 
opening, keep searching for it, keep probing for it, keep selling the 
idea, keep promoting it, and we just can't stop where w e are.

Q. How active would you become if this becomes a presidential 
issue between Mr. Carter and Mr. Reagan? How much of your duties 
and time would be devoted to making speeches in favor of SALT, 
possibly addressing a Democratic convention on that issue?

A. I have no political calendar. I think that it's important for me to 
talk about SALT and these other issues. That, as you all know, is one of 
the reasons that the President selected me to discuss foreign policy as 
Secretary of State, not as a campaigner.

 ̂SALT I, printed ibid., 1972, pp. 197 ff.
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Interview of President Carter: Nuclear W ar by Accident 
[Extract], June 25, 1980 ^

Q. We Europeans are obviously concerned about the question of 
international nuclear weapons safeguards, whether in the context of 
SALT and other disarmament negotiations or the recent computer 
failure in the U.S. defense alert system. Could you comment upon the 
question of the safeguards and the possibilities of accidental war?

The President. The pursuit of arms control is itself a measure to 
prevent accidental conflict. Negotiations, for example, make possible a 
dialog between adversaries which can provide greater understanding 
of military thinking and systems generally. Arms control agreements, 
moreover, work to increase confidence between the sides in specific 
areas, as, for example, in the SALT II provision for advance notification 
of certain ICBM flight-tests. ^

Although our own alert systems are fully adequate to discern an 
attack clearly, it is nevertheless useful to exchange information of this 
type as part of a process to build confidence. The notification proce
dures on large-scale troop movements and exercises under the Helsinki 
accords of 1975  ̂contribute in a somewhat similar fashion to security in 
Europe.

Whiile we are concerned about the computer error, there was no 
possibility of aggressive response from the United States based on this 
isolated component indicator. During those two brief alarms our 
personnel followed standard procedures and immediately determined 
no attack was underway. We were not remotely close to launching any 
of our nuclear forces. All our warning sensors worked properly, as did 
our procedures for discriminating false from real alarms.

Letter From the U.S. Special Representative for Non
proliferation Matters (Smith) to the New York Times: 
Nuclear Fuel for India, June 25, 1980 ^

I disagree with your position that supply of fuel to India's Tarapur 
nuclear power reactors would pose greater proliferation dangers than 
non-supply [editorial June 22].  ̂ Having wrestled with problems of 
nuclear proliferation on and off for 30 years, I have concluded that a

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, June 30, 1980, p. 1226. The interview 
consisted of responses to written questions submitted by Wilton Fonseca of the 
Portuguese News Agency, ANOP.

 ̂The SALT II Treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
 ̂Printed ibid., 1975, pp. 304-308.
 ̂New York Times, July 2, 1980.
 ̂Brackets in source text.
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U.S. cutoff of Tarapur would in the longer run be more likely to help 
than hinder the spread of nuclear explosive capabilities.

President Carter has formally found that withholding this export 
"would be seriously prejudicial to the achievement of United States 
nonproliferation objectives and would otherwise jeopardize the com
mon defense and security."  ̂To deprive India now of new fuel for its 
electricity grid—fuel having no direct military significance—with the 
result that India deprives the U.S. of existing control over spent fuel 
containing explosive material sufficient for hundreds of weapons 
would seem a poor trade-off.

At present, Tarapur is subject to inspection by the Vienna-based 
International Atomic Energy Agency. Moreover, the U.S. has control 
over whether the spent fuel is reprocessed and, were it to be reprocessed, 
what use would be made of the separated plutonium. India takes the 
position that these obligations would end if the U.S. stopped supply
ing fuel.

While w e do not agree, we cannot ignore the consequences of India's 
shedding these controls. It would be the first instance in which a 
member of the I. A.E. A.'s system withdrew from a safeguard agreement. 
I believe such an event would seriously prejudice the worldwide 
safeguards system.

India's reprocessing of this spent fuel and fueling of the Tarapur 
reactors with the plutonium would tend to justify other countries that 
might be tempted thus to reduce or eliminate dependence on foreign 
suppliers. A major aim of U.S. nonproliferation policy has been to 
discourage such use of plutonium, even in the programs of our close 
allies.

The United States is often criticized for what is perceived to be its 
unreliability as a nuclear supplier. Consider the implications for our 
reliability that would be read round the world into a decision not to 
supply Tarapur—while such supply in the Administration's view is 
permitted by law.

It is said that by shipping the fuel we would be yielding on 
safeguards. It is the Administration's position that the shipments in 
question would not be an exception to the safeguards requirement of 
our law but would be consistent with the two-year grace period for 
accepting these safeguards provided in that law. Universal adoption of 
full-scope safeguards remains a major goal of our nonproliferation 
policy. There is no question of "yielding" to India on our legal 
requirements.

Whether or not the United States now ships fuel to Tarapur in 
fulfillment of its previous commitment would seem to have no bearing 
on decisions of other nuclear suppliers to require full-scope safeguards 
in future supply contracts. There seems little or no prospect that other 
suppliers will impose this requirement retroactively on existing supply 
commitments.

 ̂See Executive Order 12218 and Presidential message of June 19, both printed ante.
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Proponents of a cutoff say that, if we supply Tarapur in the absence 
of full-scope safeguards, other countries will refuse to accept such 
safeguards. Well over 100 nations are bound to accept comprehensive 
safeguards under the Nonproliferation Treaty.  ̂ Of the others with 
nuclear programs, some now  have or will soon have all their nuclear 
installations under safeguards. As for the few remaining hold-outs, I 
am convinced that supplying fuel to Tarapur now would have no 
significant influence on their nuclear policies.

If the aim of our policy is to support the I.A.E.A. safeguards system  
and prevent use of plutonium in thermal reactors or nuclear explosives, I 
think w e should hold India to the nonproliferation terms of its 
agreement for as long as possible and make the sliipments in question.

Statement by Deputy Secretary of State Christopher 
Before the House Committee on Foreign Affairs: Export 
of Nuclear Fuel for India, June 26, 1980 ^

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before this committee to 
discuss the proposed export of fuel to India for the Tarapur atomic 
power station. The President's decision  ̂ to approve the two fuel 
shipments has generated some differences of opinion, as I found in my 
two prior appearances before Congress on this issue. It is obvious from 
the questions that I have received and from the public discussion of 
this issue that there are some fundamental misunderstandings on the 
issues involved.

I believe, therefore, that after briefly recounting the history of our 
nuclear relationship with India, it would be useful if I devoted the bulk 
of my remarks to responding to some of the questions that have arisen 
on this subject.

In 1963 the United States and India entered into an agreement for 
nuclear cooperation.  ̂Under this agreement, the United States agreed 
to supply all of the enriched uranium needed to fuel the reactors at the 
Tarapur atomic power station during their estimated 30-year lifetime. 
In return India agreed that it would use only U.S. supplied fuel at 
Tarapur, that safeguards would be maintained on the fuel, that it 
would not be reprocessed without U.S. agreement, and that the 
supplied material and equipment would be used only for peaceful 
purposes and not for "atomic weapons or for any other military 
purpose." In 1974 the United States obtained from India an explicit 
commitment that U.S. fuel supplied to Tarapur would be used at 
Tarapur for the needs of the power station and, thus, not for any 
nuclear explosive device.

 ̂For treaty text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
 ̂ Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 1980, pp. 69-71.
 ̂The Executive Order and Presidential message on this decision are dated June 19 and 

are both printed ante.
 ̂ 14 UST 1484; TIAS 5446; 488 UNTS 21.
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Thus far, the United States has supplied under the agreement more 
than 200 tons of low enriched uranium to fuel the Tarapur reactors. 
The fuel is under safeguards and has not been reprocessed; and India 
has met all of its other obligations under the 1963 agreement.

As you all know, in 1978 Congress enacted the NNPA which 
provides that, after a grace period, a recipient of U.S. nuclear exports 
must have all of its nuclear activities under international safeguards as 
a condition of continued export.  ̂ India has accepted safeguards on 
Tarapur and other facilities that contain material supplied from abroad, 
but it has a number of indigenously developed facilities that are not 
under international safeguards. In^a takes the position that it will 
accept safeguards on all of its nuclear facilities only when all other 
states, including the nuclear-weapon states, do the same.

During the grace period provided in the 1978 act, two shipments of 
enriched uranium have been made to India. Two additional export 
license applications were filed during the grace period: one in Septem
ber 1978 and one in August 1979. The shipments requested in those 
applications are the ones that are, in effect, before this committee 
today.

The new Indian Government under Mrs. Gandhi came into office 
early this year. Based on a series of discussions, we have concluded 
that the Indian Government will not go beyond Mrs. Gandhi's state
ment that India intends to use nuclear energy only for peaceful 
purposes. This formulation does not exclude the possibility of so-called 
peaceful nuclear experiments. India has reiterated that so long as the 
United States meets its supply obligations under the Tarapur agreement, 
India will consider itself bound to the reciprocal obligations under the 
1963 agreement.

We must now decide whether to terminate our nuclear supply 
relationship with India or to approve these exports for Tarapur. Both 
geopolitical and nonproliferation concerns have led the Administration 
to conclude that the exports should be approved.

It is simply not true, as some have stated, that the President's 
decision represents an abandoning of our nonproliferation goals in 
favor of improving our relations with India. The President's decision 
will not weaken our nonproliferation policy. To the contrary, the best 
way that w e can advance that policy is to continue our supply 
relationship. Those who, in the name of nonproliferation, oppose 
these shipments have failed, in my view, to contemplate the possible 
repercussions should their view prevail.

If we disapprove these shipments, India is very likely to consider 
itself free of its obligations under the 1963 agreement. In that event, 
India might reprocess the U.S.-origin fuel in India and use the 
plutonium in the Tarapur reactors. This would be an unfortunate 
precedent, because it would be seen by some as a demonstration that 
thermal recycle is a practical alternative, at least as an interim measure, 
to avoid dependence on external supply.

Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 118-164.
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If we disapprove these shipments, India might also withdraw the 
U.S.-supplied nuclear fuel from safeguards. This would be the first 
time this has occurred and could seriously undermine the whole 
nonproliferation regime. In addition, India might decide to disregard 
our veto over any other use of the material already supplied beyond its 
use as fuel for Tarapur. It also could end the present U.S. veto over any 
retransfer to another country of this material.

On the other hand, if these shipments are approved, we will have 
preserved India's obligations under the existing agreements. It is in our 
interest to be able to hold India to these commitments.

I am persuaded that opponents have failed to come to grips with the 
geopolitical implications of the decline in Indo-U.S. relations that 
termination of the supply agreement would inevitably cause. India is 
the largest democracy in the world. Its government, like ours, rests on  
the consent of the governed, expressed again in January in the most 
massive popular election the world has ever seen. We share with India 
a faith in human rights, a belief in the rule of law, and a pride in strong 
democratic institutions.

The turmoil in Iran and the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan have 
heightened U.S. security concerns in South and Southwest Asia. We 
consider it vital to bolster our relations with this region, particularly 
with those countries, such as India, which can promote security and 
stability in South Asia.

U.S.-India relations have not always been smooth. Our policy 
perceptions and interests do not always coincide. At the same time, w e 
should recognize that in pursuing its independent course, Mrs. Gandhi's 
government has taken positions on several important matters which  
we welcome and has signaled to us that it wants a constructive 
relationship.

• India has moved from an uncritical view of recent events in 
Afghanistan to one opposing the Soviet invasion and calling for 
prompt withdrawal.

• India has sought to improve relations with Pakistan and has sent 
two high level emissaries to Islamabad to discuss regional problems 
with the Pakistan Government.

• It has continued to play a moderate role in the nonaligned 
movement.

• India has signaled that it wants to develop a closer relationship 
with the U.S. Clark Clifford and Averell Harriman have had candid 
and useful sessions with Mrs. Gandhi, and, as you know, she has 
warmly welcomed several of your congressional colleagues to India.

We believe that the best way to encourage India to pursue policies 
harmonious with U.S. interests is to build a framework of constructive 
bilateral relations which underscores U.S. constancy and reliability. 
The Tarapur issue is highly important in this regard. Many in India see 
it as an index of U.S. interest in maintaining good relations and of our 
recognition of the importance of constructive U.S.-India ties to our 
broader foreign policy concerns in South and Southwest Asia. A
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positive decision on Tarapur now will encourage India in the long term 
to act in ways consistent with our interests as it faces up to the new  
situation posed for South Asia by the prospect of a prolonged Soviet 

. presence in Afghanistan.
On the other hand, the Soviets would undoubtedly exploit a refusal 

by us to supply fuel to India, and they may very well supplant us as the 
source of Tarapur fuel. We have just seen, in the generous terms of the 
$1.6 billion arms deal, the use the Soviets make of their resources to 
influence India. We simply cannot afford to complicate our relations 
with India just as the Soviets are demonstrating the importance they 
attach to this key South Asian nation.

Some opponents of the President's decision have ^expressed the view  
that the Administration is "caving in" to unreasonable demands by 
India. This contention is not justified by the facts. The short of it is that 
the United States and India entered ihto a fuel supply agreement in 
1963. India, to the best of our knowledge, has abided by its obligations 
under the Tarapur agreement.

We would like, of course, to see India accept full-scope safeguards 
on all of its nuclear facilities. Nevertheless, the conditions that the 
United States would like to see India accept were imposed by U.S. law 
in 1978— 15 years after our international obligation was entered into. If 
we were to cut off our fuel shipments, India could plausibly ask 
whether the United States is a nation that abides by its commitments.

When Congress passed the NNPA in 1978, it recognized that by 
effectively changing the ground rules of our nuclear supply policy, the 
act would create problems for some countries. That is why the 
legislation has a grace period to allow time to negotiate with countries, 
such as India, to which w e supplied nuclear fuel, but which had not 
adopted a full-scope safeguards regime. Thus, the legislative underpin
ning of our nonproliferation policy itself recognizes that there is no 
contradiction between nonproliferation and the shipment of these 
exports to India.

Some critics have charged that, whatever the merits of the fuel 
shipments, they violate the spirit of the NNPA, because the proposed 
shipments do not fall within the grace period of the act. This assertion, 
we believe, is incorrect.

The two current applications filed by India were for fuel that it needs 
for the efficient operation of the Tarapur power station. No one claims 
that India failed to file the two applications well before the September 
10,1979, deadline. Delay by the U.S. Government, for which India can 
hardly be held responsible, is the only reason that the fuel was not 
shipped before March 10, 1980.

The Administration, therefore, believes the two license applications 
in this case fall within that grace period. In any event, I can assure you  
that the Administration will regard these two shipments as within the 
grace period and not as a precedent for any other license applications. 
Therefore, approval of these exports will not prejudice the future 
application of the fullscope safeguards requirements.

In conclusion, the Administration recognizes that there are plausible
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arguments on both sides of this issue. But I am convinced that, upon  
close examination, the weight of these arguments lies decisively on the 
side of going forward.

If we do not proceed, w e could close the door on any opportunity for 
influencing India's future nuclear activities. We would risk losing our 
veto over India's use of spent fuel from the reactors we have provided. 
We would jeopardize the prospects for strengthening our relations 
with India—an influential democracy in a critical region at a crucial 
time. If w e do not go forward, it would benefit not ourselves but those 
who would move into the breach. We hope w e will have your support 
on this matter of real importance to American interests.

North Atlantic Council Communique [Extracts], 
June 26, 1980 '

5. In parallel with the efforts of their governments to maintain and 
strengthen their defence capabilities. Ministers reaffirmed their com
mitment to the pursuit of effective, balanced and verifiable measures of 
disarmament and arms control. They nonetheless noted that the 
prospects for success will depend on the restoration of international 
confidence and stability. Ministers emphasised that their governments 
wished to avoid a competitive arms race. But the substantial reductions 
in the level of forces which they seek will only be possible if negotia
tions are based on a genuine willingness to achieve undiminished 
security for all participants and if the Warsaw Pact countries are 
convinced of the determination of the Allies to maintain an adequate 
level of defence capabilities. They devoted particular attention to the 
various initiatives of members of the Alliance in the area of arms 
control. They noted that these proposals had not met with a positive 
response. Ministers reaffirmed the determination of their governments 
to play their full part in the current disarmament work of the 
Committee on Disarmament in Geneva as well as of the United 
Nations Disarmament Commission and other United Nations bodies. 
They underlined the importance they attach to the frequent and active 
consultations which take place on arms control and disarmament 
questions within the context of the permanent machinery of the 
Alliance.

6. Ministers reaffirmed their support for the SALT II Treaty  ̂which 
represents a significant contribution towards curbing the arms race and 
to ensuring the security of the Alliance and the stability of East-West 
relations. They expressed regret that the current international crisis 
had delayed until now the process of ratification of the Treaty. 
Ministers expressed the hope that circumstances would make possible 
its ratification by both sides at the earliest opportunity. They hoped

 ̂ Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 1980, pp. 38-40.
 ̂ Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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that the continuation of the SALT process on the basis of further close 
consultations within the Alliance would make possible further reduc
tions and qualitative limitations in the nuclear field between the United 
States and the USSR and create a favourable climate for progress in other 
fields of arms control.

7. The Ministers of the countries participating in the negotiations on 
Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions affirmed the continued impor
tance of progress in those negotiations as a means of achieving a more 
stable force relationship in Central Europe on the basis of genuine 
parity in military manpower in the form of a common collective ceiling 
on ground force manpower and a combined common collective ceiling 
on ground and air force manpower for each side. The determination of 
Western participants in those talks to achieve progress and to come to 
early results was demonstrated by their presentation in Vienna in 
December 1979  ̂ of important new  proposals for an interim Phase I 
agreement and associated measures as part of the programme of arms 
control initiatives approved by those Ministers earlier in December 
1 9 7 9  4 proposals, which thus far remain unanswered by the
East, are the most recent substantive proposals advanced in the Vienna 
talks. They provide a realistic framework for achieving a first negoti
ated result, including the reduction and limitation of United States and 
Soviet ground force manpower in the area on the basis of agreed data 
on these personnel, and associated measures which would aid verifica
tion of reductions and limitations, increase military stability, enhance 
mutual understanding of the military posture and activities of the other 
side and diminish the risk of misunderstanding and miscalculation.

These Ministers noted the expression, in the recent Declaration of 
the Warsaw Pact states, of a desire for more rapid progress in the 
Vienna talks.  ̂They called on the Warsaw Pact states to give concrete 
expression to this statement through practical movement on the data 
issue and through an early, constructive and substantive Eastern 
response to the Western proposals of December 1979.

Ministers reviewed the various proposals that have been developed  
so far in the field of CBMs [confidence-building measures]  ̂ and of 
certain aspects of security and disarmament. In this connection. 
Ministers recalled their agreement at the North Atlantic Council 
meeting of December 1979, to work towards the adoption during the 
Madrid CSCE meeting, as part of a balanced outcome, of a mandate for 
further negotiations under the aegis of the CSCE, as proposed by the 
Government of France, on militarily significant and verifiable CBMs, 
applicable to the entire continent of Europe, this means including the 
whole of the European part of the Soviet Union. They expressed the 
hope that circumstances noted above would permit concrete results in

 ̂For a brief summary of these proposals, see ibid., pp. 821-823.
Ibid., pp. 818-819.

 ̂Ante, May 15.
 ̂All brackets herein are in the source text.
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this regard at the Madrid meeting. They noted that work was continu
ing in the Alliance on CBMs related to military activities which would  
accord with these prerequisites. They agreed to continue their common 
efforts in this area, while recognizing that present circumstances 
required the Council in permanent session to evaluate developments 
on a constant basis.

16. Ministers of countries who participated in the decision of 12th 
December 1979  ̂ to pursue the two parallel and complementary ap
proaches on long-range theatre nuclear forces (LRTNF) modernization 
and on arms control involving TNF [theatre nuclear forces], having 
received a report on progress on TNF arms control discussions, w el
comed the repeated efforts of the United States, based on full consulta
tions among the Allies concerned, to engage the Soviet Union in 
serious negotiations in the SALT III framework aimed at achieving 
verifiable limitations on Soviet and United States land-based LRTNF 
consistent with the principle of equality between tbe sides. In particular, 
these Ministers supported the United States readiness to engage in 
preliminary exchanges on such limitations without precondition or 
delay, as a useful starting point for negotiating on TNF in the SALT III 
framework. These Ministers regretted that the Soviet responses do not 
contain anything which would constitute practical measures designed  
to restore a balanced situation. Neither has the Soviet Union so far 
shown any willingness to enter into serious negotiations or even to 
engage in preliminary exchanges. They noted that although there have 
been some indications that the Soviet Union recognizes that SALT III 
could be the appropriate forum for negotiations involving TNF, the 
Soviet Union continues to repeat, most recently in the Warsaw Pact 
Declaration, unrealistic and unacceptable preconditions which would  
perpetuate inequality.

These Ministers therefore once again called on the Soviet Union to 
respond promptly and positively to the United States offers to negoti
ate and to enter into preliminary exchanges without any preconditions 
before the ratification of the SALT II Treaty.

These Ministers expressed their concern about Soviet preponderance 
in LRTNF systems deployed to date, and noted that the systems 
deployed have already reached a dangerously high level. In addition to 
its existing force of 450 SS-4 and SS-5 LRTNF, the Soviet Union has at 
present deployed approximately 450 warheads on 150 SS-20 launchers. 
The SS-20 deployments are continuing at a rapid pace. The Soviet 
Union is in the process of deploying for its SS-20 force alone more 
warheads than are planned for the entire modernization programme 
agreed to in December 1979. By contrast, deployments in Allied 
countries will not begin until late in 1983.

These Ministers pointed out that it was the need to preserve the 
Alliance's deterrent capability against the background of existing 
disparity in LRTNF in favour of the Soviet Union which gave rise to the

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 814-816.
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decision of their governments to modernize LRTNF, and that the 
continuing Soviet deployments of new  SS-20 missiles will further 
increase that disparity.

These Ministers further noted that the modernization programme 
was deliberately restrained as compared with the qualitative and 
quantitative growth in Soviet nuclear capabilities. In this regard, they 
also noted that the withdrawal of 1,000 United States nuclear warheads 
from Europe as an integral part of the LRTNF modernization and arms 
control decision has begun; they recalled that the new LRTNF war
heads decided upon on 12th December, 1979, would be accommodated 
within the reduced level.

These Ministers recalled their statement of 12th December, 1979, that 
arms control, by constraining the Soviet build-up, can enhance Alliance 
security, modify the scale of NATO's long-range TNF requirements 
and promote stability and detente in Europe in consonance with  
NATO's basic policy of deterrence, defence and detente. Ministers 
reiterated that the scale of NATO's long-range TNF requirements will 
be examined in the light of concrete results achieved through negotiations.

News Conference Remarks by French President Giscard 
d'Estaing: Test of Neutron Bomb [Extract], June 26, 
1980^

I come back to our concept of deterrence and to our weapons in this 
field. Firstly what is deterrence? Nuclear deterrence is a collection of 
threats, a collection of risks directed toward the enemy, of which at 
least one is fatal. As for the use of the nuclear weapon there are 
(various?) kinds of possible situations and hypotheses; w e need not list 
them here. However, there is a point which must be understood as 
central in our system. It's that any nuclear attack on French soil will 
automatically give rise to a strategic nuclear response. Those of you  
who are specialists in these matters will place this affirmation in its 
context.

At the moment w e have strategic nuclear weapons relying on three 
components, and this structure will remain valid up to 1990-92. From 
1984—85 multiple warhead ballistic missiles will be introduced on our 
submarines. From 1992 the problem will arise of replacing one or 
another of our strategic nuclear weapons. This is why the last defense 
council decided to begin the development of a mobile strategic launcher. 
The technical decisions concerning the characteristics of this launcher 
may be decided on before the end of this year.

The technical decisions concerning the characteristics of this launcher 
can be settled by the end of the year. As for the neutron bomb, in

 ̂ Paris Domestic Service in French; FBIS, Daily Report, June 27, 1980, vol. VII, pp. 
K11-K12.
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December 1976 I made the decision in the Defense Council to make a 
feasibility study of the neutron weapon.

These studies have resulted in the preparation (of experiments?), 
and the first experiments have been carried out. It will be possible to 
make a decision on production from the years 1982-1983 on the basis 
of the present structure of this weapon, 2 years later if a different 
structure is desired, and the decision made then will have to take into 
account the state of nuclear arms in Europe foreseeable at that time.

Statement by the Indian Representative (Venicateswaran) 
to the Committee on Disarmament: Nuclear Disarma
ment [Extract], June 26, 1980 ^

The delegation of India would like to present to the Committee on 
Disarmament a five-phase p ro g ra i^ e  encompassing the negotiation 
of an international convention on the renunciation of the use of nuclear 
weapons leading eventually to com plete and effective nuclear 
disarmament. Our aim in doing this is to provide a broad structure for 
negotiations on nuclear disarmament. It is not meant to be definitive in 
character and is capable of being refined and elaborated through 
wide-ranging discussion in the Committee.

Stage I: Identification of problems in the negotiation of a convention renounc
ing the use of nuclear weapons

The focus of the so-called strategic balance and theatre balance with 
respect to nuclear weapons lies in Europe. It is recognized that there 
exists an over-all macro-balance in strategic nuclear arms between the 
United States of America and the Soviet Union. However, the doctrine 
of nuclear deterrence espoused by the two major nuclear powers is 
based on keeping open the possibility of massive retaliation by one 
side in case of an attack by the other. It has been argued that 
renunciation of the use of nuclear weapons would seem to undermine 
the doctrine of deterrence and therefore the so-called global strategic 
balance based on it. However, a more limited approach consisting of a 
mutual commitment by the United States and the USSR not to be the 
first to use nuclear weapons might be a practical and realistic first step.

With respect to the European theatre, the nature of the perceived 
"balance" is different. Here the "balance" is conceived as an asymmet
rical one involving both nuclear and conventional weapons deployed  
by the two major alliance systems, NATO, and France, and the 
Warsaw Treaty Organization. The nature of the perceived "balance" is

 ̂ CD/PV. 87, pp. 7-12.
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such that even a commitment to non-first-use is considered impractical. 
It is argued that a nuclear-weapon retaliation against a conventional 
weapons attack may become necessary for defence. In fact, it is held 
that since there is a grave imbalance in the conventional forces 
deployed by the Warsaw Treaty Organization and NATO and France 
in the European theatre, it is only the declared option of nuclear 
retaliation that forms the central element in maintaining the theatre 
balance and therefore in preventing war.

Since the two major nuclear Powers pferceive their own strategic 
balance in terms of the European situation, it is clear that Europe is the 
key to nuclear disarmament. Let us not forget that both the world wars 
in this century had their origins in Europe. The approach that suggests 
itself from the foregoing analysis is that negotiating efforts must be 
focused upon evolving as expeditiously as possible a mutually accept
able balance of conventional forces in Europe which would render 
recourse to nuclear-weapon retaliation against a conventional weapons 
attack unnecessary.

This, then, is the central problem in our achieving progress in 
nuclear disarmament.

Stage II: Elaboration of the terms of reference in the negotiation of a mutually 
acceptable balance of conventional forces in the European theatre

Negotiation of a mutually acceptable balance of conventional forces 
in Europe would require the two major alliance systems, NATO and 
the Warsaw Treaty Organization, and France, to determine the lowest 
level of conventional armaments and forces consistent with the princi
ple of undiminished security for all the parties concerned. Such 
negotiations must, as a matter of principle, be preceded by a solemn  
commitment by all the parties involved in the negotiations that the 
emergence of a mutually acceptable balance of conventional forces in 
Europe would be followed by an unconditional renunciation of the use or 
the threat of use of nuclear weapons. As a first step, this commitment could 
be limited to the European theatre without involving the bilateral 
relationship between the United States and the USSR. On the other 
hand, if conditions permit, the strategic relationship between the two 
major nuclear Powers may also be covered by a mutual commitment on 
the non-use of nuclear weapons, since their strategic relationship is 
closely related to the European situation.

Clearly, the first task of negotiations would have to be to determine 
what constitutes an acceptable balance of conventional forces in a 
specified European theatre, the emergence of which would render 
recourse to retaliation with nuclear weapons unnecessary. The answer 
to such a fundamental question cannot be sought in terms of the 
arithmetics of forces alone. It is equally important, if not more 
important, to examine the perceptions of the main actors involved in 
the theatre. Even the most carefully evaluated military equivalences 
among different kinds of weapons systems would be of limited value 
unless due regard is given to the manner in which such equivalences 
are perceived. This being the case, the Committee on Disarmament
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could address a questionnaire to member-States belonging to the two 
major alliance systems and France to elicit concrete responses to the 
following questions:

(i) What exact geographical area in precise terms is regarded as 
the main theatre in Europe where a mutually acceptable balance of 
conventional forces is deem ed necessary to exist;

(ii) The precise sectors in which the potential adversary is 
deemed to possess the balance of advantage, e.g. in terms of tactical 
nuclear weapons, strike aircraft, field artillery, tanks, military manpower, 
ease of reinforcement, etc. etc., and the perceived extent of such 
imbalance, in the main theatre;

(iii) A hypothetical balance of conventional forces that the 
actors in the European theatre consider to be mutually acceptable 
without the necessity of having recourse to the possible use of nuclear 
weapons.

In thus structuring our queries, w e would avoid getting bogged  
down in endless and fruitless debates over the comparability of 
weapon systems and in disputes over numbers in each category of 
weapons, and the balance of conventional forces would be more 
realistically related to the security concerns and perceptions of the 
actors involved in the European theatre. The answers to these queries 
would also provide the basis for concrete negotiations designed to 
narrow differing perceptions, create greater mutual confidence and 
make real progress towards a stable Europe free from the danger of the 
use of nuclear weapons.

At the end of Stage II, the areas of convergences and divergences of 
opinions and perceptions ought to be sufficiently clear in order to draw 
up an agenda for the phased achievement of a programme of reduction 
of both nuclear and conventional armaments and manpower in Europe 
consistent with a mutually agreed parity of conventional forces.

Stage III: Preparation of a phased programme to achieve a mutually acceptable 
balance ojf conventional forces in Europe

A  programme of phased reductions of both conventional and 
nuclear armaments in Europe would have to be drawn up on the basis 
of the well-established principle that at each stage no individual State 
or group of States obtains unilateral advantage relative to the other. 
The goal should be the achievement of the lowest possible level of 
conventional armaments and forces consistent with undiminished 
security. While this programme would be the subject of detailed 
negotiations, it is possible to provide some illustrative alternatives:

(i) At the previous stage of negotiations, each side would have 
identified what it regards as the area of superiority in the adversary's 
weapons systems. It follows that a reduction in such an area of 
perceived superiority of each side would not only have a beneficial 
influence on the building up of mutual confidence but would accelerate 
progress towards achieving the desired balance. For example, NATO 
and France may consider that the Warsaw Treaty Organization has a
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significant superiority in tanks. Conversely, the latter may regard the 
strike aircraft deployed by NATO and France as being an area of 
superiority. One could, in fact, make a relative scale of such items for 
each of the sides in a descending order of importance. Reductions 
would thus concentrate, to begin with, at the top end of the scale. The 
exercise would also include tactical nuclear weapons.

(ii) Reductions may be based on percentage cuts in major 
categories of weapons, applicable to all the countries involved. Such 
suggestions have been made in the past and could be examined in 
more detail.

(iii) In the initial stages, an agreement could be reached on the 
withdrawal of all foreign forces, nuclear armaments and installations 
from the theatre countries. This could then be followed by cuts of 
indigenous conventional and tactical forces on a basis similar to that of
(i) or (ii) above.

Other alternatives are possible and would no doubt be explored 
during the course of negotiations.

The logical and successful outcome of this stage of negotiations 
should be the achievement of a conventional balance of forces in 
Europe that would make it possible for the nuclear-weapon countries 
involved to give an undertaking never to be the first to use nuclear 
weapons. As the strategic doctrines of all four nuclear-weapon Powers 
involved here are concerned with the European theatre, such a 
non-first-use commitment, together with the similar commitment 
already given by China, would constitute a sound basis for the next 
step in our negotiations.

Stage rV: Conclusion of a protocol prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons 
under any circumstances

Once it has been made possible for the nuclear-weapon Powers to 
agree to the non-first-use of nuclear weapons, the next logical step 
would be a protocol on the lines of the Geneva Protocol of 1925 
prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons under any circumstances. 
However, this assumes that the strategic parity existing between the 
United States and the USSR would make such a prohibition possible, 
after the peculiar security environment existing in Europe has been 
suitably altered. It may be necessary for the Committee on Disar
mament to seek clarifications from the nuclear-weapon Powers in this 
respect.

Stage V: Progress towards genuine and comprehensive nuclear disarmament

This stage would mark the beginning of a process of genuine nuclear 
disarmament. Once all States have accepted total prohibition of the use 
or threat of use of nuclear weapons, proposals for the elimination of 
existing nuclear arsenals could be taken up. Some possible measures 
are considered briefly:

 ̂The text of the protocol may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp.
764- 765.
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(i) The once-for-all destruction of all existing nuclear weapons 
stockpiles and the prohibition of any further production of nuclear 
fissionable materials for weapons purposes. The destruction and the 
prohibition of further production would also include delivery systems 
of such weapons. Stringent provisions for safeguards and verification 
would have to be negotiated. As an example, one may consider the 
extension of full-scope safeguards on a non-discriminatory basis to all 
nuclear facilities of all countries under appropriate international con
trol in order to prevent the diversion of fissile material for weapons 
production.

On-site inspection and strict verification procedures through a 
combination of national and international technical means may be 
necessary to ensure the total destruction of existing stockpiles of 
nuclear weapons and the dismantling of existing nuclear-weapon- 
producing facilities in nuclear-weapon States.

The once-for-all destruction of existing stockpiles would have 
the merit of alleviating problems of judging what constitutes, in 
practical terms, parity reductions, or reductions that ensure equal 
security at all stages of the programme of nuclear disarmament.

(ii) The five nuclear-weapon States may work out a phased  
programme of reduction in nuclear arsenals through mutual negotia
tions complemented by multQateral negotiations on nuclear disarmament. 
Views of the States concerned in this regard may be elicited and 
examined in the Committee on Disarmament, perhaps with the 
assistance of qualified experts.

Mr. Chairman, it is the general and uncontested view of all members 
of the Committee on Disarmament, including the nuclear-weapon 
States, that nuclear disarmament is central to our work. We have so far 
been exchanging views on this question and our understanding of 
these exchanges is that while w e are all agreed as to the ultimate goal, 
there are differences of opinion as to the appropriate road to take. This 
is one of those situations in which any road is as good as another as 
long as it takes us nearer to the common goal. In other words, while 
negotiations may well go on among nuclear-weapon States about the 
process of nuclear disarmament, the Committee cannot simply wash  
its hands of this problem. We have a clear and present duty in regard 
to nuclear disarmament, and the immediate question before us is to 
find out what road w e should appropriately take, at which point to 
begin negotiations and what meaningful and practical contribution w e  
can make. We obviously cannot plunge into full-scale negotiations on 
this very complex question, but w e can and should certainly discuss in 
a working group what our initial objectives might be and how we  
should arrange our negotiating process. The mandate of our first 
working group will necessarily be a limited one and while w e do not 
wish to put forward a precise formulation, w e do feel that exploratory 
talks within the framework of a working group appear to be necessary, 
that is to say, talks about the shape of negotiations to come later. Such 
a modest mandate seems to be in keeping with the complicated nature 
of the problem, and on this basis a working group ought to be feasible.
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Report of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations 
on the Agreement Between the United States and the 
International Atomic Energy Agency on the Application 
of Safeguards in the United States: Resolution of 
Ratification [Extract], June 27, 1980 ^

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators present concurring therein), That the 
Senate advise and consent to ratification of the Agreement between the 
United States of America and the International Atomic Energy Agency 
for the Application of Safeguards in the United States of America, with 
attached Protocol, signed at Vienna on November 18, 1977 (Ex. B, 
Ninety-fifth Congress, second session, hereinafter referred to as "the 
Agreement"),  ̂ subject to the following understandings:

1. That the President shall notify the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions of the Senate and the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the House 
of Representatives of any proposed addition to the list, to be provided 
to the International Atomic Energy Agency pursuant to Article 1(b) of 
the Agreement, of nuclear facilities within the United States eligible for 
International Atomic Energy Agency inspections, together with an 
explanation of the basis upon which the determination was made that 
any such facility did not have a direct national security significance, not 
less than 60 days prior to such proposed addition being provided to the 
International Atomic Energy Agency, during which period the Con
gress may disapprove such addition by joint resolution by reason of 
direct national security significance, under procedures identical to 
those provided for the consideration of resolutions pursuant to section 
130 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 as amended.

2. That the President shall assure that concerned licensees within  
the United States are consulted in advance of, and that their views and 
interests are considered in, any negotiations with the International 
Atomic Energy Agency concerning the application to a particular 
facility of Subsidiary Arrangements made pursuant to Article 39 of the 
Agreement.

3. That the President shall establish and maintain an appropriate 
interagency mechanism, comprised of the relevant Executive Branch 
agencies, and with the participation of the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, under the chairmanship of the Department of State, for 
the purpose of coordinating policy, and of resolving disputes, relating 
to the implementation of International Atomic Energy Agency safe
guards under the Agreement, and, further, that the Congress shall be 
kept informed of the functions and procedures of such interagency 
mechanism.

 ̂ U .S.-IAEA Treaty: Report on the U.S.-International Atomic Energy Agency Safe
guards Treaty, 96th Cong., 2d sess., S. Ex. Rept. 96-42, p. 9.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 738- 775.
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4. That in the event of any question of interpretation of the Agreement, 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission shall seek and be bound by 
guidance from the President. Neither this understanding nor any other 
in this resolution shall in any way alter the responsibilities of the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission under the Agreement or in any way 
limit the existing authorities and responsibilities of the Nuclear Regula
tory Commission.

5. That the Agreement shall not be construed to require the commu
nication to the International Atomic Energy Agency of "Restricted 
Data" controlled by the provisions of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as 
amended, including data concerning the design, manufacture, or 
utilization of atomic weapons.

French Working Paper Submitted to the Committee on 
Disarmament: Control of the Non-Manufacture and 
Non-Possession of Agents and Weapons of Chemical 
W arfare, June 27, 1980 ^

Many countries, including France, rightly consider that it would be 
more dangerous for the security of the countries affected to prohibit 
the manufacture and possession of chemical agents and weapons 
without providing means of verifying the strict application of the 
prohibition than to have no agreement whatsoever.

The prohibition of manufacture should be adapted to the category of 
chemical warfare agents covered: for single-purpose (super-toxic and 
incapacitating) agents, the prohibition would be total, while for dual- 
purpose agents and irritants, the manufacture only of amounts re
quired to meet civilian needs would be authorized.

Control of non-manufacture would therefore cover exclusively the 
first category; in the case of dual-purpose agents, control would be 
confined to ensuring that the amounts produced do not exceed a 
certain level determined by the volume of civilian manufacture and, 
where they do, to checking that the surpluses are not used in chemical 
munitions or devices.

SINGLE-PURPOSE CHEMICAL WARFARE AGENTS

1. Control and verification

Single-purpose agents obviously comprise the class of super-toxic 
substances and, within this class, the category of organophosphorus 
compounds, over which the greatest vigilance should be exercised.

Non-manufacture should be monitored at two levels:

By ascertaining that manufacturing plants specializing in the produc

 ̂ CD/106.
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tion of organophosphorus nerve agents have indeed been dosed down  
or converted and have consequently ceased all military activity;

By ensuring that plants producing related compounds (pesticides) 
are not improperly converted into factories for the manufacture of 
nerve agents; such conversion would be possible in a few months.

The first step, without which all control would become difficult if not 
completely ineffective, would be the registration by countries possess
ing them of all installations producing or having produced organophos
phorus nerve agents.

Presuming that this requirement is correctly applied, effective con
trol can only be exercised through on-site inspection, whether periodic 
and unannounced, on request or on the complaint of a member 
country or international organization. There is no other method of 
ensuring for certain that a country which has committed itself to an 
agreement prohibiting manufacture is not violating the provisions of 
that agreement. Such on-site inspection must be thorough if it is to be 
effective; it is therefore not discreet, and some countries may be 
reluctant to accept it, fearing that it might involve a disclosure of 
military, industrial or trade secrets. In the case of super-toxic substances, 
this fear does not appear justified because, by definition, they are 
intended only for military purposes and, in the spirit of the agreement 
itself, there can be no military or industrial secrets in this area.

Because of the doubts to which the idea of thorough on-site 
inspections have given rise, efforts have been made in the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament to find methods which could be 
applied in both the above cases and would necessitate the presence of 
an observer or controller, not in the plant itself, but merely in the 
neighbourhood. These methods will be considered below for each of 
the two cases.

The suggestion that there should be remote sensing of indications of 
clandestine manufacture of nerve agents, eliminating even the need to 
enter the national territory of the country under inspection, however, 
goes much further. The suggested methods include:

Processing of statistical data provided by member countries;
Remote detection of chemical agents in gaseous effluents using 

ultra-sensitive detectors mounted on satellites or based on land outside 
the territory of the country being monitored.

All these methods have the same serious disadvantage: they are 
rather unreliable and the absence of any positive indications of 
clandestine manufacture does not ensure beyond doubt that there has 
been no violation of the terms of the agreement. It has, however, been  
suggested that the lack of reliability could, to some extent, be offset by 
using several of these methods, and that the mere fact of their 
announced application could play a dissuasive role and make any 
attempt to circumvent the terms of the agreement excessively complicated. 
Even if this was so, the installation of such a system would be too 
cumbersome and would not yield results that were certain.
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2. Analysis of statistical data

It has been felt that the analysis of existing statistical data on the 
production, importation, exportation and use of raw materials and 
products involved in the manufacture of chemical warfare agents could 
reveal any undue change in the volume of products consumed that 
could imply clandestine manufacture of chemical agents.

This process would be applicable primarily to organophosphorus 
nerve agents, among which it has been suggested that the following 
products should be monitored: phosphorus; phosphorus trichloride; 
phosphorus pentachloride; phosphorus oxychloride; phosphorus 
pentasulphide; phosphites of dimethyl, trimethyl, diethyl and triethyl; 
pinacolic alcohol; dichloride and difluoride of methyl-phosphonic acid. 
All these products, except perhaps the last two, have industrial 
applications.

However, statistical data at present published on these products are 
usually very incomplete; the content and presentation vary in different 
countries. If they are to be utilized, therefore, they should be submit
ted in the same form by all countries and supplemented in order to 
cover all products selected as indicative.

This method should not give rise to exaggerated expectations, since:

There are considerable annual fluctuations in the statistics in ques
tion for reasons that have nothing to do with the production of 
chemical agents; these variations could lead to unjustified suspicion;

By contrast, in a highly industrialized country producing pesticides 
and consuming large amounts of raw materials, a small withdrawal of 
about 1 per cent, which would initially be imperceptible, could be used  
to manufacture hundreds of tonnes of nerve agents every year.

In this area, too, a great deal of technical work will have to be done 
before the method can be used with any chance of success. This work 
should be entrusted to a group of experts, the main task of which 
would be to harmonize data collection in member countries. In this 
sphere of statistical data collection and utilization, it could also study 
the legislation in force in each country and the possibilities of using 
United Nations studies on certain related subjects (environment, 
drugs, etc.).

3. Remote sensing

It has been suggested that it might be possible to detect the presence 
of super-toxic substances or intermediate products in gaseous effluents 
from a factory under suspicion from very great distances. Some  ̂
consider that highly sensitive detectors, either mounted on satellites in 
geostationary orbit or based on earth outside the countries being 
monitored, would be able to detect concentrations of 10"  ̂mg/m^ with a 
probability of 0.3 in winter and 0.75 in summer. Others^ believe that

 ̂CCD/371 and CCD/502. CCD/371 may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, 
pp. 408-417.

3 Ibid., 1977, pp. 470-475 (CCD/502).



278 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1980

even greater sensitivity is obtainable with monolithic impure crystal 
detectors at the ultra-low temperatures found in outer space or by 
using the induced and resonance combination scattering (Shorygin) 
effect.

Identification of the substance could be based on the infra-red and 
Raman spectra.

Although they are possible in theory, no experimental verification of 
these methods has yet been attempted and it may be doubted whether 
they are applicable in the near future, given the present level of 
technology in this sphere.

4. Closure and surveillance of existing manufacturing plant

In addition to the dissemination by each member country of a list of 
factories which have manufactured chemical warfare agents (including 
super-toxic substances) and were scheduled for closure or conversion 
under the agreement, the agreement should lay down the procedure 
for ensuring that they have not recommenced operation.

It has been seen that only periodic and thorough on-site inspections 
could indicate with certainty that no illicit activity has been carried on 
in a factory that has been shut down. However, in order to avoid 
permanent, burdensome and encumbering surveillance, a method has 
been suggested which would not necessitate the continuous presence 
of observers or inspectors. It would consist in affixing virtually 
unbreakable sealing devices to the apertures and certain central 
components of the manufacturing equipment (controls, valves, etc.). 
In this way, valves could be enclosed in aluminized-glass cases with a 
number of channels incorporating optical-fibre cables. Since each of 
these cables has its own imprint, any attempt to use the valves would  
be easy to detect. The aluminization of the glass would enable any 
attempt to pierce a hole in the casing to be detected.

Other methods for detecting the fraudulent use of a factory that has 
been shut down—seismic detectors, thermal detectors, closed-circuit 
television systems—^have been recommended, although their effi
ciency has not been verified.

All these measures require the presence on site, at least periodically, 
of inspectors.

5. Monitoring of plants manufacturing organophosphorous compounds and
new plants

There should also be monitoring of plants manufacturing organo- 
phosphorus compound pesticides and of new plants which could, 
through certain changes in equipment, produce organophosphorus 
nerve agents. Thorough on-site inspection could involve the disclosure 
of industrial secrets in these cases.

Efforts have therefore been made to find methods of detecting 
whether a particular installation is manufacturing nerve agents with

 ̂CCD/360. See Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 98-109.
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out necessitating the indiscreet presence of inspectors in the factory 
itself.

The first method consists in reducing inspection to a brief and 
superficial visit aimed merely at evaluating the safety measures adopted, 
the scope of which can reveal whether chemical agents are being 
manufactured. The second is based on examination of the effluents 
leaving the plant.

(a) Brief inspections
The sole purpose of such inspections, which would not go into 

production details, would be to detect signs of the unauthorized 
production of chemical warfare agents; particular attention would be 
paid to the nature and extent of the safety measures applied.

Buildings in which highly toxic products are manufactured are 
generally designed in such a way that production or processing units 
are airtight and are kept at less than atmospheric pressure in order to 
prevent any leaks. Since certain intermediates in nerve-agent produc
tion are pyrophoric, the presence of an inert gas in the vessels 
containing them could be detected; similarly, pipes could be equipped 
with an inert-gas rapid-purge system. As there are no leakproof 
pumps, liquids are often made to flow by gravity. In production areas, 
there will be an evident increase in remote controls and monitoring 
and alarm devices (cages of test animals, alarm detectors).

The staff will be equipped with masks and often dressed in special 
impermeable clothing. "Hot" spaces will be entered by locks fitted 
with sprinklers. Installations will be equipped with automatic sam
pling devices.

The factory itself will have its own plant for emergency air and 
power supply.

Finally, although medical supervision is the norm in many facilities 
producing organophosphorus pesticides, its nature and extent (frequency 
of blood cholkiesterase doses, resuscitation, pfresence of specific antidotes) 
might constitute indicators.

One should not, however, entertain any illusions concerning the 
usefulness of such a brief inspection by itself; it can only serve as a 
complement enabUng other indicators collected elsewhere to be confirmed. 
First of all, assessments of the level of safety needed vary from country 
to country. Moreover, safety measures of similar type are often applied 
during the final phase in the production of certain toxic pesticides in 
order to guard against the danger of a substantial quantity of the 
substance being accidentally discharged.

(b) Effluent analysis
This method is based on the fact that, in the manufacture of 

organophosphorus compounds, some of the products used in the final 
phase of the manufacturing process and the end-product itself are to be 
found in very low concentrations in liquid effluents and the surround
ing atmosphere; even if these products have undergone some degrada
tion during effluent treatment, the controlled hydrolysis of super-toxic 
organophosphorus compounds invariably produces methylphosphonic
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add, which is readily identifiable by its phosphorus-methyl group: with 
a few exceptions, organophosphorus pesticides yield phosphoric acid 
in the same conditions.

When concentrated, samples of such effluents and of the air in the 
immediate vicinity of the suspected factory would enable the products 
concerned to be identified and analysed. There are various methods 
which can theoretically be applied for such analysis: gas chromatography, 
thin-layer chromatography, infrared spectrometry, emission spectro- 
graphy, mass spectrometry, magnetic-resonance molecular spectrometry, 
paramagnetic electronic resonance, colorimetry and enzyme analysis.

These methods, which have proved themselves in the laboratory, 
have never been tried in the practical conditions of a check requiring a 
simple, rapid, accurate and practicable procedure with easily transport
able and inexpensive equipment. Among the physical methods, gas 
chromatography, which is in common use, is the most readily applica
ble in the present circumstances: a chromatograph coupled with a 
thermionic flame detector would permit detection to 1 x 10” ̂ ĝ. 
However, this method would need further refinement to be applied to 
effluents discharged into a watercourse, for experience has shown that 
some watercourses (for example, the Rhine) are normally polluted by 
interfering products which are detrimental to measurement reliability.

Jf St ♦

D u a l -P u r p o s e  C h e m ic a l  W a r f a r e  A g e n t s

In the case of dual-purpose agents and precursors, the only available 
monitoring method is statistical data analysis aimed at detecting the 
manufacture of possible surpluses above civilian requirements.

Such monitoring can be done only at the level of the filling of 
munitions and devices, since it is not possible to prove that surplus 
stocks of such products are not intended for civilian purposes. Efforts 
should therefore be concentrated on the detection of filling facilities; 
such detection will doubtless be even more difficult than in the case of 
single-purpose chemical warfare agents.

3f Jf H-

P r o h ib it io n  o f  P r o d u c t io n  in  t h e  V a r io u s  D r a f t  C o n v e n t io n s

PROBLEM OF VERIFICATION

1. Prohibition of development, production and stockpiling

Three draft conventions have been submitted to CCD. The prohibi
tion of the development and production of chemical warfare agents is 
dealt with in the following articles of the various drafts:

Draft of the socialist countries:  ̂ articles IV and V;

5 CCD/533.
 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 120-124.
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Draft of Japan:  ̂articles V and VI;
Draft of the United Kingdom: ® articles III, V, VIII and IX.

The drafts of the socialist countries (article IV), Japan (article V) and 
the United Kingdom (article V) formulate in more or less the same 
terms the scope of the prohibition of the development, production or 
retention (stockpiling in the United Kingdom text) of agents, weapons 
(munitions in the United Kingdom text), equipment and means of 
delivery (systems in the United Kingdom text).

Article III of the United Kingdom proposal is far more precise 
regarding the scope of the prohiWtion. It embodies an undertaking:

To close down, dismantle or convert any factories producing chemi
cal warfare agents;

Not to convert any existing factories or establish any new factories 
for the production of chemical warfare agents;

To close down, dismantle or convert filling facilities.

Article V of the socialist countries' draft merely stipulates that any 
problems which might arise shall be solved by consultation and 
co-operation between the States Parties, possibly through international 
procedures (unspecified).

The drafts of Japan and the United Kingdom are more comprehen
sive and make express provision for the procedures to be applied.

The Japanese draft calls for national verification organs which would 
supervise the national activities related to the subject matter of the 
Convention, report to an International Verification Agency, provide it 
with the necessary statistical data and co-operate with it.

The International Verification Agency would analyse and evaluate 
periodic reports and information from the national organs, request 
explanations and, if appropriate, send observers, participate in inquir
ies or inspections and, lastly, carry out decisions.

The United Kingdom draft provides for a Consultative Committee 
with functions similar to those of the International Verification Agency:

Analysis and evaluation of periodic reports and statistical and other 
information;

Requesting of information and conduct of inquiries and inspections;
Co-operation with the national organizations.

On the other hand, article IX of the United Kingdom draft gives a 
detailed description of the obligations of States Parties in this regard:

Acceptance of inspection within six months of the entry into force of 
the Convention, of any factory formerly producing chemical warfare 
agents, and taking of samples;

Acceptance of sealing and periodic inspection of factories formerly 
producing chemical agents and munitions;

Acceptance of a number of inspections of specified factories.

7 Ibid., 1974, pp. 99-106.
® Ibid,, 1976, pp. 520-525.
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The Consultative Committee would ensure the performance of these 
tasks.

2. Complaints and investigations

Draft of the socialist countries: article VI;
Draft of Japan: articles VIII, IX, X;
Draft of the United Kingdom: articles IX and X.

The socialist countries' draft provides (article VI) that a State Party 
which finds that there has been a breach of the provisions of the 
Convention may lodge a complaint with the Security Council. The 
other States are required to assist in carrying out any investigation 
decided upon by the Security Council on the basis of that complaint.

The Japanese draft envisages a different procedure: a State which  
suspects that there has been a breach of the Convention may request 
an explanation, directly or through the International Verification 
Agency, and the Agency itself may take the initiative of requesting 
explanations. The suspected State co-operates in good faith: it may 
request an inquiry or an inspection to remove suspicion.

Only when the explanations requested are found to be inadequate 
will the International Verification Agency request an inspection which  
the suspected State shall make every effort to accept, unless it gives valid 
reasons for refusing such inspection.

The United Kingdom draft (article X) provides in the first part for a 
procedure similar to that of the Japanese draft: request for an explana
tion in the event of a breach, but also request for an investigation with 
an on-site inspection to be carried out by the Consultative Committee, 
which must be accepted by the suspected State. A complaint may also 
be lodged with the Security Council.

>«• M-

In conclusion, control of the non-production of chemical warfare 
agents raises two problems: monitoring and verification.

While a number of monitoring procedures have been proposed, 
there are two contrasting approaches in the matter of verification. One 
is that only on-site inspection under international supervision can 
permit effective verification of the non-production of chemical agents; 
this approach is reflected in the draft convention proposed by the 
United Kingdom. The other approach rejects this procedure and 
emphasizes national means of verification, international intervention 
being limited to the application of monitoring procedures whose 
reliability is open to question: the socialist countries have submitted a 
draft along these lines.

In the view of the French delegation, the first monitoring procedure 
to be developed should be statistical data analysis. It applies both to 
single-purpose and dual-purpose agents. Effectiveness requires that 
each of the Convention's signatory countries should undertake to 
supply the following information:



BROWN INTERVIEW, JULY 1 283

Nature, quantity and utilization of organophosphorus compounds, 
raw materials and intermediates used in their production, and precur
sors of such chemical warfare agents;

Nature, quantity and utilization of dual-purpose chemical agents 
produced;

Proposed activities of newly constructed chemical factories.

The signatory countries should also undertake to submit periodic 
reports on their compliance with the provisions of the Convention, and 
these reports should be approved and transmitted at the governmental 
level.

Remote-detection monitoring procedures do not seem capable of 
providing information on the nature of the products manufactured.

As to the problems raised by verification, it must be acknowledged 
that only on-site inspection of an international character, possibly 
accompanied by the taking of samples, can afford fully adequate 
guarantees. Such arrangements are considered essential both for 
systematic verification and for a check resulting from a challenge 
procedure. If non-technical conditions were to lead to the acceptance of 
an agreement providing for national verification, such verification 
should at least be accompanied by international procedures for the 
monitoring of declared sites for the production of single-purpose and 
dual purpose chemicals. The procedures introduced should permit 
both verification of the non-reactivation of "mothballed" factories and 
monitoring of the environment of operating factories. Observation 
satellites might be suitable for the former purpose and periodically 
read "black boxes" for the latter.

In all cases of a breach or a request for an inquiry, on-site inspection 
by an international body should be accepted by the suspected State.

The establishment of an international body— f̂or instance, a Consulta
tive Committee— îs therefore essential.

The problems raised by "binary" weapons have not been dealt with. 
They warrant special study and examination of an extremely compre
hensive nature.

Interview of Secretary of Defense Brown: Possibility of 
Nuclear Escalation [Extract], July 1, 1980 ^

Q. Don't you fear that with the development and preparation of 
tactical arms you might lose control of a conflict?

A. The existence of tactical nuclear weapons does indeed provide 
something that could be called a powder train which makes it at least 
possible and perhaps likely that in a geographical area that was of 
overwhelming importance to both sides, even a small attack would

* ACDA files. The interview, given to Thierry de Sdtivaux of T F-1 in Paris, was 
transmitted over French television on July 2, 19^ .
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escalate first through short-range tactical nuclear weapons then to 
long-range tactical nuclear weapons and then in strategic war. To that 
extent, the existence of strategic arms, together with this powder train 
of nuclear weapons, acts to deter even small wars in vital regions, but a 
price is paid for such deterrence, and the price is that if a small war 
starts there is a chance that it could get out of hand and create utter 
devastation on both sides.

Senate Resolution of Advice and Consent to Ratification 
of the Agreement Between the United States and the 
International Atomic Energy Agency on the Applica
tion of Safeguards in the United States, July 2, 1980 ^

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators present concurring therein), That the 
Senate advise and consent to the ratification of the Agreement between  
the United States of America and the International Atomic Energy 
Agency for the Application of Safeguards in the United States of 
America, with attached Protocol, signed at Vienna on November 18, 
1977 (Ex. B, Ninety-fifth Congress, second session, hereinafter referred 
to as "the Agreement"), subject to the following understandings:

1. That the President shall notify the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions of the Senate and the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the House 
of Representatives of any proposed addition to the list, to be provided 
to the International Atomic Energy Agency pursuant to Article 1(b) of 
the Agreement, of nuclear facilities within the United States eligible for 
International Atomic Energy Agency inspections, together with an 
explanation of the basis upon which the determination was made that 
any such facility did not have a direct national security significance, not 
less than 60 days prior to such proposed addition being provided to the 
International Atomic Energy Agency, during which period the Con
gress may disapprove such addition by joint resolution by reason of 
direct national security significance, under procedures identical to 
those provided for the consideration of resolutions pursuant to section 
130 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 as amended.

2. That the President shall assure that concerned licensees within 
the United States are consulted in advance of, and that their views and 
interests are considered in, any negotiations with the International 
Atomic Energy Agency concerning the application to a particular 
facility of Subsidiary Arrangements made pursuant to Article 39 of the 
Agreement.

3. That the President shall establish and maintain an appropriate 
interagency mechanism, comprised of the relevant Executive Branch 
agencies, and with the participation of the Nuclear Regulatory

* Congressional Record, July 2, 1980, p. S 9264. The vote was 90 in favor, none against, 10 
not voting. For the text of the agreement, see Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 
738- 775.
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Commission, under the chairmanship of the Department of State, for 
the purpose of coordinating policy, and of resolving disputes, relating 
to the implementation of International Atomic Energy Agency safe
guards under the Agreement, and, further, that the Congress shall be 
kept informed of the functions and procedures of such interagency 
mechanism.

4. That in the event of any question of interpretation of the Agree
ment, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission shall seek and be bound by 
guidance from the President. Neither this understanding nor any other 
in this resolution shall in any way alter the responsibilities of the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission under the Agreement or in any way 
limit the existing authorities and the responsibilities of the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission.

5. That the Agreement shall not be construed to require the commu
nication to the International Atomic Energy Agency of "Restricted 
Data" controlled by the provisions of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as 
amended, including data concerning the design, manufacture, or 
utilization of atomic weapons.

Joint Report by the United States and the Soviet Union 
to the Committee on Disarmament: Bilateral Chemi
cal Weapons Negotiations, July 7, 1980 ^

The Delegations of the US and the USSR, guided by the fact that 
prohibition of chemical weapons is, as was stressed in the Final 
Document of the United Nations General Assembly Special Session on 
Disarmament,  ̂one of the most urgent and vital problems in the area 
of disarmament, and considering the desire of many member states of 
the Committee on Disarmament to be informed about the state of 
affairs at the bilateral negotiations concerned with the preparation of a 
joint initiative on the prohibition of chemical weapons, have submitted 
to the Committee on Disarmament joint reports regarding progress at 
their negotiations. The Delegations of the US and the USSR submitted 
the last such report on 31 July, 1979 (Document CD/48). ^

Since that time, two more rounds of the bilateral negotiations on the 
prohibition of chemical weapons have been held, in the course of 
which the Delegations of the US and the USSR continued their efforts 
toward earliest development of a joint initiative on the prohibition of 
chemical weapons and its presentation for consideration by the Com
mittee on Disarmament. Given the interrelationship between the 
various issues, the two sides will be able to report definitive agreement 
in any particular area only after they have completed their negotiations. 
The present report of the two delegations reflects, however, the 
current status of the negotiations.

' CD/112.
 ̂The Final Document may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 411-439. 
 ̂Printed ibid., 1979, pp. 532-536.
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1. The two sides proceed from the premise that the scope of the 
prohibition in the future convention would be determined on the basis 
of the general purpose criterion. They believe that the parties to a 
convention should assume the obligation never to develop, produce, 
otherwise acquire, stockpile or retain super-toxic lethal, other lethal or 
other harmful chemicals, or precursors of such chemicals; the obliga
tion should not extend to those substances in these categories which 
are intended for nonhostile purposes or military purposes not involv
ing the use of chemical weapons, provided their types and quantities 
are consistent with such purposes. The two sides also believe that the 
parties to a convention should undertake never to develop, produce, 
otherwise acquire, stockpile or retain munitions or devices specifically 
designed to cause death or other harm through the toxic properties of 
chemicals released as a result of the employment of these munitions or 
devices, or equipment specifically designed for use directly in connexion 
with the employment of such munitions or devices. No agreement has 
yet been reached in some specific aspects of these proposed undertakings, 
including the extent to which irritants, toxins and precursors should be 
covered, and the two sides are seeking to resolve their differences.

2. The two sides consider that a convention should include defini
tions for a number of basic terms which would be used in its 
provisions. They have developed a common understanding of the 
following terms:

(a) by "chemical weapons" ("means of chemical warfare") they 
mean chemicals, munitions, devices, or equipment that would be 
covered by the obligations outlined in paragraph 1 of this report;

(b) by "super-toxic lethal chemical" they mean any toxic chemical 
with a median lethal dose which is less than or equal to 0.5 mg/kg 
(subcutaneous administration) or 2,000 mg-min/m^ (by inhalation), 
when measured by an agreed method;

(c) by "other lethal chemical" they mean any toxic chemical with a 
median lethal dose which is greater than 0.5 mg/kg (subcutaneous 
administration) or 2,000 mg-min/m^ (by inhalation) and which is less 
than or equal to 10 mg/kg (subcutaneous administration) or 20,000 
mg-min/m^ (by inhalation), w hen measured by an agreed method;

(d) by "other harmful chemical" they mean any toxic chemical with 
a median lethal dose which is greater than 10 mg/kg (subcutaneous 
administration) or 20,000 mg-min/m^ (by inhalation), when measured 
by an agreed method;

(e) by "nonhostile purposes" they mean industrial, agricultural, 
research, medical or other peaceful purposes, law-enforcement purposes, 
or purposes directly related to protection against chemical weapons.

The two sides are continuing work toward developing, for the 
purposes of a future convention, common understanding on the 
meaning of some additional terms.

3. The two sides believe that the use, in addition to the general 
purpose criterion, of the aforementioned toxicity criteria which serve 
as a basis for identifying super-toxic lethal, other lethal and other
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harmful chemicals, as well as of some other provisions, would facilitate 
verification. Different degrees of prohibition and limitation, as well as 
differentiated verification methods, would be applied on the basis of 
these toxicity criteria and some other provisions.

4. The two sides consider that the parties to a convention should 
assume the obligation not to transfer to anyone, directly or indirectly, 
any chemical weapons. The parties should also undertake not to 
transfer to anyone, directly or indirectly, except to another State party, 
any super-toxic lethal chemicals produced or otherwise acquired for 
permitted purposes, of types or in quantities which are suitable for 
chemical weapons purposes. In addition, the parties should undertake 
not to assist, encourage or induce, directly or indirectly, any person, 
organization. State, or group of States, to engage in activities they 
themselves would be obligated to refrain from under a convention.

5. The two sides consider that States should make declarations— 
within 30 days after they become parties to the convention—regarding 
both their stocks of chemical weapons and their means of production 
of such weapons. Plans for the destruction or, where appropriate, 
diversion for permitted purposes of declared stocks of chemical weap
ons should also be declared; such plans should specify the volume and 
timing of destruction. Plans for the destruction or dismantling of 
relevant means of production should be declared not later than one 
year prior to the beginning of the destruction or dismantling. The two 
sides are continuing negotiations regarding the time-limit for declaring 
plans for the destruction or diversion of chemical weapons stocks, as 
well as regarding the specific content of the declarations pertaining to 
stocks of chemical weapons and means of production. In this connexion, 
no common understanding has yet been reached of the basic concept 
of means of production.

6. Destruction or diversion of declared stocks should be completed 
not later than ten years after a State becomes party to the convention. 
No agreement has yet been reached on the question of the time for 
beginning the destruction or diversion of stocks and some other related 
issues.

7. The two sides believe that parties to a convention which possess 
chemical weapons should have the right to convert temporarily former 
chemical weapons production facilities for the purpose of destroying 
their stocks of such weapons. Some aspects of the possibility of 
establishing a specialized facility or facilities for the destruction of 
chemical weapons are under discussion.

8. Both sides remain of tne opinion that the parties to a convention 
should shut down and eventually destroy or dismantle the means of 
production declared in accordance with the convention. Each State 
party having such means of production should initiate their destruc
tion or dismantling not later than eight years, and complete it not later 
than ten years, after it becomes a party to the convention. Other issues 
in this area are the subject of continuing negotiations.

9. The US and the USSR continue to believe it advisable that the 
future convention contain provisions in accordance with which the
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parties would periodically exchange statements and notifications con
cerning progress of the destruction of stocks of chemical weapons or 
their diversion for permitted purposes, the progress of the destruction 
or dismantling of means of production, and of the completion of these 
processes.

10. In the course of the negotiations, agreement has been reached 
that the aggregate quantity of super-toxic lethal chemicals for nonhostile 
military purposes, produced, diverted from stocks, and otherwise 
acquired annually, or possessed at any given time, should be minimal. 
The two sides believe that, in any event, that amount should not 
exceed one metric ton for any party. A party to the convention 
producing super-toxic lethal chemicals for nonhostile military pur
poses should carry out such production at a single specialized facUity, 
the location of which should be declared and the capacity of which 
should not exceed a fixed limit. Details regarding such a limit are under 
discussion.

11. The US and the USSR believe that the fulfilment of the obliga
tions assumed under the future convention must be subject to the 
important requirement of adequate verification. The two sides have 
continued to search for solutions of issues relating to verification of 
compliance with the obligations under a future convention. They are in 
agreement that measures with respect to such verification should be 
based on a combination of national and international measures. There 
are, however, important issues relating to international verification 
measures which remain unresolved.

12. As indicated in their report of 31 July 1979, the two sides believe 
that international verification measures should include the creation of a 
Consultative Committee. Specific aspects of the proposed functions of 
the Committee outlined in that report are the subject of further 
negotiations.

13. The US and the USSR continue to believe that any party to a 
convention 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. A party may agree to such a request or decide 
otherwise, providing appropriate explanations.

14. The question of whether this type of on-site investigation, 
together with other verification measures, would constitute a verifica
tion system capable of providing adequate assurance regarding the 
implementation of a convention remains unresolved.

15. The two sides believe that it is necessary to develop procedures 
for on-site investigation, including provisions regarding the rights and 
functions of the inspection personnel, and the rights and functions of 
the host side. Specific issues in this area are the subject of continuing 
negotiations.

16. The two sides continue to believe that it should also be provided
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that any party could turn to the United Nations Security Council with a 
complaint which would include appropriate rationale. In case of 
suspicion that the convention is not being complied with, the Consulta
tive Committee, upon request of any party, or of the Security Council, 
could undertake an investigation of the actual state of affairs.

17. National measures of verification 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 measures, the national technical means of other parties 
carrying out the aforementioned verification functions.

18. The US and the USSR remain of the view that it would be 
advisable to reflect in a future convention the obligation of each party 
to take appropriate internal measures in accordance with its constitu
tional procedures to prohibit and prevent, anywhere under its jurisdic
tion or control, any activity contrary to the provisions of the convention.

19. Possibilities for confidence-building measures continue to be 
explored.

20. The US and the USSR proceed from the premise that a future 
convention on chemical weapons would include a withdrawal provi
sion similar to the relevant provisions contained in other arms control 
and disarmament agreements.

21. The question of the conditions for entry into force of a conven
tion remains unagreed.

22. The two sides believe that inasmuch as an effective prohibition 
of chemical weapons requires working out a large number of technical 
questions it is advisable to deal with them in annexes to a convention. 
This matter remains a subject of discussion.

>f- j f  j f

The United States and the Soviet Union wish to inform the member 
States of the Committee on Disarmament of their earnest intention to 
continue their persistent efforts to find mutually acceptable solutions 
to the extremely complex unresolved issues relating to a general, com
plete and verifiable prohibition of chemical weapons, with a view to 
completing successfully the bilateral US-Soviet negotiations and pre
senting a joint initiative to the Committee on Disarmament at the 
earliest possible time.

Canadian Working Paper Submitted to the Committee 
on Disarmament: Organization and Control of Verifi
cation Within a Chemical Weapons Convention, July 
8, 1980^

Chemical weapons would be quite useful for warfare under many 
circumstances and it is necessary that adequate verification measures

 ̂ CD/113.
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be available and that international control of these measures be 
sufficient to ensure the security of all States. It has often been  
suggested and in fact agreed, as it appears in the 1970 [1980] joint re
port from the United States of America and USSR,^ that a Consultative 
Committee supported by a secretariat should be available to monitor 
verification and compliance.

Due to the complex nature of chemical weapons, the numbers of 
toxic chemicals which are suitable for this role, and the variety of 
activities which must be monitored, it is unlikely that a Consultative 
Committee alone will adequately provide this service and the nature of 
its supporting elements requires further definition.

For example, one could contemplate the establishment of an interna
tional verification control agency for this purpose. It would be directed 
by an executive officer such as a Director General, and would contain a 
secretariat to provide for co-ordination of the necessary services and 
dissemination of information. It could also include inspection teams 
and other technical personnel to provide for the processing of eco
nomic information and various scientific data including the analysis of 
chemical samples. The agency would report to the Consultative 
Committee as well as to the United Nations. The Consultative Commit
tee would meet regularly to review events and at other times in 
response to a challenge or other request by one or more signatory 
States.

Each Member State would be expected, as it has been suggested, to 
establish a national verification agency as well, to review national 
activities under the treaty and to report results and provide technical 
and other verification information to the international agency. It would  
also act as contacts and hosts for any international inspection teams 
which were required to enter the country and it would provide 
candidates for the international secretariat and its technical staff.

The monitoring of national activities such as stockpile destruction, 
agent production plant demolition, research and development activi
ties for peaceful and defensive purposes, the non-transfer of agents, 
information and weapons to other nations, and eventually the non
production of new chemical weapons will require some on-site inspection. 
National agencies would have a role in carrying out this control but this 
should be done in conjunction with international arrangements, partic
ularly at critical phases of some activities and in challenge situations. 
For some activities the taking of on-site and near site samples will be 
necessary. This must be done by standardized techniques and, on 
those occasions w hen international inspectors are present, duplicate 
samples would be taken for comparison analysis in laboratories of both 
the national and international agencies.

Other mechanisms of verification control which should occur under 
a convention, and may be assisted by the national and international 
agencies, will include the initial declarations, periodic exchanges of 
statements and review conferences to update definitions, criteria and 
agent lists, bilateral discussions, appeals to the Consultative Commit
tee and if necessary, appeals to the United Nations Security Council or

 ̂Supra.
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General Assembly. These mechanisms seem to be those which are 
necessary to provide adequate international control of the verification 
process and the degree of co-operation between national and interna
tional agencies as outlined should ensure that national interests are not 
compromised by this process.

Letter From British Prime Minister Thatcher to President 
Carter: Sale of Trident I Missiles to the United Kingdom, 
July 10, 1980^

As you are aware the United Kingdom Government attaches great 
importance to the maintenance of a nuclear deterrent capability. It will 
be necessary to replace the present Polaris force in the early 1990s, and 
having reviewed the options, the Government has concluded that the 
Trident I weapon system best meets the need to maintain a viable 
nuclear deterrent capability into the 21st century. I write therefore to 
ask you whether the United States Government would be prepared, in 
continuation of the cooperation which has existed between our Govern
ments in this field since the Polaris Sales Agreement of 6 April 1963, to 
supply on a continuing basis. Trident I missiles, equipment and 
supporting services, in a manner generally similar to that in which  
Polaris was supplied.

The United J ^ g d o m  Government would wish to purchase sufficient 
missiles, complete with multiple independently targettable re-entry 
vehicles and less only the warheads themselves, together with equip
ment and supporting services, on a continuing basis to introduce and 
maintain a force of 4 British submarines (or 5 if the United Kingdom  
Government so prefer), close coordination being maintained between  
the Executive Agencies of the two Governments in order to assure 
compatibility of equipment.

The successor to the Polaris force will be assigned to the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organisation, like the Polaris force; and except where 
the United Kingdom Government may^decide that supreme national 
interests are at stake, the successor force will be used for the purposes 
of international defence of the Western alliance in all circumstances. It 
is my understanding that cooperation in the modernisation of the 
United Kingdom nuclear deterrent in this way would be consistent 
with the present and prospective international obligations of both 
parties.

In particular, I would like to assure you that the United Kingdom  
Government continues to give whole-hearted support to the NATO 
Long-Term Defence Programme and to other strengthening of conven
tional forces. The United Kingdom Government has substantially 
increased its defence spending, in accordance with NATO's collective 
policy, and plans to make further such increases in the future in order 
to improve the effectiveness of its all-around contribution to Allied

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, July 21, 1980, pp. 1343-1344.
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deterrence and defence. In this regard the objective of the United 
Kingdom Government is to take advantage of the economies made 
possible by the cooperation of the United States in making the Trident I 
missile system available in order to reinforce its efforts to upgrade its 
conventional forces.

If the United States Government is prepared to meet this request, I 
hope that as the next step the United States Government will be 
prepared to receive technical and financial missions to pursue these 
matters, using the framework of the Polaris Sales Agreement where 
appropriate.

Letter From President Carter to British Prime Minister 
Thatcher: Sale of Trident I Missiles to the United 
Kingdom, July 14, 1980 ^

In reply to your letter of July 10, 1980,  ̂I am pleased to confirm that 
the United States attaches significant importance to the nuclear deter
rent capability of the United Kingdom and to close cooperation 
between our two Governments in maintaining and modernizing that 
capability. To further that objective, the United States is prepared to 
supply the United Kingdom Trident I missiles, equipment and support
ing services, as you propose in your letter, subject to and in accordance 
with applicable United States laws and procedures.

I view as important your statements that the Polaris successor force 
will be assigned to NATO and that your objective is to take advantage 
of the economies made possible by our nuclear cooperation to reinforce 
your efforts to upgrade the United Kingdom's conventional forces. As 
you know, I regard the strengthening of NATO's conventional and 
nuclear forces as of highest priority for Western security.

I agree that as the next step in implementing these agreed arrangements, 
our two Governments should initiate the technical and financial 
negotiations which you propose.

White House Statement: Sale of Trident I Missiles to the 
United Kingdom, July 15, 1980^

Today in London, the British Government is informing the House of 
Commons of its decision to modernize the British strategic nuclear 
deterrent force. In this connection, the British Government has re
quested that the United States sell the United Kingdom U.S. Trident I 
missiles. The Trident I missiles would be carried in new submarines 
built in Britain and would replace the existing British Polaris sea-based

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, July 21, 1980, p. 1343.
 ̂Supra.
 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, July 21, 1980, pp. 1344-1345.
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strategic missile force in the early 1990's. This request was formally 
conveyed in a letter from Prime Minister Thatcher to the President on 
July 10, 1980. In a letter sent to the Prime Minister yesterday, the 
President agreed that the United States will sell Trident I missiles to the 
United Kingdom. ^

Since the Second World War, the United States has cooperated 
intimately with the United Kingdom on nuclear matters. In President 
Roosevelt's administration, American and British scientists began 
working together on the development of nuclear weapons. In 1962 at 
Nassau, President Kennedy agreed to assist the British in the develop
ment of their strategic nuclear forces by selling Polaris missiles to the 
United Kingdom. ^

Today's announcement of Anglo-American cooperation on a mod
ernized British Trident missile force signals a continuation of this 
longstanding cooperation, which is a central element in the close 
cooperation between the United States and the United Kingdom. This 
cooperation is, of course, not limited to the nuclear field and includes a 
strong U.K. conventional commitment to NATO, which Britain also 
intends to strengthen.

The administration believes the independent British strategic nuclear 
force which is assigned to NATO makes an important contribution to 
the ability of the North Atlantic Alliance to deter Soviet aggression. For 
this reason, the President decided to assist the United Kingdom in the 
maintenance of a modernized, independent British deterrent force into 
the 21st century.

This joint step by the United States and United Kingdom is part of 
the broader pattern of efforts by this administration and our allies in 
Europe to strengthen NATO defense capabilities—3-percent real growth 
in defense budgets, the NATO long-term defense program, and the 
NATO decision to modernize theater nuclear forces. It is a sign of our 
determination to strengthen close cooperation with our allies on 
sensitive security matters.

Pakistani Working Paper Submitted to tiie Committee 
on Disarmament: Draft Security Council Resolution 
on Negative Security Assurances, July 17, 1980 ^

The Security Council,

Bearing in mind the need to allay the legitimate concern of the States 
of the world with regard to ensuring lasting security for their peoples. 

Convinced that nuclear weapons pose the greatest threat to mankind 
and the survival of civilization.

Deeply concerned at the continuation of the arms race, in particular the

 ̂Ante.
 ̂ Supra.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 1275-1276. 
 ̂ CD/120.
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nuclear arms race, and the possibility of the use or threat of use of 
nuclear weapons.

Convinced that nuclear disarmament and the complete elimination of 
nuclear weapons are essential to remove the danger of nuclear war. 

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 univer
sal basis, it is imperative for the international community to develop  
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 paragraph 59 of the Final Document of the Tenth 
Special Session of the United Nations General Assembly,  ̂in which it 
requested the nuclear weapons States urgently to conclude, as 
appropriate, effective arrangements to assure non-nuclear weapon  
States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.

Welcoming the negotiations underway in the Committee on Disar
mament on the item entitled "effective international arrangements to 
assure non-nuclear weapon States against the use or threat of use of 
nuclear weapons".

Noting the report of the Committee on Disarmament,
Further noting the general support expressed in the Committee on 

Disarmament and in the United Nations General Assembly for the 
elaboration of an international convention to assure non-nuclear weapon  
States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.

Acting under the provisions of Chapter VII of the Charter in response 
to the tl^eat to peace posed by the possibility of the use or threat of use 
of nuclear weapons:

1. Calls upon those States possessing nuclear weapons to undertake 
not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear 
weapon States under any circumstances;

2. Urges the Committee on Disarmament to pursue negotiations for 
this purpose and conclude, without delay, a binding international 
instrument to assure non-nuclear weapon States against the use or 
threat of use of nuclear weapons;

3. Decides to remain seized of this matter.

Statement by the Pakistani Representative (Marlcer) to 
the Committee on Disarmament: Negative Security 
Assurances, July 17, 1980 ^

For over a decade, Pakistan has made consistent efforts to evolve 
effective and credible assurances for non-nuclear weapon States against

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 422.
 ̂CD/PV. 93, pp. 6 -10 .
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the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. While we acknowledge the 
importance of the decisions of the United Nations on the subject, as 
well as that of the unilateral declarations made by the nuclear-weapon 
States, we still feel, in common with many others, that the non-nuclear- 
weapon States have yet to be assured, in an effective manner, that they 
will not be the victims of nuclear threat or attack. Pakistan, like the 
majority of non-nuclear-weapon States, is of the view that such 
assurances of non-use must be provided to non-nuclear-weapon States 
in a binding form, and within a multilateral context, if the assurances 
are to be effective and credible.

In line with this approach, my delegation has proposed the adoption 
of the draft international convention contained in document CD/10.  ̂
We have had occasion to welcome the fact that in the Committee there 
is no objection, in principle, to such an international convention. 
However, it can become a reality only if the divergent positions of the 
nuclear Powers can be harmonized and a common and uniform obliga
tion accepted by all of them towards the non-nuclear-weapon States. 
Article I of the draft international convention proposed by Pakistan 
contains a compromise formula for such a common obligation, which  
takes into account the divergent positions of the nuclear Powers as well 
as the positions and interests of the non-nuclear-weapon States, 
especially the non-aligned countries.

It was our hope that the present session of the Committee would  
find it possible to make progress towards the objective of a uniform 
obligation. Such an agreement would have constituted a significant 
advance toward an agreement on effective international arrangements 
to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of 
nuclear weapons. Unfortunately, the deliberations of the Ad hoc 
Working Group on the subject have revealed that at least some of the 
nuclear-weapon States, if not all, are unprepared to review their 
positions in order to accommodate the legitimate aspirations and 
preoccupations of the non-nuclear-weapon States. This is an attitude 
which can only be regretted, and I must express the strong disappoint
ment of my delegation at this state of affairs. It is difficult to see how  
the nuclear Powers envisage discharging their commitment, in para
graph 59 of the Final Document,  ̂ to "conclude" effective arrange
ments to assure non-nuclear-weapon States, so long as each of the 
nuclear Powers maintains its own preconceptions and also retains its 
option about when it would use nuclear weapons and against whom  
these weapons would be used. The dangers posed by these positions 
are no longer theoretical, and w e have witnessed recent developments 
where more than one non-nuclear-weapon State is the object of threats 
by nuclear-weapon States. The reticence of some nuclear-weapon 
States to evolve viable means to assure non-nuclear-weapon States 
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons may therefore have

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 90-94.
 ̂Ibid., 1978, p. 422.



296 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1980

grave consequences for international peace and security in general, 
and for the goals of nuclear non-proliferation in particular.

My delegation considers that the Committee on Disarmament should 
give serious consideration to what can be done in the present circum
stances to register at least some progress towards enhancing the 
security of non-nuclear-weapon States. In this context, it may be 
recalled that last year some delegations had suggested that the 
Committee could recommend the adoption of a resolution by the 
Security Council as an interim step towards the goal of effective 
international arrangements to assure the non-nuclear-weapon States. 
The idea of such a Security Council resolution was originally advanced 
by the United States delegation at the thirty-second session of the 
United Nations General Assembly. At our present session, the delega
tion of Belgium mentioned this alternative as the best way to make 
progress on the subject. It was also suggested by other delegations in 
the Committee on Disarmament, including some which have a first 
preference for an international convention.

The Pakistan delegation has taken these views into account and, 
desirous of contributing to an amelioration of the present unsatisfac
tory situation, is prepared to explore the possibility of the Committee 
on Disarmament recommending that the Security Council should 
adopt an appropriate resolution under Chapter VII of the Charter of 
the United Nations on the question of effective assurances to non- 
nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons. In doing so, w e are conscious of the imperative that a 
resolution of the Security Council should constitute some advance, 
howsoever modest, towards the objective of concluding a binding and 
effective international assurance to non-nuclear-weapon States. It 
would be hardly meaningful to adopt a decision which merely acknowl
edges or affirms the present status quo—a status quo where fragile 
structure is a clear cause for concern to the entire international 
community.

Guided by these considerations, my delegation has prepared a 
possible draft resolution that could be adopted by the Security Council 
on this subject. This has been circulated in the Committee as document 
CD/120.  ̂ I would like to emphasize that the draft is an effort by my 
delegation to identify what w e believe should be the main elements of 
a possible resolution of the Security Council.

The preambular part of the draft resolution sets out the basic 
perspective in which w e should view the question of security assur
ances to non-nuclear-weapon States. It should be a first step towards 
nuclear disarmament and the complete prohibition of the use of 
nuclear weapons, and it should be aimed at redressing the present 
disparity in the obligations assumed by the nuclear and non-nuclear- 
weapon States.

In the substantive part of the draft resolution, operative paragraph 1 
perhaps requires some explanation. The formulation contained in

Supra.
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operative paragraph 1, which "calls upon those States possessing  
nuclear weapons to undertake not to use or threaten to use nuclear 
weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States under any circumstances", 
is essentially a reiteration of a general principle that is accepted by all 
States. Paragraph 59 of the Final Document calls for effective arrange
ments against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons against 
non-nuclear-weapon States. The relevant item on our agenda is 
similarly phrased. There are no qualifications or conditions attached to 
the statement of the general objective that we have all agreed to 
pursue. Similarly, the unilateral declarations made by the nuclear- 
weapon States all start from the basic premise that nuclear weapons 
should not be used against non-nuclear-weapon States. It has been  
stated here more than once that these unilateral declarations are not 
declarations of the circumstances in which nuclear weapons would be 
used but assurances that they would not be used except under certain 
clearly defined circumstances. The statements made by the Heads of 
State of some of the nuclear-weapon Powers have been even more 
explicit regarding the principle that their nuclear weapons are not 
meant to be used against the non-nuclear-weapon States.

Let me be more specific. The declaration made in 1978 on behalf of 
the President of the United States states that:

The United States will not use nuclear weapons against any 
non-nuclear-weapon State. . . ^

and then goes on to add qualifications and exceptions with which we 
are familiar.

The President of France, speaking at a press conference on 24 
October 1974, stated inter alia that:

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.

On 25 April 1978, the President of the USSR stated inter alia that:

The Soviet Union, for its part, wishes to state as emphatically as 
it can that w e 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. ^

An analysis of these statements shows clearly that these nuclear- 
weapon States have in fact undertaken that they will not use nuclear

 ̂ Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 384.
 ̂Moscow Domestic Service in Russian, Apr. 25,1978; FBIS, Daily Report, Apr. 26,1978, 
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weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States. The exceptions cited are 
nothing more than exceptions to the rule and should not therefore 
prevent the Security Council from reaffirming the general rule or 
principle. In fact, a call by the Security Council on the nuclear Powers 
to undertake not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against 
non-nuclear-weapon States stops short of constituting a commitment 
by the nuclear-weapon States. It is merely a call upon them, no doubt 
an authoritative call, but less than a binding international commitment. 
We believe that this is the very least w e can expect from the nuclear 
Powers as an earnest of their willingness to undertake appropriate and 
effective commitments not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons 
against the non-nuclear-weapon States.

The Pakistan delegation expresses the hope that this proposal for an 
interim step towards effective international arrangements will be 
received by the members of the Committee on Disarmament, and 
especially the nuclear-weapon States, in the same constructive spirit in 
which we have advanced it. We hope that despite the busy schedule of 
the Committee in the next few days, an opportunity will be found to 
conduct consultations on the proposal and, if possible, to evolve an 
agreement on the matter.

News Conference Statement by the Netherlands Repre
sentative (de Vos) to the Mutual and Balanced Force 
Reductions Talks, July 24, 1980 ^

Developments in the past round of the Vienna talks have shown  
even more clearly than before that an early first agreement in these 
talks is possible, if the East is willing to cooperate in practical ways in 
resolving the discrepancy on data on Soviet ground force manpower in 
the area.

Both East and West now appear firmly agreed that it is necessary to 
concentrate efforts in the Vienna negotiations on the conclusion of a 
first agreement focusing on Phase I reductions of ground force man
power of the United States and the Soviet Union. The Western 
proposals of Decerriber 1979 for an interim Phase I agreement and 
associated measures were designed specifically to facilitate the early 
achievement of this goal.

Those Western proposals offer major concessions to the East by 
postponing resolution of the larger portion of the data discrepancy 
regarding Eastern manpower; by postponing the determination of the 
overall size of Eastern reductions needed to reach the common ceiling; 
and by cutting the size of Soviet Phase I manpower reductions by more 
than half.

During the round which has just ended, participants exchanged 
updated data valid as of January 1, 1980. Western participants agreed

' ACDA files.
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to the Eastern proposal for this exchange in the hope that it might lead 
to some progress in resolving the data issue. Although the exchange 
showed a limited adjustment of Eastern figures in the direction of 
Western figures on Eastern forces, unfortunately, it has reconfirmed 
the existence of a large and as yet unexplained discrepancy between  
Eastern and Western figures on Eastern rnilitary manpower in the area. 
There has been some discussion of the new figures, and w e hope that 
we can make progress on this issue in the next round.

Also during the round. Eastern participants made a preliminary 
presentation of their views on the package of associated measures 
which Western participants tabled in December 1979. These measures 
would be an essential element of a first agreement. They would make a 
direct and sigruficant contribution to the security of all participants. 
Western participants hope for a deepening of the discussion of this 
topic in the coming round and that Eastern participants will present a 
more detailed and complete position on these important measures.

On July 10, Eastern participants presented two new proposals which  
are now under careful study by Western Governments. I can make the 
following comments at this time:

These proposals address only two specific aspects of the negotiations. 
The first proposal involves a decrease of 10,000 men in the number of 
Soviet troops to be reduced under a Phase I agreement. It is now 20,000 
Soviet personnel instead of the 30,000 men proposed by the East itself 
in June 1978, and accepted by the West in December 1979.

The East seeks to justify this decrease by arguing that, when the 
20,000-man unilateral Soviet withdrawal announced by Secretary Gen
eral Brezhnev last October  ̂ is added to the 20,000-man reduction 
which the Soviet Union is now offering to undertake under a Phase I 
agreement, the total Soviet reduction would in effect amount to 40,000 
men.

However, the original Eastern decision of October 1979 to withdraw  
Soviet troops from the GDR unilaterally, although it was a welcome 
step, was clearly not taken in the framework of the Vienna negotiations, 
where the West is seeking negotiated reductions subject to all the 
conditions of an agreement, including agreed data and associated 
measures.

In its efforts to relate the Soviet unilateral withdrawals to these 
negotiations, the East stated at the end of the last round that these 
withdrawals had to be counted in full in the Phase I negotiated Soviet 
reductions. Now , the East has dropped this demand and has instead 
subtracted 10,000 men from its previous proposal of 1978 to withdraw  
30,000 men in Phase I.

The Eastern case for this new  proposal would be strengthened if it 
were at the same time taking active steps to help reach agreement 
about the number of Soviet soldiers in Central Europe. But, up to now, 
there has been no accompanying Eastern move on data for Soviet 
forces.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 604-607.
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Until there is agreed data on Soviet ground forces, there is no way of 
identifying the net effect of the Soviet unilateral withdrawals or of 
assessing the real significance of the East's claim that it would be taking 
a total reduction [of] 40,000 men. Moreover, it is clear that the require
ment for agreed data to determine precisely the agreed level of residual 
limitation remains an absolute one. The second Eastern proposal 
covers new ground and has not been presented or discussed in Vienna 
previously. It concerns the nature of manpower ceilings in Phase II, 
which have to be in conformity with the collectivity principle. This 
issue is not immediately relevant to the main problem now standing in 
the way of a Phase I agreement, which is the need for agreement on 
Soviet and U.S. ground forces in the reduction area.

To sum up, we are pleased to note that, during the past round. 
Eastern participants gave some evidence of interest in moving ahead 
with these negotiations. However, the Eastern position remains 
incomplete, especially as regards associated measures, and can only be 
really productive if the East makes the essential practical contribution 
to resolving the discrepancy on data required for a Phase I agreement.

Agreement on data is essential in any objective sense for an 
agreement on reductions and limitations. Given years of Eastern 
reluctance to be forthcoming and informative in order to resolve this 
central problem, it is natural that w e in the West should consider the 
East's actions on this topic as the real test of the Eastern interest in 
achieving an agreement acceptable to both sides. It is only when  
Eastern participants enter on practical cooperation on the resolution of 
the data issue that Western participants will be able to take at full value 
the stated Eastern interest in concluding an early first agreement in 
these negotiations.

News Conference Statement by the Polish Representa
tive (Strulaic) to the Mutual and Balanced Force Reduc
tions Talks, July 24, 1980 ^

On the conclusion of the 21st round, I feel entitled to voice some 
satisfaction that it has brought about a noted enlivening to our tedious 
negotiations. One does now hardly talk about a deadlock.

The presentation of this optimistic accent today has been made 
possible by initiative of the Socialist states, which produced important 
developments in the present round. I have in mind here the exchange 
of updated data on the numerical strength of armed forces of all direct 
participants in Central Europe, the constructive dialogue on associated 
measures and—above all—the weighty proposals tabled by the Social
ist states on 10 July 1980.

By presenting new data as of 1 January 1980, the Socialist states have 
shown a constructive approach, a will to eliminate the existing data

' ACDA files.
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discrepancies concerning the manpower strength of armed forces in 
the reduction area. Poland has made a significant contribution to this 
data exchange, conducive to a decrease in the discrepancies by taking 
into account previous discussions on data concerning Polish armed 
forces.

We believe Western participants should also avail themselves of the 
updated figures and the discussion thereon and undertake an effort 
aimed at the elimination of data discrepancies in the interest of 
progress in the negotiations. However, the question is, first of all, to 
make use of the new data for a prompt elaboration of the first reduction 
agreement and not to use the continuing data discussion for delaying 
this agreement.

Another productive element of the concluding round worth noting is 
a progress in discussion on associated measures, signified by the 
development of positive and realistic concepts of such measures which 
the Socialist countries have presented with the intention of theii* 
eventual elaboration as a part of future agreement.

The most important event of the 21st round has undoubtedly been 
the submittance of new proposals by the Socialist states on 10 July 
1980. They provide in the first stage for the reduction of 20,000 Soviet 
soldiers and 13,000 Americans. In view of the fact that the Soviet 
Union is already completing unilateral withdrawal from the territory of 
the GDR of 20,000 men, 1,000 tanks and other military equipment—the 
factual reduction resulting from the first stage would reach a propor
tion of 40,000 Soviet forces in exchange for 13,000 American soldiers.

The Socialist states are also proposing a new  way of regulating 
shares of member states in the collective manpower ceilings on armed 
forces of the two Alliances in Central Europe to be established after the 
two reduction stages. This new solution provides for a considerably 
increased possibility of effecting changes in numerical strength of 
forces of individual states within the framework of collective ceUings.

The proposals of 10 July 1980 provide important concessions to the 
West. The first of our proposals, taken together with the unilateral 
Soviet withdrawal, offers in the first stage a very substantial lowering 
of the number of Soviet forces in Central Europe, greater than the West 
itself proposed. It changes the actual proportion of Soviet-American 
reductions to the advantage of the West, and changes it considerably, 
roughly from 2 : 1 to 3 : 1, which, having in mind recent increases of the 
U.S. forces, also leads to diminishing the difference between the 
number of Soviet and U.S. forces in the area.

The second proposal of the Socialist countries meets a principal 
Western concern to obtain flexibility in determining the numerical 
strength of armed forces of individual states after reductions, under 
the common collective ceiling. Settlement of this important aspect of a 
post-reduction arrangement in the area is of great significance and in 
our view objectively facilitates both the first agreement and, in particular, 
the necessary link with the second stage, in the form of inter-stage 
freeze and criteria for participants' shares in the second stage reductions.

Thus the new compromise proposals of the Socialist countries are by 
themselves of great weight. They are also the latest proposals made at



302 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1980

these negotiations by either side. But the measure of their constructive 
impact, and of compromise, should and can best be judged in 
conjunction with the earlier Eastern proposals—those of June 1978 and 
June 1979—^which are now further developed and completed.

Taken together and considered along with our moves on data and 
the associated measures they form the realistic platform for seeking an 
early first-stage agreement and, even more specifically, for starting its 
elaboration.

Fully feasible now, this task is also a most urgent one if participants 
of both sides really wish, as they should, to contribute—in deeds—to 
halting the armaments race, to reverting the unfavorable develop
ments in East-West relations, to restoring detente and strengthening 
security and peace in Europe.

The Socialist countries have on their part followed by action the call 
contained in the Warsaw Declaration of the States-Parties to the 
Warsaw Treaty of 15 May 1980 "to continue with . . . efforts in the 
search for such solutions which would lead to the lowering of the level 
of military confrontation in Central Europe without impairing security 
of the sides." ^

We await early positive Western response to our proposals, to our 
offer of agreement.

Statement by the Netherlands Representative (Fein) to 
the Committee on Disarmament: Verification of a 
Chemical Weapons Convention, July 24, 1980 ^

Now that we are nearing the end of our work on CW this year, I 
should like to make a few remarks of a more or less philosophical 
nature concerning the feasibility of a CW convention, and in particular 
about the most complex element of such a convention which is, as we 
all know, verification of implementation. The two points I shall make 
are:

(a) that foolproof verification is not feasible, but
(b) that foolproof verification is not necessary, provided certain 

other conditions are met.

If these two points are accepted, then w e might find the road to a CW 
convention much less cumbersome than it may seem now.

Let me approach the subject in a roundabout way. We have tackled 
our task in the CW Working Group by dealing separately with the 
various different elements of a CW convention. Thus we have dealt 
with scope and later with verification. And w e have also discussed 
protection again as an identifiable, separate element. But it is obvious 
that all these elements are interrelated, and the measure in which we 
can achieve the fullness of what is desirable regarding one element

 ̂Ante.
 ̂ CD/PV. 94, pp. 13-16.
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might influence—or should influence, as I hope to demonstrate—the 
measure of fullness of another element.

Let me give you an example. It would indeed be desirable that the 
scope of the agreement to be achieved would be fully comprehensive, 
so as to include all potentially harmful chemical warfare agents. Yet 
there are some practical limits to the implementation of that ambition. 
It has become generally accepted that the treaty will have to provide for 
a scope containing a general purpose criterion. Such a criterion would  
be coupled with certain toxicity limits and probably supplemented by 
an illustrative list of agents and formulae. Though such a list would not 
be exhaustive it would, together with the toxicity limits, provide 
important points of reference for verification. These parameters have, 
however, their inherent limitations in so far as they should not be 
allowed to hamper the peaceful and legitimate civil chemical industry. 
Verification measures would therefore be commensurate to the scope 
as just perceived. They would be less demanding than if all conceivable 
potentially harmful agents were to be included in the scope. There is 
therefore an interrelationship between the requirements of scope and 
verification as elements of a convention, that has to be taken into 
account when negotiating.

In the same manner there is an interrelationship between verification 
and protection. Let me again give you an example. In the (only 
theoretically conceivable) event that some nation should manage to 
devise a foolproof complex of protection measures against a chemical 
attack, this would mean that this nation could be satisfied with rather 
inadequate verification provisions in the convention: being fully pro
tected against a CW attack, it would be able to carry on its mission in 
war in any case. On the other hand, a nation that has no protection at 
all, would of course insist on the maximum verification possible. Here 
again we see that there is an interrelationship between the elements of 
a treaty— în this case between verification and protection—^which 
makes possible a "trade-off" during the negotiating process on a treaty 
text.

This observation can be carried further. Within one and the same 
element, it is not always necessary to strive for protection, provided 
that the imperfections of certain provisions are compensated elsewhere. 
(And now I return to the proposition I made at the beginning of my 
statement, concerning the feasibility and desirability of foolproof 
verification.)

Let us take as example verification itself. Verification will also be, in 
itself, a system consisting of a number of elements such as:

verification of the destruction of stockpiles of chemical weapons;
verification of the closing-down or dismantling of CW production 

plants;
verification of the non-production of CW agents in the chemical 

industry;
verification that no offensive CW are used for training in manoeuvres;
verification that no transfer of potential CW agents is taking place.
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Some of these elements can be subdivided even further. All of these 
elements have national as well as international components, and all of 
them can be applied with varying degrees of intrusiveness. Here again 
we may have to compromise and seek "trade-offs" between different 
components. The main objective should be that the whole set, or 
complex, of verification provisions together should provide an ade
quate measure of certainty that there is compliance with the treaty. To 
illustrate this proposition let us look at the control of the non
production of chemical agents in the industry. The military threat of 
the highly toxic single-purpose agents is considerably higher than the 
threat of other chemical weapons, including most dual-purpose agents. 
It could therefore be argued that international verification measures 
with regard to the non-production of chemical warfare agents would  
be concentrated on the non-production of single-purpose supertoxic 
agents, such as nerve agents and comparable chemicals, including 
precursors for binary systems. Verification procedures with respect to 
other CW agents could then be somewhat less stringent. In sum, 
verification thus perceived should function with a view to deter, i.e. by 
making a breach or circumvention of the treaty too cumbersome and 
too costly to be acceptable.

To conclude this part of my statement, I should like to make the 
following proposition for your consideration. As the end result of our 
work—not this year of course, but at some time in the not too distant 
future, we hope—we should achieve the following three results:

(a) a good definition of scope;
(b) a reasonable system of verification methods;
(c) an adequate system of protection measures.

If this can be achieved w e have the foundation for a CW convention  
that should be attractive to all nations. The advantages of such a 
convention together with the auxiliary measures I mentioned would  
outweigh all the tremendous disadvantages and risks of maintaining a 
chemical warfare capability for retaliation purposes. As I said at the 
beginning of my statement, if this proposition is accepted, then the 
road to a CW convention might not be all that difficult. But we should 
not overreach ourselves when dealing with each of the separate 
elements. We should not become the prisoners of perfection. This may 
require courageous political decisions at the highest level, as was the 
case with biological weapons.

I should now like to make some remarks concerning a different 
aspect of this same subject, chemical warfare. In the course of this 
year's sessions of the Committee on Disarmament several references 
have been made to the reported but so far unconfirmed use of chemical 
weapons, lethal or otherwise, in certain local conflicts in various parts 
of the world. I need not emphasize that these reports have greatly 
worried my country, for the sheer reason of the seriousness of the 
allegations contained in those reports and without prejudice to their 
reliability, which still stands to be established. While leaving aside the 
question of whether the reported incidents—if they are true—would or
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would not fall under the prohibitions of the 1925 Geneva Protocol,  ̂
they do draw attention to the fact that .the Geneva Protocol, while 
prohibiting the use of CW, contains no verification or complaints 
provisions. N ow, since the new convention which we here in the 
Committee on Disarmament are trying to establish will contain a total 
ban on CW, but is not likely to be finalized in the near future, my 
delegation feels that it would be useful to establish some ad hoc 
verification procedure covering the use of CW in war, even if it can only 
be a rudimentary arrangement compared to the full scale verification 
system which will eventually be required for a total ban of CW.

We feel it would be useful to take the necessary steps as soon as 
possible— f̂irstly, because the mere existence of the reports continues 
to alarm public opinion and this could lead to unfavorable effects on 
the general conditions for disarmament efforts. Secondly, the question 
whether or not CW have been used needs to be clarified because, if 
they have been used, such use would—regardless of any legalistic 
arguments—undoubtedly be inconsistent with the worldwide abhor
rence of the use of such weapons under any circumstances. Thirdly, 
the procedure w e seek would stand out as an example of verification of 
use. This in itself would act as a provisional deterrent for the immedi
ate future, discouraging potential users, pending the conclusion of a 
CW convention which w e seek and which would eliminate the 
existence of CW for once and for all.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) to 
the Committee on Disarmament: Negative Security 
Assurances [Extract], July 24, 1980 ^

Today the Soviet delegation would like to express some considera
tions on one of the urgent questions of disarmament negotiations— on 
guarantees of the security of non-nuclear States against the use or 
threat of use of nuclear weapons.

This question has a long history. For the second consecutive year 
this question is being discussed in earnest by the Committee on 
Disarmament which— b̂oth last year and this year—established an Ad 
hoc Working Group to examine this question.

At present w e are taking stock of this discussion. It is therefore 
probably worthwhile to analyse the state of affairs, to compare the 
positions of different States and to answer a number of questions 
which have arisen.

The Soviet Union has attached and still attaches great importance to 
the provision of reliable guarantees of the security of States which do 
not possess nuclear weapons, and do not have them on their territories, 
against the use or threat of use of such weapons against them; and we 
see this problem as inseparably linked to the complex of questions of

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
 ̂ CD/PV. 94, pp. 17-24.
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nuclear disarmament and the complete prohibition and elimination of 
nuclear weapons.

We view with understanding the justifiable position of non-nuclear 
countries which, as compensation for renouncing the acquisition of 
nuclear weapons and the deployment of foreign nuclear weapons on 
their territories, are entitled to demand that all nuclear Powers assume 
an obligation not to use nuclear weapons and not to threaten to use 
those weapons against them.

Of course, the most radical solution of this question would be to 
prohibit the use of nuclear weapons altogether. In this connexion we 
would like to remind the Committee of the resolution of the United 
Nations General Assembly entitled "Non-use of force in international 
relations and permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons" 
adopted on 29 November 1972 on the initiative of the Soviet Union.  ̂In 
introducing this proposal, the Soviet Union was proceeding from an 
all-round analysis of the development of international relations in the 
post-war period. This analysis revealed, in particular, that since the 
end of the Second World War not a few military conflicts of different 
magnitude had been unleashed and all of them had been conducted 
with conventional types of weapons. The destructive power even of 
conventional means of warfare has increased so much in the post-war 
period that extensive use of these means of warfare could lead to the 
annihilation of entire peoples and States. For this reason, contrasting 
nuclear weapons with conventional types of armaments is to a certain 
degree an exercise of an artificial nature.

Experience of international relations in the post-war period has also 
demonstrated that any local conflict in which conventional arms are 
used creates a serious risk of unleashing a nuclear missile war.

This is why w e regard the decision of the twenty-seventh session of 
the General Assembly as an exceptionally important one, as a definite 
step on the way towards a radical solution of the problem of the 
prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons.

Developing further the above-mentioned decision of the General 
Assembly, the Soviet Union stated its readiness to reach agreement on, 
and to formalize in due form with any of the nuclear Powers, a mutual 
obligation on the non-use of force against each other, including the 
prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons. Unfortunately, other 
nuclear States did not support the decision of the General Assembly on 
this question and consequently no practical steps aimed at the imple
mentation of the General Assembly decision were taken.

The Soviet Union, and also other countries of the socialist community, 
have repeatedly advanced initiatives with a view to prohibiting also— b̂y 
a treaty—the use of nuclear weapons against States which undertake to 
observe a non-nuclear status and which have no nuclear weapons on 
their territories. At the tenth special session of the United Nations 
General Assembly devoted to disarmament, the Soviet Union empha
sized with all clarity that it would never use nuclear weapons against

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 848-849.
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States which abide by these principles. At the same time the Soviet 
Union reaffirmed its resolute intention to conclude also, if the need  
arises, special agreements on negative guarantees with any of the 
non-nuclear countries.

In the Declaration adopted in May 1980 at the meeting of the Political 
Consultative Committee, the USSR and other countries Parties to the 
Warsaw Treaty once again pronounced themselves in favour of a rapid 
and successful completion of negotiations on the non-use of nuclear 
weapons against non-nuclear States which do not have such weapons 
on their territories, and on the non-deployment of nuclear weapons on 
the territories of States where there are no such weapons at present. ^

The proposals and considerations advanced by the USSR and other 
socialist countries on the question of the strengthening of guarantees 
of the security of non-nuclear countries, and particularly the proposals 
advanced in working paper CD/23,  ̂have in general met with under
standing on the part of those who participated in the discussion of this 
problem in the Committee on Disarmament, and are supported by 
many of them. I would like to single out in particular the idea of 
concluding an international convention on the strengthening of guaran
tees of the security of non-nuclear States, an idea which—^judging by 
the discussion in the Committee—does not give rise to any objections 
of principle. It would seem that nobody objects, either, to the adoption 
of effective measures with a view  to elaborating appropriate interna
tional agreements.

However, the results of the activities of the Working Group, as they 
are at present, are not very encouraging. As they say, ''the cart is still 
where it was!". But w hy is this so, wherein lies the cause of the 
difficulties in reaching agreement on a single formula for the so-called 
negative guarantees and in couching them in appropriate legal form? 
In their words, all nuclear countries refer to the purely defensive 
purpose of their nuclear arsenals, they declare in principle their 
intention not to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear States and 
they say they are opposed to the proliferation of nuclear weapons. On 
the other hand, non-nuclear weapon States, perturbed by the growing 
nuclear threat, also say they are opposed to the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. What is it then that stands in the way of agreement on a 
general formula of negative guarantees which would be equally 
binding both for nuclear and non-nuclear States?

In our view, the obstacle in the way of a successful solution of this 
problem is the approach to the problem taken by certain States, 
including some of the nuclear Powers. The approach adopted by those 
States to the problem of negative guarantees— âs is clear from the 
statements made by their representatives, including their statements 
made in the course of the discussion in the Committee on Disarmament— 
is characterized mainly by considerations of membership of blocs—that 
is, by the participation of different States in military and political

 ̂May 15, ante.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 283-286.
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alliances. However, the problem of providing effective and reliable 
guarantees to non-nuclear States is a measure of curbing the nuclear 
arms race, a measure of preventing the spread of nuclear weapons 
and, finally, a measure of preventing a nuclear war. For this reason the 
basic criterion in elaborating a formula for providing guarantees of the 
security of non-nuclear States should not, in our view, be their 
membership of military and political blocs but their actual non-nuclear 
status. This is the only approach that would help to limit the spread of 
nuclear weapons; but the main point is that it would also reliably 
protect the security of States which do not possess nuclear weapons 
and do not permit the deployment of such weapons on their territories. 
It is here, in our view, that the crux of the problem lies. The 
introduction of questions of the membership of particular States in 
military and political blocs, and of their bilateral security agreements 
with nuclear Powers, only complicates a solution of the problem.

Another essential drawback of the approach adopted by a number of 
nuclear States to the question of negative guarantees is the fact that 
they base the criterion for providing such guarantees not on objective 
factors such as the non-possession of nuclear weapons by a State, or 
the non-deployment of such weapons on its territory, but on purely 
subjective considerations— în particular, on one nuclear Power's assess
ment of the involvement of a non-nuclear State in acts of one kind or 
another by another nuclear Power. It is not surprising that this 
approach was criticized by many delegations in the course of the 
discussion of this question in the Committee.

Of course, in return for effective guarantees of their security from the 
nuclear Powers, non-nuclear States must also simultaneously assume 
clear-cut and unambiguous obligations. What are these obligations? In 
our view such obligations must be quite concrete and unambiguous—  
namely, not to produce and not to acquire nuclear weapons and not to 
have them on their territories. Indeed, if one or another State begins to 
produce or acquire nuclear weapons, then, naturally, its status changes. 
This State ceases to be a non-nuclear State and, in this case, it cannot be 
covered by negative guarantees; and if nuclear weapons which may 
potentially be used for unleashing a nuclear war are deployed on the 
territory of a non-nuclear State, one can hardly expect that such 
non-nuclear State will remain outside a nuclear conflict.

The formula which calls upon nuclear States to provide security 
guarantees on a unilateral basis is in a certain sense contradictory 
because, on the one hand, it would be a component part of a binding 
international convention which imposes obligations on nuclear Powers 
while, on the other hand, it would practically limit the responsibility of 
non-nuclear States to their declarations of their non-nuclear status and 
of their non-participation in nuclear security systems which included 
nuclear Powers. In essence, this approach leaves open a possibility for 
non-nuclear countries to obtain nuclear weapons in one form or 
another in the future. However, guarantees of the strengthening of the 
security of non-nuclear States should—as one of their most important 
functions—help precisely to prevent such a development, and to create 
a reliable barrier in the way of a further spread of nuclear weapons.
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The above mentioned drawbacks—one might say, defects—of the 
approach to the solution of the question of strengthening the guaran
tees of the security of non-nuclear States may be found in many 
formulations which are under consideration in the Committee. The 
Soviet delegation has already had the possibility of expressing its 
considerations on the concrete proposals to this effect which have been  
made both by nuclear and non-nuclear States.

Today w e would like to dwell on a formula which was the subject of 
some quite animated comments in the Working Group. The Soviet 
delegation is referring to a formula which has been reflected inter alia in 
the statement made by the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the People's 
Republic of China at the thirty-third session of the United Nations 
General Assembly on 28 September 1978. It was said in this statement 
that:

Moreover, we have reaffirmed on many occasions that at no time 
and under no circumstances shall we use nuclear weapons against 
the non-nuclear countries (A/33/PV.13). ^

In one form or another this formula has even found its way into 
certain documents of other delegations which have been circulated in 
the Committee, and some representatives have considered it to be 
almost ideal.

How do matters stand in reality? In spite of all its apparent 
attractiveness, this formula has serious drawbacks because it does not 
provide an answer to questions of principle such as what is to be 
understood by the term "non-nuclear State"— does it include those 
States which do not produce and do not acquire nuclear weapons, or 
those which, in ad^tion, do not have nuclear weapons on their 
territories? Our delegation and many other delegations tried unsuccess
fully to find out whether this formula provides a guarantee of the 
non-use of nuclear weapons against a non-nuclear State from whose 
territory an aggression is committed, using foreign nuclear weapons. 
The sponsors of the formula and those who supported it were unable 
to answer this question. At the same time, the answer to this question 
may be either negative or positive. If the answer is negative, this 
means that the formula w e are talking about contains certain condi
tions and limitations. If the answer is positive, the formula will be 
tantamount to an invitation to deploy nuclear weapons on the territory 
of non-nuclear countries where there are no such weapons at present, 
and will lead to a situation in which a potential aggressor uses the 
territories of non-nuclear States for striking a nuclear blow against the 
enemy. We did not receive any answer, either, to the question as to 
how one is to determine precisely w hose nuclear weapons have been  
used from the territory of a non-nuclear State if this were actually to 
take place?

Those are not idle and academic questions at all, and they are not 
questions of military theory, as some people try to assert here; they are

5 Ibid., 1978, p. 582.
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political questions of vital significance which are directly connected 
with the essence and the sphere of application of negative guarantees 
and with the problem of the security of States.

I think there is no need to expound now in detail the meaning of the 
proposal of the socialist countries on this question. We proposed the 
conclusion of an international convention which would impose obliga
tions equally both on nuclear countries—not to use nuclear weapons 
and not to threaten to use them against non-nuclear States Parties to 
the convention—and on non-nuclear countries—not to produce or 
acquire nuclear weapons and not to have them on their territory. In the 
course of the discussions we answered a whole number of interesting 
and serious questions posed by delegations which, it seems to us, have 
a clear idea of our approach.

Unfortunately, the participants in the discussion on this problem did 
not manage at this stage to arrive at an agreed formula—particularly 
with regard to the sphere of application of negative guarantees—either 
on the basis of our approach or on the basis of other approaches.

Since major difficulties still remain in this area, and since agreement 
on a mutually acceptable formula for security guarantees before the 
end of the current session of the Committee is unlikely, we did not 
decline— ând w e still do not decline—to consider other, parallel 
measures aimed at providing security guarantees to non-nuclear 
States, on the understanding that a binding international convention 
would be the most effective form for such guarantees.

In the context of possible parallel measures, a measure such as a joint 
declaration or separate— b̂ut identical in content—declarations by all 
nuclear Powers providing negative guarantees to non-nuclear coun
tries could have a certain positive significance. Such an initiative—to be 
approved later by the United Nations Security Council—^would be a 
step forwa(rd.

If the question of negative guarantees should in one form or another 
become the subject of discussion in the United Nations Security 
Council, it seems to us that in this case it would be important to take 
into account some considerations and conclusions which sum up the 
two-year discussion in the Committee on Disarmament, so that they 
would be reflected also in the relevant resolution or decision of the 
Security Council. In a word, our approach to possible decisions of the 
Security Council is as follows: if a decision represents a step forward in 
strengthening the guarantees of the security of non-nuclear countries, 
we are in favour of such a decision. But if the Security Council confines 
itself to a non-committal appeal, then w e do not see any sense in such 
decisions. This approach determines also our attitude to the draft 
resolution which was circulated in the Committee last week. ^

We also believe that it would be hardly advisable for the Committee 
on Disarmament to proceed to elaborate the text of a Security Council 
draft resolution on negative guarantees. This would not be in keeping 
with the role of the Committee as an independent negotiating body 
and would, in our view, go beyond the framework of its mandate.

 ̂ I.e., the Pakistani working paper of July 17, ante.
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The achievement of agreement on the non-deployment of nuclear 
weapons where there are no such weapons at present could be a 
significant success both in terms of strengthening the guarantees of the 
security of non-nuclear States and in terms of the non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons. As is known, the Soviet Union has stated its 
readiness to assume an obligation not to deploy nuclear weapons on 
the territories of States where there are no such weapons at present, 
and has called upon other nuclear Powers to do likewise. The thirty- 
third session of the General Assembly expressed itself in favour of 
concluding an international agreement on the subject, and this fact 
shows that the majority of countries wish to have such an agreement. 
It seems it would be advisable to have an exchange of views in the 
Committee on this question as well.

We also believe that a substantial contribution to the solution of both 
the above-mentioned problems would be made by intensifying efforts 
to establish nuclear-free zones and zones free from nuclear weapons. It 
seems to us that favourable conditions for this exist in a number of 
regions of the world. This problem should be solved now w hen w e still 
have time, and when some of the States in these regions which have 
potential possibilities for doing so have not yet acquired nuclear 
weapons, since the acquisition of such weapons would complicate the 
establishment of nuclear-free zones and would create additional diffi
culties with regard to the problem of the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons and the problem of strengthening the guarantees of the 
security of non-nuclear countries. Obviously, it is difficult not to agree 
with such arguments.

Briefly, all this provides food for thought. For our part w e would like 
to appeal to all the participants in the discussion on negative guaran
tees to examine our considerations constructively, to take a serious 
approach to the solution of this urgent question and to display a 
genuine desire to reach agreement in this area. As for the Soviet 
Union, it has been and still is a resolute supporter precisely of such an 
approach which is in keeping with the security interests of both 
nuclear and non-nuclear States, and with the interests of strengthening 
universal peace and eliminating the threat of a nuclear war.

Address by Secretary of Defense Brown: M ilitary Supe
riority [Extract], July 28, 1980 ^

The truth is that comprehensive military superiority for either 
side—absolute supremacy, if you will—is a military and economic 
impossibility— îf the other is determined to prevent it. There can be no 
return to the days of the American nuclear monopoly. There can be no

 ̂ Dept, of Defense news release. The address was prepared for delivery to the 
Commonwealth Club of California in Oakland.
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winner in an all-out arms race. Neither side can win such an arms race, 
because neither side would or needs to concede it to the other. It is 
wishful thinking of the highest order to assume that the Soviets would  
drop out of a nuclear arms race early, or that they would shrink from 
imposing additional, even unimaginable hardships on their civilian 
society, in order to stay in the race.

Desirable and attractive as the goal of across-the-board supremacy 
may be in the abstract, a hard-headed assessment of what its pursuit 
might mean is sobering.

• First, it would mean the end of arms control. By definition, 
strategic superiority and arms control are incompatible—a race to 
superiority is an attempt to achieve a real military advantage, one 
which the losing party would never accept in a formal arms control 
agreement. We will not negotiate from a position of inferiority, and 
neither will the Soviets.

• Second, it would mean an uncontrolled, open-ended, and very 
expensive arms race. The sums involved would be enormous even in 
absolute terms, let alone in the face of a proposed massive— 3̂0 
percent—tax cut.

• Third, in the context of real world constraints of finite resources, 
the tendency (as has occurred in the past) would be to skimp on 
conventional forces and to concentrate on a race in strategic weapons.

• Fourth, this, in turn, would channel the competition into the most 
dangerous arena—the one most likely to lead to nuclear war. At some 
point along the line, in a world in which East-West relations would be 
strained beyond anything in recent memory, one side— îts resources 
stretched to the limit—might believe that the only way to prevent the 
other from achieving superiority would be to strike first.

In contrast, this Administration's policy is one of peace through 
strength. We need a strategic force that convinces the Soviets they 
cannot gain from a nuclear war any advantage that compares with the 
losses they will surely suffer. At the same time, w e need to be ahead in 
some conventional capabilities (such as naval forces) but w e do not 
need to match the Soviets tank for tank or soldier for soldier.

Unlike the pursuit of across-the-board supremacy, our policy pro
motes international stability, while protecting our vital interests.

• First, it is compatible with arms control. Lasting national security 
depends on a strong defense coupled with sensible arms control; the 
two are complementary, not incompatible. In this way, the legitimate 
security interests of both sides can be preserved, and the vital effort to 
place some limits, some constraints on this deadly competition can 
continue.

• Second, through arms control, which places upper limits on the 
size and capabilities of the Soviet force, and through sensible choices of 
our own, we can avoid spending vast sums of money on an unneces
sary strategic arms race.

• Third, w e are, therefore, able to balance our defense resources 
appropriately between strategic and conventional forces, and thus 
meet our real defense needs.
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• Fourth, we can preserve a stable strategic military balance—one in 
which neither side has an incentive to strike first. A stable balance is a 
peaceful balance.

That most famous of European observers of America, Alexis de 
Tocqueville, once warned us against "the propensity which induces 
democracies to obey impulse rather than prudence, and to abandon a 
mature design for the gratification of a momentary passion."

The impulse and the passion for military superiority must be seen for 
what they are: unrealistic, simplistic, dangerous. On the other hand, 
the prudent and mature design for national security—this Administra
tion's approach—takes the world as it is and as it will be.

We will preserve our national security. We will improve our capabili
ties as necessary to maintain the approximate military balance that 
exists today between the United States and the Soviet Union.

We will stay ahead in those capabilities that are vital to us—for 
example, in naval forces, in micro-electronics and accuracy, in anti
submarine warfare, in tactical air effectiveness, in computers and 
satellites and propulsion engines. We will continue to draw upon our 
broad strengths—our technological genius, our industrial might, our 
powerful and loyal allies, the training and quality of our military 
people, the growing consensus of the American people in support of 
adequate American defense—to offset Soviet advantages. We will not 
make our military forces a mirror image of the Soviets—nor should we.

We will continue to make steady and sustained increases in defense 
spending to build the capabilities we need. We will buy only the 
weapon systems that best serve our needs, not every glamorous 
weapon system that comes along. We will continue to seek equitable 
and verifiable arms control agreements— l̂ike the SALT II Treaty —̂to 
limit the growth in Soviet military power, in order to place some 
constraints on this competition, to reduce the risks of unintended  
conflict, and to avoid spending resources unnecessarily in an uncon
trolled strategic arms race.

Prudence and the mature design—not impulse and the momentary 
passion—are the hallmarks of a strong and a sane national security 
policy. I have explained what this Administration, under President 
Carter's leadership, has provided for four years, and what w e will 
continue to provide in the future. The American people should—and I 
believe will—settle for no less.

Statement by the Government of France: Nuclear Co
operation With Iraq, July 29, 1980 ^

The French Government is surprised at the unfounded statements 
and accusations which have recently been made about its nuclear 
cooperation with Iraq despite explanations already supplied by the 
competent French authorities and bodies.

 ̂For the text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
 ̂ Le Monde in French, July 3, 1980; FBIS, Daily Report, July 31, 1980, vol. VII, p. K l.
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1. It points out that Iraq, like any other country, has the right to the 
peaceful uses of nuclear energy and does not see any reason for this 
right to be refused.

2. It points out that Iraq, adhering to the Nonproliferation Treaty,  ̂
has accepted International Atomic Energy Agency [IAEA]  ̂monitoring 
of all its nuclear activities. There can be no reason to doubt the efficacy 
of this monitoring which is carried out in all the countries which have 
signed a guarantee agreement with the IAEA.

3. It stresses that, under the terms of the 18 November 1975 
French-Iraqi agreement, Iraq furthermore confirmed to France its 
commitment to submit to IAEA monitoring the substances, equipment 
and installations received within the framework of cooperation be
tween the two countries.

4. It points out that most research reactors operating in the world 
are fed by highly enriched uranium. It therefore does not see in what 
way the supply of this type of fuel to Iraq could constitute a new factor.

5. It gives the assurance that the method of supplying this uranium 
corresponds only to the needs of the research reactor supplied, that it 
is scheduled in order to meet these needs and is surrounded with all 
the necessary precautions.

In conclusion the French Government confirms that its cooperation 
with Iraq pursues perfectly legitimate goals and is surrounded by all 
the necessary guarantees. It will continue to follow this line without 
giving way to pressures or maneuvers.

Report From the Ad Hoc W orking Group on Interna
tional Arrangements To Assure Non-Nuclear-Weapon 
States Against the Use or Threat of Use of Nuclear 
Weapons to the Committee on Disarmament [Extract], 
July 29, 1980^

III. SUBSTANTIVE NEGOTIATIONS

8. The Working Group took note of the extensive discussion which  
took place on the elements to be considered and negotiated on during 
the deliberations of the previous ad hoc working group. It took note, in 
particular, of the statement contained in the report of the previous ad 
hoc working group to the effect that '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".

9. The Working Group decided to focus its attention primarily on 
the scope and nature of the arrangements on the understanding that

 ̂ Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
 ̂Brackets in original.
 ̂ CD/125*, pp. 3 -5 . This document, originally submitted July 29, was reissued for 

technical reasons Aug. 7.
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an agreement on the substance of the arrangements could facilitate the 
agreement on the form.

10. In accordance with the decision mentioned above in paragraph
9, a working paper (CD/SAAVP.2) was submitted by the Chairman as a 
basis for negotiation. It contained the different formulas which ap
peared in the declarations of the nuqlear-weapon States and in the 
proposals and ideas presented to or expressed by other States, and 
which had a direct bearing on the scope and nature of the arrangements.

11. Inconclusive examination was given to the different formulas 
which appeared in document CD/SA/WP.2 with a view to exploring 
ways and means of reaching agreement on a common formula accept
able to all which could serve as a basis for the conclusion of effective 
international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against 
the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. The in-depth analysis of 
these formulas considered in juxtaposition did help the Working 
Group to clarify and amplify the various positions and was able to 
detect areas of agreement and divergence.

12. There was agreement during the negotiations that the object of 
the arrangements should be to effectively assure non-nuclear-weapon 
States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. However, 
there were divergent views as to the scope of application. With regard 
to the scope of application two main questions were identified: (1) the 
criteria for the extension of the arrangements, (2) the exceptions 
associated with the right of self-defence.

13. Regarding the first question, the discussion revealed that differ
ent positions were maintained, namely:

—pending nuclear disarmament, a complete prohibition on the use 
of nuclear weapons;

—the extension of arrangements, pending a complete prohibition on 
the use of nuclear weapons, to all non-nuclear-weapon States without 
any condition or limitations;

—the extension of arrangements to all non-nuclear-weapon States 
which were not parties to the nuclear security arrangements of some 
nuclear Powers;

—the extension of arrangements to States which renounce the 
production and acquisition of nuclear weapons and which have no 
nuclear weapons on their territories or under their jurisdiction or 
control;

—the extension of arrangements to non-nuclear-weapon States 
parties to the non-proliferation Treaty or any other comparable interna
tionally binding commitment not to acquire nuclear explosive devices 
(such as the Treaty of Tlatelolco);

—the extension of arrangements to non-nuclear-weapon States 
parties to a nuclear-weapon free zone.

14. As to the second question, divergent views were expressed in 
accordance with the declarations, proposals and other elements con
tained in annex B of the Report.

15. The Working Group, subsequently, turned its attention to the 
question of the form of the arrangements. In this regard, a working
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paper was submitted by the delegation of Bulgaria entitled "Forms of 
the arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use 
or threat of use of nuclear weapons" (CD/SAAA^P.4). There was 
recognition that search should continue for a common approach 
acceptable to all which could be included in an international instru
ment of a legally binding character. In that connexion, notwithstand
ing the fact that there was once again no objection, in principle, to the 
idea of an international convention the difficulties involved were also 
pointed out. In this regard, no agreement was reached.

16. The Working Group further considered the question of interim 
arrangements. In this regard, a working paper was submitted by the 
delegation of Pakistan entitled "Possible draft resolution for adoption 
by United Nations Security Council as an interim measure on 'Effective 
international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against 
the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons' " (CD/SAAVP.3).^ During 
the discussion it was broadly suggested that a Security Council 
resolution might serve as a useful interim measure towards the 
effective international arrangements and pending agreement on the 
common approach mentioned in paragraph 15. It was also suggested  
that the value of such resolution would depend on its substance. On 
the latter question, different views were expressed.

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

17. There was continuing 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. Negotiations on the substance of the arrangements further 
revealed the complex nature of the issues involved. Disappointment 
was expressed at the failure to make progress towards a common 
approach. Against this background, the question of interim arrange
ments was considered. The Working Group noted with interest the 
suggestion that upon the recommendation of the General Assembly, 
the Security Council might consider the question of concrete measures 
to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of 
nuclear weapons. It was, however, suggested that any interim arrange
ment should not be a substitute for the indispensable renewed efforts 
to reach agreement on a common approach acceptable to all which  
could be included in an international instrument of a legally binding 
character.

18. Accordingly, the Working Group recommends to the Committee 
on Disarmament to explore ways and means to overcome the difficul
ties encountered in the negotiations of the Working Group and to 
continue to negotiate at the beginning of its 1981 session with a view to 
reaching agreement on effective international arrangements to assure 
non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons.

 ̂Pakistan's proposal was submitted to the CD plenary on July 17, see ante.
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Tripartite Report to the Committee on Disarmament: 
Comprehensive Test Ban, July 30, 1980 ^

1. This report on the status of the negotiations between the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland and the United States of America on a treaty 
prohibiting nuclear weapon test explosions in all environments and its 
protocol covering nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes has been 
jointly prepared by the three parties to the negotiations.

2. The three negotiating parties are well aware of the deep and 
long-standing commitment to the objective of this treaty that has been 
demonstrated by the Committee on Disarmament and its predecessor 
bodies. They recognize the strong and legitimate interest of the 
Committee on Disarmament in their activities, and they have reported 
to the Committee on Disarmament previously, most recently on 31 July 
1 9 7 9  2 xhey welcome the opportunity to do so again, just as they 
welcome the continued support and encouragement that their negotia
tions derive from the interest of the Committee on Disarmament.

3. Since the last report to the Committee on Disarmament, the three 
delegations have completed two rounds of negotiations. The negotia
tions reconvened on 16 July 1980.

4. The negotiating parties are seeking a treaty that for decades has 
been given one of the highest priorities in the field of arms limitation, 
and the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and the United States 
continue to attach great importance to it. The desire to achieve an early 
agreement, which is so widely shared by the international community, 
has been repeatedly expressed at the highest level of all three 
governments.

5. Global interest in the cessation of nuclear weapon tests by all 
States has been recorded by a succession of resolutions of the United 
National General Assembly and by the Final Document of the Special 
Session on Disarmament of the United Nations General Assembly. It 
has been stated in the preambles to a number of international arms 
limitation treaties now in force, and its significance will again be 
underlined in the forthcoming second Review Conference of the Treaty 
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.

6. The objectives which the negotiating parties seek to achieve as a 
result of this treaty are important to all mankind. Specifically, they seek 
to attain a treaty which will make a major contribution to the shared 
objectives of constraining the nuclear arms race, curbing the spread of 
nuclear weapons, and strengthening international peace and security.

7. Given the importance of these objectives, it is understandable 
that the international community has repeatedly called for the earliest 
possible conclusion of the treaty. At the same time, it is important to 
note that this treaty is, in many respects, a difficult one to negotiate. 
Many of the issues are novel, sensitive and intricate. The treaty directly

 ̂ CD/130.
 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 476-481, 508—509.
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affects vital national security concerns and the process of negotiation 
requires considerable and painstaking work.

8. In spite of these challenges, however, the Soviet Union, the 
United Kingdom and the United States have made considerable 
progress in negotiating the treaty.

9. The negotiating parties have agreed that the treaty will require 
each party to prohibit, prevent and not to carry out any nuclear 
weapon test explosion at any place under its jurisdiction or control in 
any environment; and to refrain from causing, encouraging or in any 
way participating in the carrying out of any nuclear weapon test 
explosion anywhere.

10. The negotiating parties have agreed that the treaty will be 
accompanied by a protocol on nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes, 
which will be an integral part of the treaty. The protocol will take into 
account the provisions of Article V of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation 
of Nuclear Weapons.^ In the protocol, the parties will establish a 
moratorium on nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes and accord
ingly will refrain from causing, encouraging, permitting or in any way 
participating in, the carrying out of such explosions until arrangements 
for conducting them are worked out which would be consistent with 
the treaty being negotiated, the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests 
in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under Water  ̂and the Treaty on 
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. Without delay after entry 
into force of the treaty, the parties will keep under consideration the 
subject of arrangements for conducting nuclear explosions for peaceful 
purposes, including the aspect of precluding military benefits. Such 
arrangements, which could take the form of a special agreement or 
agreements, would be made effective by appropriate amendment to 
the protocol.

11. To ensure that the treaty does not detract from previous arms 
limitation agreements, there will be a provision stating that the treaty 
does not affect obligations compatible with it that have been assumed 
by parties under other international agreements. Such other agree
ments include the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the 
Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under Water and the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. The three negotiating parties 
have agreed that the treaty will provide procedures for amendment, 
and that any amendments will require the approval of a majority of all 
parties, which majority shall include all parties that are permanent 
members of the Security Council of the United Nations. They have also 
agreed that, as in other arms limitation agreements, there will be 
provision for withdrawal from the treaty on the grounds of supreme 
national interests. They have also agreed that the treaty should enter 
into force upon ratification by twenty signatory governments, includ
ing those of the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and the United 
States.

12. The parties are considering formulations relating to the duration

 ̂The treaty text may be found ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465. 
 ̂Ihid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
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of the treaty. They envisage that a conference will be held at an 
appropriate time to review the operation of the treaty. Decisions at the 
conference will require a majority of the parties to the treaty, which 
majority shall include all parties that are permanent members of the 
Security Council of the United Nations.

13. TTie negotiating parties, recognizing the importance of verification, 
have agreed that a variety of verification measures should be provided 
to enhance confidence that all parties to the treaty are in strict 
compliance with it. Such measures in the treaty itself, and the 
additional measures under negotiation to facilitate verification of 
compliance with the treaty, must first be agreed in principle, and then 
drafted in detail, which is of course a laborious process. It must be 
done with care because the implementation of these measures will 
have important impact not only on ensuring compliance with the 
treaty, but also on political relations among its parties.

14. It has been agreed that the parties will use national technical 
means of verification at their disposal in a manner consistent with  
generally recognized principles of international law to verify compli
ance with the treaty, and that each party will undertake not to interfere 
with such means of verification.

15. It has long been recognized that co-operative seismic monitoring 
measures can make an important contribution to verifying compliance 
with the treaty. The Committee on Disarmament and its predecessors 
have played a leading role in developing such measures. On the basis 
of the work done in the past few years under those auspices, the 
negotiating parties have agreed to provisions establishing an Interna
tional Exchange of Seismic Data. Each treaty party will have the right to 
participate in this exchange, to contribute data from designated seismic 
stations on its territory, and to receive all the seismic data made 
available through the International Exchange. Seismic data will be 
transmitted through the Global Telecommunications System of the 
World Meteorological Organization or through other agreed communi
cations channels. International seismic data centres will be established 
in agreed locations, taking into account the desirability of appropriate 
geographical distribution.

16. A Committee of Experts will be established to consider questions 
related to the International Seismic Data Exchange and all treaty parties 
will be entitled to appoint representatives to participate in the work of 
the Committee. The Committee of Experts will be responsible for 
developing detailed arrangements for establishing and operating the 
International Exchange, drawing on the recommendations of the Ad 
Hoc Group of Scientific Experts, which was established under the 
auspices of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and has 
continued its work under the Committee on Disarmament. Arrange
ments for establishing and operating the International Exchange will 
include the development of standards for the technical and operational 
characteristics of participating seismic stations and international seis
mic data centres, for the form in which data are transmitted to the 
centres, and for the form and manner in which the centres make
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seismic data available to the participants and respond to their requests 
for additional seismic data regarding specified seismic events.

17. In addition to its role in setting up the International Exchange, 
the Committee of Experts will have ongoing responsibility for facilitat
ing the m plem entation of the International Exchange, for reviewing its 
operation and considering improvements to it, and for considering 
technological developments that have a bearing on its operation. The 
Committee will serve as a forum in which treaty parties may exchange 
technical information and co-operate in promoting the effectiveness of 
the International Exchange. The Committee of Experts will hold its first 
meeting not later than 90 days after the entry into force of the treaty 
and will meet thereafter as it determines.

18. The negotiating parties have agreed to other co-operative meas
ures as well. ITiere wiU be provision in the treaty for direct consultations, 
and for the exchange of inquiries and responses among treaty parties 
in order to resolve questions that may arise concerning treaty compliance. 
If a party has questions regarding an event on the territory of any other 
party, it may request an on-site inspection for the purpose of ascertain
ing whether or not the event was a nuclear explosion. The requesting 
party shall state the reasons for its request, including appropriate 
evidence. The party which receives the request, understanding the 
importance of ensuring confidence among parties that treaty obliga
tions are being fulfilled, shall state whether or not it is prepared to 
agree to an inspection. If the party which receives the request is not 
prepared to agree to an inspection on its territory, it shall provide the 
reasons for its decision. Tripartite agreement on these general condi
tions with regard to on-site inspections represents an important 
achievement by the negotiating parties in resolving issues regarding 
verification of compliance with the treaty.

19. The three negotiating parties believe that the verification meas
ures being negotiated—^particularly the provisions regarding the 
International Exchange of Seismic Data, the Committee of Experts, and 
on-site inspections— b̂reak significant new ground in international 
arms limitation efforts and will give all treaty parties the opportunity to 
participate in a substantial and constructive way in the process of 
verifying compliance with the treaty.

20. The treaty will also contain a provision permitting any two or 
more treaty parties, because of special concerns or circumstances, to 
agree by mutual consent upon additional measures to facilitate verifica
tion of compliance with the treaty. The three negotiating parties have 
agreed that it is necessary to develop such additional measures for 
themselves in connexion with the treaty under negotiation.

21. The additional measures to facilitate verification of compliance 
with the treaty, while paralleling those of the treaty itself, will specify 
in greater detail the procedures under which on-site inspection would 
be conducted, and will incorporate a list of the rights and functions of 
the personnel carrying out the inspection. They will also contain a 
description of the role to be played by the host party during an 
inspection.
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22. In addition, the three parties are negotiating an exchange of 
supplemental seismic data. This would involve the installation and use 
by the three parties of high-quality national seismic stations of agreed 
characteristics.

23. Despite significant accomplishments, there are important areas 
where substantial work is still to be done.

24. The three negotiating parties have demonstrated their strong 
political commitment to completion of this treaty by achieving solu
tions to problems that for many years made a treaty difficult to attain. 
Most notable in this regard are the agreements concerning the prohibi
tion of any nuclear weapon test explosion in any environment, the 
moratorium on nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes, the general 
conditions with regard to on-site inspections, and a number of impor
tant seismic verification issues.

25. The negotiating parties are mindful of the great value for all 
mankind that the prohibition of nuclear weapon test explosions in all 
environments will have, and they are conscious of the important 
responsibility placed upon them to find solutions to the remaining 
problems. The three negotiating parties have come far in their pursuit 
of a sound treaty and continue to believe that their trilateral negotiations 
offer the best way forward. They are determined to exert their best 
efforts and necessary will and persistence to bring the negotiations to 
an early and successful conclusion.

Statement by the Chinese Representative (Yu Peiwen) 
to the Committee on Disarmament: Negative Security 
Assurances [Extract], July 31, 1980 ^

Thirdly, as for China's position on security guarantees for non
nuclear States, please allow me to briefly restate it: China develops 
limited amounts of nuclear weapons entirely for defence purposes. 
Therefore w e have already declared on many occasions that at no time 
and in no circumstances would we be the first to use nuclear weapons. 
In connexion with the fundamental position, we would at no time and 
in no circumstances use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear States. 
This basic position of China embodies a serious, solemn and sincere 
attitude in respect of security guarantees for non-nuclear States. In 
order to eliminate the threat of nuclear war against the numerous small 
and medium-sized countries, the most fundamental approach is for the 
super-Powers to stop their nuclear arms race and to take the lead in the 
complete prohibition and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons. To 
demand now that the nuclear Powers guarantee not to use or threaten 
to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear States and nuclear-free- 
zones is no more than a very preliminary and partial measure aimed at 
reducing the threat of nuclear war. It does not at all involve the

' CD/PV. 95, pp. 13-14.
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reduction and destruction of the super-Powers' nuclear weapons. The 
fact in front of us is that non-nuclear States do not pose a threat to 
nuclear Powers. Then, what reason do the nuclear Powers have not to 
undertake the obligation of the non-use of nuclear weapons against 
them? If the super-Powers refuse to provide even such a guarantee, 
this only proves that what they say about the so-called prohibition of 
nuclear weapons and the elimination of the threat of nuclear war is 
sheer deception. If the Soviet Union had the slightest concern for the 
security of non-nuclear States, then you should change your approach 
and declare without hesitation that the Soviet Union unconditionally 
undertakes the obligation that at no time and in no circumstances 
would it use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear 
States and nuclear-free-zones. This would be far more conducive to the 
atmosphere of trust necessary for the discussion of disarmament 
questions by the international community than your making a whole 
series of statements or ''Disarmament proposals" one after another.

Statement by the Indian Representative (Saran) to the 
Committee on Disarmament: Negative Security As
surances, August 1, 1980 ^

My comments relate to the report of the Ad hoc Working Group on 
negative security guarantees.  ̂ With respect to the issue of interim 
measures, my delegation would like to place on record that it does not 
support any interim measure with regard to effective international 
arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or 
the threat of use of nuclear weapons. It cannot support any request to 
the General Assembly to recommend to the Security Council the 
adoption of a resolution that would extend assurances of non-use of 
nuclear weapons to non-nuclear-weapon States as has been suggested  
by some delegations. It has been our consistent view that, far from 
considering interim measures, the Committee on Disarmament should 
address itself to the fundamental issue, which is that the only effective 
guarantee against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons is the 
achievement of nuclear disarmament. Pending the achievement of 
nuclear disarmament, efforts should concentrate on negotiation of a 
convention on the total prohibition of use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons, under any circumstances.

 ̂ CD/PV. 96, pp. 18-19.
 ̂Submitted on July 29, ante.
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Statement by the Swedish Representative (Norberg) to 
the Committee on Disarmament: Negative Security 
Assurances [Extract], August 1, 1980 ^

As regards the discussion in the Ad hoc Working Group on negative 
security assurances, the Swedish delegation noted with satisfaction 
that during 1980 this group has focused its attention on the scope and 
nature of the arrangements. The draft report now before us reflects 
these discussions in our view, in a balanced way, and my delegation 
recommends its adoption.

The position of my delegation with respect to the form of an 
international arrangement on negative security assurances is well 
known to the Committee. We have stated our view in this regard on 
several occasions in the Committee, most recently on 12 February 1980, 
and in the course of the work of the Working Group and other fora. 
However, in order to make our position clear I would, for the record, 
make a brief comment on paragraph 15 of the draft report (CD/125).  ̂
The Swedish Government favours in principle the so-called negative 
security guarantees by which w e understand co-ordinated and binding 
commitments by nuclear-weapon States not to use or threaten to use 
nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States which have spe
cifically abstained from such weapons. As for the form of arrangement, 
my Government has reservations regarding agreements that would  
imply that nuclear-weapon and non-nuclear-weapon States enter into 
some kind of reciprocal obligations. The vast majority of non-nuclear- 
weapon States have already accepted their share in adhering to the 
NPT and there is no need for them to repeat this obligation.  ̂ The 
responsibility to formulate, by assurances acceptable to all, must in our 
view rest with the Powers themselves. Such assurances should be 
made in a legally binding form— f̂or example, in a treaty between the 
nuclear-weapon States.

interview of Secretary of Defense Brown by U.S. News & 
World Report: Soviet-American Relations and SALT II 
[Extract], August 4, 1980^

Q. Mr. Secretary, in view  of the current state of Soviet-American 
relations, do w e face the prospect of an all-out arms race with Russia in 
the 1980s?

A. I don't think it is by any means inevitable. I don't think the 
Soviets really want to go to an all-out arms competition.

 ̂ CD/PV. 96, p. 19.
 ̂Printed ante, July 29.
 ̂For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
 ̂ U.S. News & World Report, Aug. 4, 1980. Reprinted from U.S. Neivs & World Report. 

Copyright 1980, U.S. News & World Report, Inc.
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My judgment is that they would like to see this situation: Their 
defense spending would continue to grow at 3 or 4 percent over the 
next five years, and at the same time they would get the U.S. and the 
West not to spend any more for defense—in fact, maybe even spend  
less. That way the Soviets wouldn't put much more pressure on their 
political system, but by the inexorable laws of compound interest they 
would be far, far ahead militarily in five or 10 years.

Q. But aren't w e and our allies going to force the pace by increasing 
our defense spending and refusing to play this Russian game?

A. Yes. It's a fact that we now are going to increase defense 
spending at 3 or 4 percent a year—perhaps even more—which is the 
level of growth the Soviets have maintained over the past 20 years. If 
the Soviets continue at that level of growth, the balance won't get 
worse for us than it is. It may get better depending upon how efficient 
w e are, how well w e concert with our allies, how well we make use of 
our technology, and so forth.

If the Soviets try to maintain the advantage they've enjoyed over the 
past 20 years, then they will have to increase defense spending by 6 or 
8 or even 10 percent a year in real terms. That, I think, would strain 
them severely.

Q. The Republicans have announced their determination to achieve 
strategic superiority over Russia rather than settle for your goal of 
parity. What would that mean in terms of defense spending?

A. We estimate the cost of the Republican program at maybe 20 
billion dollars a year more in real terms than this administration 
envisages as necessary.

Will that buy us superiority? I don't think so—at least not in five 
years.

It would buy a better grade of parity, providing that the Soviets don't 
respond by upping their expenditures as well. And they might be 
willing and able to do it—even though it would put them under great 
pressure and create international political tension.

But, you know, this is a matter of judgment. My judgment is that a 
turnaround of adverse trends between the U.S. and the Soviet Union is 
best accomplished by matching the Soviet buildup. It is very important 
to be able to sustain that over a period of five years. I think this country 
is far more able to sustain the effort over a period of five years at the 
level that we project—which is about a 4 or 5 percent annual growth 
rate—than at double that rate, which the Republicans are proposing.

In addition, there is a risk in combining proposals for a race to 
superiority with proposals for a massive tax cut. If you cut taxes by 30 
percent, as has been proposed, almost nobody believes that that is 
going to increase the amount of money available for defense. What it 
will cause you to do is to skimp on your conventional forces, build up 
your strategic forces and get into a race in strategic forces, which is the 
most dangerous race and the one most likely to lead to a nuclear war.

Q. Do you see any prospect of ratifying the strategic-arms-limitation 
treaty or negotiating new arms-control treaties with Russia as long as 
Soviet troops occupy Afghanistan?



COMMUNIST COUNTRIES PROPOSAL, AUGUST 4 325

Q. I don't link those together in security terms. That is to say, I think 
that SALT II  ̂remains in our interest. It ought to be ratified as soon as 
we can ratify it. It's not a favor we're doing the Soviet Union. It helps 
our security if the SALT II limits are observed. It also helps the Soviet 
Union's. That's why they and w e signed it.

As a practical political matter, the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan 
meant that the votes needed to ratify were not available in the Senate. 
Early next year, those votes may be different. And as soon as it 
becomes politically feasible, I think it's very important to ratify SALT.

Q. Are you saying it is feasible to win ratification of a SALT treaty 
even while the U.S. continues to challenge Soviet aggression in 
Afghanistan?

A, It is because we and the Soviets are adversaries that SALT is 
important. We're not signing any SALT agreements with the British, 
and w e don't have to. You w ^  recall that SALT I  ̂was signed during 
the 1972 period when we and the Soviets were in a very confronta
tional mood in respect to Vietnam. So it can be done. It takes 
education.

I think the American people got educated during the SALT debates 
in the Senate a year ago. And, at the right time, they need to be 
reminded of what they learned then, which is that SALT is in our 
interest. It's in our interest whether the Soviets are in Afghanistan or 
not.

Proposal Submitted to the Committee on Disarmament 
by Four Communist Countries: Main Elements of a 
Comprehensive Program of Disarmament [Extract], 
August 4, 1980 ^

III. Principal directions of efforts to limit the arms race and achieve disarmament.

(1) Side by side with the ratification of the Soviet-United States 
Treaty on Strategic Arms Limitation (SALT II),  ̂the immediate task in 
the field of practical measures for halting the arms race is the speediest 
possible successful completion of negotiations on the following matters:

Complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests; 
Prohibition of radiological weapons;
Prohibition of chemical weapons and destruction of stockpiles of 

such weapons;
Non-use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear States not having

 ̂The SALT II agreement is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
 ̂The SALT I agreements are printed ibid., 1972, pp. 197 ff.

‘ CD/128, pp. 4 -6 . Submitted by Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and Mongolia. 
 ̂The text or the SALT II Treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 

189 ff.
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such weapons in their territory, and non-emplacement of nuclear 
weapons in the territory of States in which none are now located.

(2) It is essential to initiate without delay business-like negotiations 
and to step up efforts in respect of the following urgently required 
measures to stop the arms race and avert the threat of war:

Cessation of the production of all types of nuclear weapons, and 
gradual reduction of stockpiles of such weapons up to and including 
their complete elimination; to this end, appropriate negotiations should 
immediately be initiated with the participation of all nuclear-weapon 
States and of a certain number of non-nuclear-weapon States. At the 
same time, measures should be taken to strengthen the political and 
international legal guarantees of the security of States;

A permanent ban on the use of nuclear weapons and renunciation by 
all States of the use of force in their relations with one another;

Further limitation and reduction of strategic armaments and their 
further limitation in a qualitative sense, taldng into account all the 
factors affecting the strategic situation throughout the world, including 
Europe. The question of medium-range missiles in Europe should be 
discussed without delay, simultaneously and in organic combination 
with the question of United States forward-based nuclear weapons. 
This discussion should lead to appropriate agreements which could 
be implemented after ratification of the SALT II Treaty. The decision to 
produce and deploy new types of medium-range missiles in Western 
Europe should also be revoked on this basis;

Adoption of further measures to strengthen the regime of non
proliferation of nuclear weapons and, to that end, the achievement of 
universal application of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons;

Creation of nuclear-free zones in various regions of the world;
Elimination of foreign military bases and the withdrawal of troops 

from the territory of other countries;
Limitation and reduction of the level of military presence and 

military activity in certain regions, whether in the Altantic Ocean, the 
Pacific Ocean, the Mediterranean or the Persian Gulf, in the interests of 
peace and stabilization of the international situation, as well as of 
ensuring the safe and unimpeded use of major international shipping 
routes;

Limitation and subsequent reduction of military activity in the 
Indian Ocean, and creation of a zone of peace in that region;

Conclusion of a comprehensive agreement prohibiting the develop
ment and production of new types and systems of weapons of mass 
destruction;

Conclusion of a convention prohibiting the production, stockpiling, 
deployment and use of nuclear neutron weapons;

Cessation of the development of new types of highly destructive 
conventional weapons;

 ̂Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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Conclusion of an agreement on the non-expansion of the armed 
forces and conventional weapons of the permanent members of the 
Security Council, and of the countries associated with them by military 
agreements;

Ensuring the safe and unobstructed use of major international 
shipping routes by limiting and reducing the level of military presence 
and military activity in certain regions;

Limitation of sales and deliveries of conventional weapons;
Elaboration of an international agreement prohibiting or limiting the 

use of conventional weapons wfidch are excessively destructive or 
unselective;

Accession to the existing agreements on the limitation of the arms 
race and disarmament by all States which have not yet acceded to 
them;

Reduction, in absolute or percentage terms, of the military budgets 
of States, particularly of major Powers and especially of the permanent 
members of the United Nations Security Council;

Conclusion of an agreement on the reduction of armed forces and 
armaments in Central Europe;

Conclusion among all States participating in the European Confer
ence on Security and Co-operation of a treaty whereby each party 
would undertake not to be the first to use either nuclear or conven
tional weapons against any other;

Further confidence-building measures in Europe;
Convening of a conference on military detente and disarmament in 

Europe;
Convening of a world disarmament conference.

(3) The mobilizing of public opinion for peace plays a tremendous 
part in efforts towards the strengthening of peace, the stabilization of 
international security, the elimination of armed conflicts and effective 
disarmament.

In this connexion it is necessary to:

(a) Promote as clear as possible a public understanding of the 
meaning of peaceful coexistence and friendly international co-operation, 
so that the objectives and tasks formulated in the Programme may 
contribute towards implanting ideas about the preservation of peace as 
categories in public thought, especially in the course of the Second 
Disarmament Decade;

(b) Ensure that the specialized agencies of the United Nations, and 
non-governmental organizations, should play an effective role in 
mobilizing public opinion towards the attainment of the chosen  
objectives in the field of disarmament, particularly by holding annual 
events within the framework of Disarmament Week and by other 
accessible means.
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Report From the Ad Hoc W orking Group on Chemi
cal Weapons to the Committee on Disarmament [Ex
tract], August 4 , 1980 ^

8. At the suggestion of the Chairman, the Group agreed to structure 
its work under three general headings: "Scope", "Verification" and 
"Other matters". In a first round, one meeting was devoted to each of 
these headings, followed by a second round in the same order. During 
the course of these meetings, delegations made statements of sub
stance on the issues under consideration.

9. The Chairman also provided the group with Conference Room 
Papers which contained lists of issues raised under the three general 
headings under which the Group conducted its substantive deliberations. 
These Conference Room Papers were later consolidated into one 
document, CD/CW/CRP.3/Rev.l, which is annexed to this report as an 
aide-memoire from the Chairman, for future reference. ^

10. In order to define the issues to be dealt with in the negotiation 
on a convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons, the Working 
Group undertook a substantive examination under the three general 
headings mentioned in paragraph 8 above. In this context, there 
appeared to be a general convergence of views among the delegations 
who participated in the discussions on the following issues:

A. Comprehensive scope of a prohibition

(1) Issues relating to activities that could be prohibited under a 
convention:

(a) development
(b) production
(c) stockpiling
(d) acquisition
(e) retention
(f) transfer and assistance to other States

(2) Issues relating to specific items, subject to agreed definitions, 
that could be prohibited under a convention:

(a) chemical warfare agents
(b) chemical munitions
(c) precursors
(d) chemical weapons, equipment or systems
(e) means of/facilities for the production of the above

(3) Issues relating to the criteria that could be used as the basis in 
determining the scope of the prohibition:

(a) general purpose criterion
(b) toxicity criteria
(c) additional criteria

 ̂ CD/131/Rev. 1, pp. 2 -9 . 
 ̂Not printed here.
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(4) Issues relating to actions that States Parties to a convention could 
be required to take in implementation of the prohibition:

(a) declaration and destruction, within specific periods, of existing 
stocks of chemical weapons

(b) declaration and destruction or dismantling, within specific 
periods, of means of/facilities for production

(5) Issues concerning the exceptions that could be allowed under a 
convention:

(a) for civilian purposes, such as:

—medical
—scientific and research 
—industrial 
—agricultural 
—riot control

(b) for certain non-hostile military purposes and for military 
purposes not related to the use of chemical weapons

B. Verification

The importance of adequate verification was recognized. It was held  
that verification measures should be commensurate with the scope of 
the prohibition and other aspects of a convention.

(1) Issues relating to national verification measures that could be 
provided for under a convention:

(a) internal legislation

(2) Issues relating to international verification measures that could 
be provided for under a convention:

(a) consultation and co-operation
(b) establishment of a consultative body
(c) on-site inspections under certain conditions and procedures
(d) handling of complaints

C. Other Issues

(1) Confidence-building measures
(2) International Co-operation

11. In the course of substantive examination of issues to be dealt 
with in the negotiation on a convention under the three general 
headings mentioned in paragraph 8 above, there appeared to be no 
convergence of views among delegations who participated in the 
discussions on, inter alia, the following issues:

A. Comprehensive scope of the prohibition

(1) The view was expressed that a convention should cover "chemical 
warfare capability" and that this concept should include every activity, 
facility and material intended to utilize the toxic properties of chemical 
substances for hostile purposes in an armed conflict. In this view  
exceptions should, however, be allowed for peaceful purposes, includ-
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ing some measures of a military nature and measures for protection 
against chemical warfare. Others expressed serious doubts about the 
value of this concept but the question was not discussed in depth.

(2) Issues relating to activities that could be prohibited under a 
convention:

(a) Use

It was common ground that the convention should not detract 
from the 1925 Geneva Protocol.  ̂ Some held that the issue of 
use was already adequately covered by that Protocol, while 
others were of the view  that a ban on the use of chemical 
weapons would be an essential element of a comprehensive 
convention.

(b) Planning and Organization

One view was that planning and organization were essential 
elements of the development of a capability for chemical 
warfare and should therefore be banned. Another view held 
that a ban on planning and organization would be practically 
impossible to verify and hence hard to enforce; in any event it 
would not be needed if other elements were successfully 
banned.

(c) Training

Some delegations held the view  that, since it was difficult to 
distinguish between offensive and defensive training, all train
ing should be prohibited; others believed that training in 
protective measures would contribute to deterring possible 
violations of a convention and, therefore, should be allowed; 
still others thought that protective training should be permitted 
at least until all stocks of chemical weapons were destroyed.

(3) Issues relating to specific items, subject to agreed definitions, 
that could be prohibited under a convention:

(a) Means of/facilities for production.

The issue of what specific types of means of/facilities for 
production would fall under the prohibition was not examined 
in depth.

(b) Biochemical warfare agents.

Some held that potential biochemical warfare agents that fall in 
the so-called grey area between biological and chemical war
fare agents should be prohibited. The issue was not the subject 
of further examination.

(4) Issues relating to the criteria that could be used as the basis in 
determining the scope of the prohibition:

 ̂For text of the protocol, see Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764—765.
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(a) There were differing view s regarding the relative importance 
of the various criteria mentioned in para. 10. A (3) above.

(b) With reference to toxicity criteria, although several approaches 
for defining toxicity were discussed—including quantitative, 
qualitative, descriptive and nominative—no attempt was made 
to narrow the issue to a particular approach or combination 
of approaches.

(c) Varying views were expressed on whether a list of chemical 
agents—either positive, negative or illustrative— should be 
established.

(d) The question of the treatment to be accorded to single and 
dual purpose agents and precursors respectively was not 
discussed in detail.

(5) Issues relating to action that State Parties to a convention could 
be required to take:

(a) Some held that means of/facilities for production should be 
destroyed, dismantled or converted to peaceful uses. Others, 
expressing concern about the verification problem involved, 
were of the opinion that all means of production should be 
destroyed.

(b) Differing views were expressed on the content of the declara
tion of existing stocks and the declaration of plans for the 
destruction of such stocks, as well as on their timing, including 
whether these declarations should be made before, at the time 
or after a convention came into force.

(c) Differing views were also expressed on the content of the 
declaration of plans for the disposition of means of/facilities for 
production and filling facilities, as well as on their timing, 
including whether these declarations should be made before, 
at the time or after a convention came into force.

(6) Issues concerning the exceptions that could be allowed under a 
convention:

(a) There was a divergence of views on whether an exception for 
protection purposes should be allowed under a convention. A 
view was expressed that the exception of "protective measures" 
may create serious problems of verification and control.

(b) The issue of what specific riot control agents would be 
excepted was not discussed.

(c) It was pointed out that any exception which would be allowed  
would have to be clearly and precisely defined.

B. Verification

(1) General Approach

Opinions differed at to what would be a realistic verification system  
which responded adequately to the requirements of a convention, 
since a totally effective verification system, while desirable, appeared 
to be technically unattainable. Some held that an effective convention  
called for very stringent verification measures, while others felt that
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less stringent measures could suffice and still meet the requirements of 
a reasonable verification system. Since the different aspects of verifica
tion were related to the scope of the prohibition and other aspects of a 
convention, some delegations withheld their comments on this issue 
for the time being.

(2) What is to be verified?

(a) Differing views were expressed on the requirements of verifica
tion in the following areas:

(i) destruction of chemical weapons' stocks
(ii) destruction or dismantling of means of/facilities for pro

duction of chemical weapons
(iii) non-production of chemicals for prohibited purposes
(iv) production of certain chemicals for non-hostile military 

purposes

(b) Some held that non-production of chemicals for prohibited 
purposes could be verified even in highly industrialized coun
tries with reasonable means and without prejudice to the 
interests of the chemical industry. Others were of the view  
that inspection of entire chemical industries would not be 
practicable. In this context some held that verification of a ban 
on identified dual-purpose agents and their precursors, and in 
particular binary weapons, could pose insurmountable difficul
ties. Others disagreed with this view.

(c) Differing views were expressed on whether prohibition of 
planning, organization and training, if included in a convention, 
could be verified.

(3) Verification procedures

While delegations were of the view  that a verification system could 
be based on an appropriate combination of international and national 
measures, there were differences as to their relative effectiveness. One 
view was that a verification system should rely primarily on interna
tional measures. Another view was that national measures, with 
certain international procedures, would provide adequate assurance of 
compliance.

(a) Issues relating to national verification measures

There appeared to be no convergence of views on whether 
national organs for verification should be envisaged, in a 
convention and, if so, on the role and importance of such 
organs. Differing views were expressed regarding whether or 
not standardized programmes for national organs for verification, 
including their organization, functions and obligations, should 
be provided for.

(b) Issues relating to international verification measures

(i) While delegations believed that international verification 
measures should include arrangements for on-site verifica
tion, their views differed on specifics of such arrangements.
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(ii) There were differences of view as to whether or not 
systematic on-site inspections would be necessary to 
verify:

—destruction of chemical weapons stocks;
— destruction or dismantling of means of/facilities for 

production of chemical weapons as well as filling 
facilities;

—production of certain chemicals for non-hostile military 
purposes; and 

—non-production of chemicals for prohibited purposes.

(iii) On the issue of conversion of facilities, some delegations 
held that, if conversion was allowed, systematic on-site 
inspection of converted facilities would be required.

(iv) According to one view, the establishment of an interna
tional verification agency, in addition to the consultative 
body, would be desirable in the system of international 
verification. Others did not share this view. Still others 
believed that the establishment of such an agency was a 
broader question that transcended the framework of a 
chemical weapons prohibition.

(v) While some delegations were of the opinion that com
plaint procedures could involve the United Nations Secu
rity Council, others believed that the United Nations 
General Assembly could be a more appropriate body.

C. Other Issues

(1) Confidence-building measures
The view was expressed that international means of verification 

should include procedures for confidence-building measures, but the 
issue was not examined in detail.

(2) Negative guarantees
One view was that such guarantees should be considered in the 

course of the elaboration of a convention. Others held the view that the 
question of non-use was covered by the 1925 Geneva Protocol.

(3) Co-operation in the development of protective measures
Suggestions were made that a convention should contain specific

provisions regarding co-operation and technical assistance in the field 
of protective measures. This question was not examined in depth.

(4) Co-operation and technical assistance
It was suggested that a convention should include provisions 

regarding co-operation and technical assistance in the peaceful uses of 
toxic chemicals as well as on the transfer, especially to developing 
countries, of resources released by the prohibition of chemical weapons. 
This question was not examined in depth.

12. At the suggestion of the Chairman, the Working Group noted 
that, inter alia, the following issues had not been discussed in depth 
during the 1980 session and would have to be taken into consideration 
at a later stage:
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—Preamble
—Conditions for entry into force 
—Signature, ratification, accession, etc.
—Depositories (Governments or Secretary-General of the United 

Nations)
—Duration 
—Review conferences 
—Withdrawals 
—Protocols and annexes 
—Procedures for amendment

13. Various definitions of "chemical weapons" and other terms 
were suggested during the discussions. At the suggestion of the 
Chairman the Working Group noted that the question of definition of 
terms and the clarification of various concepts would need to be taken 
up at a later stage.

14. The discussions confirmed the general recognition of the urgent 
need to negotiate and elaborate a multilateral Convention on the 
complete and effective prohibition of the development, production and 
stockpiling of chemical weapons and on their destruction.

15. The Working Group recommends that at the beginning of its 
1981 session the Committee on Disarmament set up a further working 
group under an appropriate mandate to be determined at that time to 
continue and advance the work undertaken by the 1980 Working 
Group in the discharge of the Committee's responsibility for the 
negotiation and elaboration of such a multilateral convention.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Flowerree) to the 
Committee on Disarmament: Comprehensive Test Ban, 
August 5, 1980 ^

My delegation is pleased that the Committee has had an opportunity 
to examine the tripartite report on the status of negotiations on a 
comprehensive test ban treaty submitted by the delegations of the 
Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and the United States on Thursday, 
31 July.  ̂ We recognize that the time to study the report has been 
relatively short, but we also recall that the subject matter is not totally 
unfamiliar to members of the Committee. One delegation has already 
commented in a thoughtful manner.

As the members of this Committee will appreciate, the nature of this 
report is somewhat different from other substantive material submitted 
to this Committee. In the first place, it represents the co-ordinated 
assessment of a complicated and delicate negotiation in which three 
countries are participating. Moreover, this assessment has been pro
vided by those engaged in the negotiations and not by the delegations

 ̂ CD/PV. 97, pp. 33-35.
 ̂Ante, July 30, not July 31.
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accredited to the CD. There are, however, questions that have been  
raised of a general nature dealing with the subject of the report on 
which I would like to comment briefly.

Two delegations have suggested that there could be a moratorium 
on nuclear testing pending the completion of the comprehensive test 
ban treaty. The United States delegation would like, however, to 
explain the reason w hy a moratorium on nuclear testing, which w e  
recognize is strongly desired by many nations, does not seem to us to 
be a good idea.

The United States has strongly and consistently held the view that a 
comprehensive test ban, in order to promote stability and mutual 
confidence among its participants, must be based on adequate meas
ures of verification. A moratorium by definition would not be based 
on such measures.

As the tripartite report shows, w e are engaged in a detailed and 
technically complex process of elaborating adequate verification 
provisions. Although w e are confident that effective and mutually 
agreeable solutions can be achieved, a moratorium on nuclear testing 
could seriously complicate efforts to develop satisfactory verification 
arrangements. It could even have the effect of lengthening the negotiat
ing process.

Therefore, while w e understand the motivations of those who have 
called for a moratorium, w e believe the most direct route for arriving at 
our common goal—that is, earliest possible achievement of a compre
hensive test ban that can truly promote mutual confidence among its 
parties—is through the trilateral negotiations.

Some in this chamber have questioned whether verification prob
lems are as complex as the tripartite report and previous statements 
about the progress of the trilateral negotiations would indicate. In the 
report on CTB prepared at the behest of the General Assembly and 
circulated in the Committee as document CD/86,  ̂ one of the conclu
sions reached was that verification problems should no longer be an 
obstacle to reaching agreement on a CTBT. With due respect to the 
authors, however, I would like to point out that their own discussion  
does not fully bear out this conclusion.

I would cite in particular paragraph 117 of the report. This paragraph 
points out that the problems of verification of a comprehensive test ban 
necessarily differ in important respects from those of the partial test 
ban treaty. The following paragraphs of CD/86 go on in a dispassionate 
way to describe the complexities of the international co-operative 
measures to detect and identify seismic events, national seismic 
stations and on-site inspection. In this connexion, the three CTB 
negotiating parties stated, in paragraph 13 of their report to the CD, 
that:

Such [verification]  ̂ measures in the treaty itself, and the ad
ditional measures under negotiation to facilitate verification of

 ̂An excerpt of the report is printed ante, Mar. 24. 
Brackets in the original.
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compliance with the treaty, must first be agreed in principle, and 
then drafted in detail, which is of course a laborious process. It 
must be done with care because the implementation of these 
measures will have important impact not only on ensuring compli
ance with the treaty, but also on political relations among its 
parties.

If further expert opinion on this subject is desired, I would cite a 
statement of the Chairman of the Group of Seismic Experts, Dr. 
Ericcson, at the informal meeting the Committee held with experts on 
18 July. In reply to a question Dr. Ericcson stated that there was a 
considerable difference between the current detection and identifica
tion capabilities and those envisaged by the Group.

In any event, w e must bear in mind that even after a common 
understanding is reached on principles, achieving agreement on the 
vital details of such a highly complex and unprecedented undertaking 
is far from easy. Without agreement on the specifics, agreement in 
principle would be meaningless.

I would like to make one fin i point. The issue of whether to form a 
working group on CTB has been the subject of considerable debate 
during this session. The desire of the vast majority of nations to see a 
CTBT come into effect at the earliest possible time is clear. It has been 
recorded in statements in this Committee and in the United Nations 
General Assembly. My country not only shares this sentiment but has 
demonstrated in a concrete way its willingness to work toward this 
goal by putting its best efforts into what have already proved to be long 
and difficult negotiations. It is not the goal on which we have 
disagreed but the most expeditious means of achieving it. As stated in 
their report, the USSR, the United Kingdom and the United States 
believe that at this stage their trilateral negotiations offer the best way 
forward.

Statement by the British Representative (Summerhayes) 
to the Committee on Disarmament: Verification, 
August 5, 1980 ^

Mr. Chairman, in speaking to you today I wish to widen, perhaps 
even further, the scope of our discussion, and to offer some reflections 
on issues which w e have frequently discussed during the year and 
which have always seemed to our delegation to be of paramount 
interest and importance,—namely, the role of international verification.

There have been some important and very thorough contributions 
from many sides on the issue during 1980, especially during the 
meetings held with our CW experts here in June and July. I should like 
to say that our delegation has been particularly grateful to the

' CD/PV. 97, pp. 36-38.
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delegation of Canada for the tabling in the Committee of their 
compendium on verification (document CD/99) and the following 
document CD/127. We are indebted to the Canadian authorities for 
their painstaking work in producing this important and comprehen
sive document which will provide a valuable reference source. The 
Canadian delegation also submitted a working paper specifically on 
the verification of a CW treaty in document CD/113,  ̂and the delega
tion of France has contributed a detailed and interesting analysis of the 
subject in its paper CD/106.  ̂There have also been valuable contribu
tions in generd working papers on CW put forward by other delegations, 
including those of Indonesia and China. We also listened with much 
attention to the statement made by Ambassador Fein at our meeting on 
24 July.  ̂ All these statements and documents have emphasized the 
vital need for effective verification in a CW ban.

Meanwhile, however, in the world at large, some disturbing develop
ments have taken place which demand attention and which have given  
added relevance to the efforts which are being made in their Commit
tee to obtain recognition of the fundamental need for verification 
designed adequately to support any arms control measure whether 
already in force, like the 1925 Geneva Protocol  ̂and the BW Convention,  ̂
or still under active negotiations, like the CW convention.

The first of the situations to which I would draw attention concerns 
the BW Convention. At the time of the negotiation of the Convention 
in 1972, biological weapons were regarded not only as offending 
humanitarian instincts but also as unreliable and indeed probably 
uncontrollable. In consequence the BW Convention was founded  
largely on trust. Although some welcome amendments were proposed 
by Sweden and supported by a number of countries, including my 
own, at the recent Review Conference, the effectiveness of the Treaty 
still depends in large measure on confidence that parties to the Treaty 
will comply with its provisions. As a depositary of the BW Convention, 
the United Kingdom is anxious that its provisions should not be 
undermined. Our concern was therefore aroused by reports of an 
outbreak of anthrax at Sverdlovsk in April 1979. The official explana
tions offered by the Soviet authorities for the event have been 
unconvincing and self-contradictory. They have in our view fallen 
short of the co-operative attitude that seems necessary if the consulta
tive provisions of article V are to have practical meaning. The United 
States authorities have let it be known that they will continue to seek 
clarification of the incident. My Government shares this concern and 
hopes that the Soviet Government will yet provide an explanation 
which will satisfy world opinion.

The second situation to which I think it necessary to refer concerns

 ̂ Submitted July 8, ante.
 ̂Submitted June 27, ante.
 ̂Ante.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765. 
 ̂Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
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the many reports apparently pointing to the use of lethal or incapacitat
ing weapons last year and this year in south-east Asia and Afghanistan, 
and even more lately in a country of Africa. Unfortunately the Geneva 
Protocol contains no mechanism providing adequately for its imple
mentation or for the verification of any reports of use of CW. In the 
view of my Government, the very least that the international commu
nity should now do is to arrange ad hoc for an impartial investigation of 
the reports to which I have referred. A situation in which reports of 
this nature remain unverified one way or the other, for months on end, 
demonstrates the importance of relating verification provisions to the 
scope of a CW ban. It will be evident that the unresolved doubts 
about the Sverdlovsk incident must have implications for our attitude to 
a CW convention. So have the reports of use of CW in south-east Asia 
and Afghanistan. They strengthen our view  that trust has to be 
supplemented by verification of compliance in important arms control 
agreements.

My third example demonstrates a different point. It concerns allega
tions made about my ow n country, in connexion with chemical 
weapons. Much to our surprise, it has been variously alleged in 
statements broadcast from M oscow Radio or published by the TASS 
news agency in the course of this year that stores of nerve gas are held 
in the United Kingdom, and that the United Kingdom is engaged in 
the production of lethal chemical agents and is testing bacteriological 
weapons. These allegations are completely untrue and one wonders 
what purpose they were designed to serve, particularly coming from a 
country which is known to possess a large stockpile of chemical 
warfare agents as well as the means of delivery of these agents. My 
authorities were among those who, like the Federal German authorities, 
gave an invitation to CW experts to visit their country last year. We did 
not do this in order to hide anything. On the contrary, experts from 
member countries of the CD were able to visit the only nerve agent 
plant w e had previously operated in the United Kingdom and to see 
how a plant of this kind could be and had been dismantled. I would  
merely wish to point out in this way that my Government showed  
openness in the matter, and that is what w e w ish others also would do.

I hope that in my remarks I have conveyed the sense of active 
importance which my Government attaches to the problem of the 
verification of international agreements. We do not believe that wide- 
ranging but vague and unverifiable proposals offer a realistic route to 
progress in arms control. There are proposals before the Committee 
which purport to offer ways towards progress on a number of difficult 
arms control issues without fully addressing the important and still 
fundamental problem of verification. We believe that under no circum
stances can States have confidence in an agreement on issues central to 
their security without having adequate means of verification. It is our 
belief that the work of the Canadian, French and Netherlands delega
tions and others should form the basis for further study in this field 
next year. Perhaps our negotiations then could include an attempt to 
define the type of verification provisions necessary in specific types of
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arms control agreements to ensure that all States can have confidence 
in them, thus tackling one of the central problems in the disarmament 
process.

World-wide confidence in the arms control process is today at a 
rather low ebb. It will be through the formulation and adoption of 
adequate and appropriate measures of verification that States will 
acquire the necessary confidence to allow them to see arms control as 
the best route to genuine security.

Statement by the Group of 21 to the Committee on 
Disarmament: Conclusion of the Committee's 1980 
Session, August 6, 1980 ^

The Group of 21 expresses its concern that the Second Annual 
Session of the Committee on Disarmament commenced in February 
1980 against the background of renewed international tensions and a 
further acceleration of the continuing arms race particularly the nuclear 
arms race which developments have had a further adverse impact on 
international relations and security. It would be relevant to recall here 
that the Final Document of the First Special Session on Disarmament 
declared that the arms race is incompatible with the Charter of the 
United Nations and the principles enshrined therein.  ̂Therefore, the 
task of negotiating urgent disarmament measures becomes even more 
pressing than before. However, it is a matter of regret that despite the 
greater responsibility thus placed on the Committee on Disarmament 
as the single multilateral negotiating body in the field of disarmament, 
it has been prevented during its 1980 session from adequately discharg
ing its mandate, particularly with regard to that part of its responsibili
ties which has been assigned the highest priority by the General 
Assembly, namely, the Cessation of the Nuclear Arms Race and 
Nuclear Disarmament including the initial step of a Nuclear Test Ban.

Because of the limitation of its own membership, the Committee was 
instructed by the General Assembly in the Final Document of its First 
Special Session devoted to Disarmament to arrange for interested 
States not members of the Committee to participate in its work and 
upon their request invite such States to express their views in the 
Committee. The Group of 21 expresses deep regret at the difficulties 
which arose in the CD during 1980 with regard to the participation of 
States not members of the Committee which precluded it from fulfill
ing both the letter and spirit of the Final Document. The Group of 21 is 
of the opinion that the Committee on Disarmament should give its 
attention to the solution of this problem at an early stage of its 1981 
session.

Nevertheless, the Group of 21 expresses its satisfaction that in spite

' CD/134.
 ̂For the Final Document, see Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 411 ff.
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of such adverse circumstances, it was possible to establish four Ad Hoc 
Working Groups to undertake substantive negotiations.

The Group of 21 has on more than one occasion expressed the view  
that the establishment of Ad Hoc Working Groups is the best modality 
for concrete negotiations within the Cormnittee on all the substantive 
items on its annual agenda. Therefore, the Group considers the 
creation of the four Ad Hoc Working Groups set up during 1980 as a 
significant step towards the realization of the negotiating role of the 
CD envisaged in the Final Document of the first Special Session of the 
United Nations General Assembly. The experience gained within these 
Working Groups has confirmed the view of the Group of 21 regarding 
their efficacy and value. It is the hope of the Group of 21 that the four 
Ad Hoc Working Groups which were set up during the current year will 
be re-established during 1981 with a more specific mandate to conclude 
agreement on each of the subjects. Moreover, the Group reaffirms that 
Working Groups should also be established on the remaining items in 
the annual agenda of the 1980's Session.

The negotiations conducted in the Working Groups have been of a 
substantive and constructive nature and members of the Group of 21 
have endeavoured to make a positive contribution to their success.

The Group of 21 in particular welcomes the intensive discussions 
held on chemical weapons which have helped to define the issues 
involved in the elaboration of a Convention for a comprehensive 
prohibition and the elimination of such weapons. This will facilitate 
further negotiations next year with a view to the conclusion of a CW 
Convention.

The Group of 21 has negotiated in a constructive spirit on the 
question of elaborating a Convention to prohibit Radiological Weapons. 
However, these discussions have revealed certain important differ
ences on some fundamental issues. The Group of 21 expresses its 
readiness to make all possible efforts to overcome these differences 
with a view to concluding a RW Convention as soon as possible.

The Group of 21 believes that the preliminary consideration of the 
Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament has set the stage for more 
concrete work during 1981 to elaborate the programme. However, a 
number of conceptual issues such as the nature of the programme, its 
eventual time frame as well as substantive measures to be included 
therein have to be further negotiated with a view to reaching an 
agreement on these matters.

The Group of 21 also welcomes the continuation of the negotiations 
in the Ad Hoc Working Group on effective international arrangements 
to assure the non-nuclear weapons States against the use or threat of 
use of nuclear weapons. The Group expresses its disappointment that 
the search for a common approach which could be included in an 
effective international instrument to assure the non-nuclear weapons 
States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons has not been 
fruitful so far. The Group continues to believe 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
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weapons. The Group reiterates its view that the nuclear weapons 
States have an obligation categorically to assure all non-nuclear weap
ons States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. Pending 
the conclusion of a legally binding instrument for that purpose, 
consideration should be given in the relevant forums to measures 
based on the above principle and any other appropriate measures put 
forward in this context.

During the Spring Session, the Group of 21 renewed its call for the 
complete cessation of nuclear weapon testing in all environments, in 
document CD/72 of 4 March 1980. In pursuit of this objective, which  
has been accorded the highest priority by the United Nations General 
Assembly, the Group called for the setting up without delay of a 
Working Group to undertake multilateral negotiations on this subject. 
The Group of 21 expresses its deep regret that it has not been possible 
to begin such negotiations to date. The Group of 21 regrets the fact that 
the parties engaged in the trilateral negotiations submitted their 
progress report to the Committee on Disarmament once again at the 
very end of its Session.  ̂Accordingly the Group regrets that the Com
mittee on Disarmament did not have the time to examine the report in 
depth. The Group reiterates its position that the Committee on 
Disarmament provides the best framework for negotiations.

The Group of 21 expresses the hope that a Working Group on the 
complete cessation of nuclear weapon testing in all environments will 
be set up without any further delay and undertake substantive 
negotiations at the beginning of the Committee's 1981 Spring Session.

The Group of 21 has repeatedly emphasized the urgent need for 
multilateral negotiations on nuclear disarmament and on concrete 
measures to halt and reverse the nuclear arms race. As a follow-up to 
its proposals contained in document CD/36/Rev.l  ̂ presented to the 
CD in 1979, the Group submitted another working paper during the 
Summer Session of 1980, CD/116, wherein some concrete issues for 
negotiations on nuclear disarmament were identified. These included 
the elaboration of the stages of nuclear disarmament envisaged in 
paragraph 50 of the Final Document, issues involved in the prohibition 
of the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons and prevention of 
nuclear war, issues involved in eliminating reliance on doctrines on 
nuclear deterrence and measures to ensure that the CD is enabled to 
discharge its role as a multilateral negotiating body in the field of 
disarmament.

The Group of 21 proposed the setting up of a Working Group to 
begin negotiations with a view to reaching agreement on these 
concrete issues. In view of the continuing upward spiral in the nuclear 
arms race and the ever-increasing danger of the outbreak of nuclear 
war, the Group of 21 believes it is necessary for the CD to focus its 
attention in future on this urgent problem which has a vital bearing on 
the very survival of mankind.

 ̂July 30, ante.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 410-411.
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Address by Secretary of State Muskie: Arms Race [Extract], 
August 7, 1980 ^

Let us be clear. This military modernization program has, and will 
continue to involve, heavy costs. Our 5-year defense program will put 
defense spending in fiscal 1985 at a level more than 25% higher than in 
fiscal 1978. This is a price w e must pay to preserve our strength.

In recent weeks, you and I have heard this effort described as 
inadequate. We have heard the call for a military buying binge. And 
we have heard demands that w e radically alter our fundamental 
national security objective from a stable military balance to a quest for 
across-the-board military superiority.

Let there be no mistake. That is a prescription for a dramatic new  
arms race. For having achieved a position of equivalence, the Soviet 
Union will not accept military inferiority anymore than we will—no 
matter what the price to the people of the Soviet Union.

The costs of a new arms race would be staggering. We would have to 
cut back significantly on vital human services. And most importantly, 
we would increase the risk of a nuclear nightmare.

The consequence of a new  arms race would not be greater security. It 
would be greater insecurity at home and abroad.

And there is a further point. In this effort to achieve military 
superiority, w e would destroy the future of arms control. For arms 
control can only move forward on the basis of genuine equivalence. 
That is the basis of the preliminary agreement reached with the Soviets 
by President Ford in Vladivostok in 1974.  ̂It is the basis of the SALT II 
Treaty.  ̂ It is the basis on which w e have agreed with our allies to 
pursue further arms control, including limits in Europe.

Let us have no illusions. If w e abandon the quest for arms control 
now, if we cast aside the treaty negotiated by three Presidents—two 
Republicans and one Democrat—the threats w e face will be greater. 
Our knowledge about Soviet military plans will be less certain. Our 
own defense will be more difficult.

Today America is strong, and we are growing stronger. We have 
already reversed more than a decade of inattention to our national 
defense. We are prepared as a nation to spend whatever is needed.

But we must be as hard on overspending on the military as w e are on 
waste in our domestic programs. And w e should reject outmoded 
military doctrines that add danger to an already dangerous world.

 ̂ Dept, of State, Current Policy No. 208. The Secretary spoke before the United 
Steelworkers of America in Los Angeles.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 746-750.
3 Ibid,, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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Statement by the U.S. Representative (Flowerree) to the 
Committee on Disarmament, August 7, 1980 ^

As those who keep track of such things will note, the United States 
delegation has made no lengthy interventions in the plenary meetings 
during the second part of our 1980 session. We have, of course, 
listened with great interest to what others have said and w e intend to 
use this occasion to make comments on a few particular points that 
have been raised in this forum during the last couple of months.

For its part, the United States delegation has concentrated its efforts 
on the subjects entrusted to the four Working Groups which, for 
various reasons, regrettably have had precious little time to devote to 
the work assigned them. That they have accomplished as much as they 
have is a tribute to the dedication and strenuous labours of their 
Chairmen as well as to the conscientious efforts of nearly all delega
tions many of which, I must acknowledge, have far fewer personnel at 
their disposal than does mine. Still, w e must look at our results, not as 
we who are on the inside see them, but as the international community 
will see them. I would like to give a frank appraisal of our session as 
seen from the point of view  of the United States.

Regarding chemical weapons, the United States view is that we have 
got off to a good start. The discussions to define the issues to be dealt 
with in negotiating a convention banning chemical weapons were 
serious, long on substance and short on polemics. The Worldng Group 
came a long way toward fulfilling its mandate. Despite the many 
discussions that had been held in the Committee and in its predecessor 
bodies during the past few years, it took the kind of serious concentra
tion on the issues that took place in the Working Group to clarify the 
positions of delegations and to begin to point to where the difficulties 
will lie in the future. As noted in the Working Group's report, the 
substantive discussions also indicated where there is a convergence of 
views at least on what issues are to be dealt with, if not on how they 
are to be handled. That being said, the United States would be the first 
to acknowledge that w e are still a long way from the realization of a 
multilateral convention for which the General Assembly has so fre
quently called.

Still on the subject of chemical weapons, w e have taken note of the 
fact that some delegations believe that a ban on the use of chemical 
weapons is one of the issues that should be dealt with in the 
negotiation of a ban on weapons and their production. The United 
States, recognizing that the use of chemical weapons is already 
forbidden by the 1925 Geneva Protocol,  ̂ believes that strengthening 
this Protocol is the most immediate and effective way to prevent the 
use of these repugnant weapons. We, of course, have been intensely 
concerned about the reports that chemical weapons have been used in

' CD/PV. 98, pp. 14-18.
 ̂For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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certain ongoing conflicts. Several other delegations have also ex
pressed concern about the possibility that chemical weapons have been  
used. Much of the available information is admittedly circumstantial. 
But much of it fits a pattern that makes a case too compelling to be 
dismissed as mere hearsay. We believe this issue is too serious to be 
ignored by the world community, and that some form of impartial 
investigation is essential to determine whether these reports are true. 
Such an impartial investigation would be the fairest way of dealing 
with the ambiguities in the current situation. The world community 
will thus have acted responsibly and in a manner which w e hope 
would deter any future use of chemical weapons if any countries were 
so tempted. Such an action in the current situation would also help to 
strengthen the 1925 Geneva Protocol.

I would like to return to a brief examination of the results of the 
Working Groups established by this Committee. Frankly, w e were 
concerned that the Radiological Weapons Working Group did not 
make greater progress. On the basis of the initial reactions to the joint 
United States-USSR initiative on this subject submitted in July 1979,  ̂
the General Assembly's call in resolution 34/87 A for the elaboration of 
an RW Treaty  ̂and the CD's decision to establish a Working Group for 
that purpose, w e had thought that there would have been a greater 
agreement about what w e were to negotiate and the desirability of 
drafting a treaty text. My delegation did not take the view that the joint 
United States-USSR initiative was a perfect document, not to be 
modified in any respect. Far from it. We welcomed suggestions on how  
it could be improved and clarified. We thought, however, that all 
delegations were aware of the scope of what had been proposed and 
were disappointed to see efforts being made to turn the RW initiative 
into something far different from what had been originally envisaged. 
We did not claim more for the initiative than it really is—an effort to 
prohibit a weapon of mass destruction which although not now in 
arsenals, has been seriously considered, which was identified as a 
weapon of mass destruction by the United Nations in 1948  ̂and which 
up until now has not been dealt with in any way in a disarmament 
context.

We have taken note of the points that have been raised by some 
delegations within the Working Group, questions that reflect a legiti
mate concern about the joint United States-U SSR  initiative within the 
framework of an RW convention as it was originally conceived and 
understood. The United States will consider these points carefully and 
at our next session hopes to be able to work with all delegations to 
resolve the problems that stand in the way of negotiating a conven
tion that would fill a recognized void in the panoply of arms control 
and disarmament measures. Let me make clear that in no way do we 
consider work on an RW convention a substitute for efforts w e have

 ̂Ibid., 1979, pp. 357-361.
 ̂Ihid., pp. 790- 791.

^Ibid., 1945-1959, vol. I, p. 176.
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pledged to make towards controlling nuclear arms. But we do think it 
deserves serious attention and that this body should not miss an 
opportunity, modest though it may be, to ban a potential weapon of 
mass destruction.

Assurances to non-nuclear-weapon States against possible use or 
threat of use of nuclear weapons is another question to which the 
Committee has quite understandably given considerable attention. The 
Working Group on Negative Security Assurances grappled with that 
problem in the very first session of the CD and again this year. We can 
all take at least some satisfaction in the fact that all States seem to share 
the same objective, although the prescriptions vary. We should not 
lose sight of the fact that the 1978 special session devoted to disar
mament was the occasion for a major development. During that 
session, nuclear-weapon States gave unilateral pledges to assure 
non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons. You have heard w hy the United States believes that its 
assurances, which apply to the vast majority of non-nuclear States of 
the world, are fitting, proper, and effective. The deliberations in the 
Working Group on Negative Security Assurances have shown what a 
difficult task it is to reconcile the divergent perceptions of the various 
States, both nuclear and non-nuclear, on what would constitute the 
best type of assurance. Nevertheless, let us acknowledge that non- 
nuclear-weapon States are not now without substantial and meaning
ful assurances. As we have pointed out in the Working Group, the 
United States statement of 1978 can be taken as a firm and reliable 
declaration of United States policy. ^

Yet another Working Group began its deliberations during this 
session—the Group charged with elaborating a comprehensive pro
gramme of disarmament. Since that Group is working against a fixed 
deadline, our assessment of its work should be based on an apprecia
tion of how far it has come compared to the distance it has to go in the 
time remaining. The report of the Group and the testimony of those 
who participated in its work attest to the fact that it is moving along on 
schedule and that while there are still serious differences on some 
fundamental issues, it should be possible to complete successfully the 
task assigned to the Working Group.

An important item on our agenda that received considerable atten
tion this summer although not in the context of a working group, is the 
question of a nuclear test ban. My delegation has been singled out as 
one of t^vo blocking the formation of a working group to deal with this 
subject. It has been said that one of the trilateral negotiating parties is 
ready to participate in such a group. But what kind of working group 
with what mandate? We asked the question some time ago and have 
yet to receive an answer. The Committee has noted that in the report 
on the trilateral negotiations all three parties took the position that the 
most effective way to move forward to a comprehensive test ban treaty

Ibid., 1978, p. 384.
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was through a continuation of the trilateral negotiations. This was 
exactly the position that my delegation put before the Committee on 4 
March and I reiterated it on 3 July. We will continue to give our views 
in a straightforward manner which is only fair to the Committee.

In its regular sessions the Committee has devoted considerable 
attention to the question of a comprehensive test ban. Throughout the 
session we have heard statements on this subject by a number of 
delegations. In July the Ad hoc Group of Scientific Experts held another 
productive session in its ongoing task of laying the groundwork for an 
international seismic monitoring network that could assist in verifica
tion of a comprehensive test ban treaty. The Committee also held an 
informal meeting with the presence of scientific experts in order to gain 
a fuller appreciation of the significant progress that Group has made. 
My delegation found the integration of the experts with our normal 
delegations to be a worthwhile organizational approach, and looks 
forward to similar such meetings in the future.

The report on the trilateral CTB negotiations presented to the 
Committee on 31 [30] July is only a progress report. " While it outlines 
substantial areas of agreement and indeed records some imaginative 
solutions to long-standing problems, w e regret, as I know all of you 
do, that it has not yet proved possible to complete the trilateral 
negotiations. The report touches on the reasons why this is the case. 
The remaining issues are, with few exceptions, matters of great 
technical complexity and political sensitivity—and solutions simply do 
not come easily. In the report, the three negotiating parties re-dedicate 
themselves to the early and successful completion of their work. As for 
the United States, w e are determined to do our best to promote that 
vital effort, bearing in mind constantly the great responsibility placed 
on us by members of this Committee as well as by the world 
community at large.

We have heard a good deal in this Committee from the distinguished 
representative of the Soviet Union during this session about the 
initiatives of the Warsaw Pact countries designed to further the cause 
of disarmament. In fact, he spoke as though these countries had a 
virtual monopoly on such initiatives. On closer examination, however, 
many of these proposals are patently unrealistic or are devoid of real 
substance. We, the United States, are devoted to the search for 
practical and effective measures of arms control. We would not be 
acting in good conscience toward the international community or, for 
that matter, toward our own society if w e were to advance grandiose 
but meaningless schemes for instant disarmament. Indeed, we are 
proud that our system of government and our free press preclude such 
proposals.

At the beginning of our 1980 session, my Government expressed the 
view that the Soviet aggression in Afghanistan had cast a shadow over 
the arms control process and had engendered a difficult situation 
directly affecting the work of the Committee. The intrinsic difficulty of

 ̂Ante.
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concluding arms control agreements has been further complicated by 
the events in Afghanistan, which have drastically affected the political 
climate in which negotiations must take place.

At the same time, despite the tense international climate, the United 
States continues to look for practical ways to curb the arms race. For 
example, when on 12 December 1979, NATO decided to respond to the 
threat posed by the continuing deployment—at a rate of more than one 
per week—of Soviet long-range SS-20 missiles with plans for long- 
range theatre nuclear missiles of its own, at the same time the United 
States, on behalf of its NATO allies, proposed that the Soviet Union 
join in negotiations on the limitation of land-based long-range theatre 
missiles. My Government— în close consultation with its NATO allies— îs 
now preparing for preliminary exchanges with the Soviet Union on 
this subject. As Secretary Muskie told the Foreign Affairs Committee of 
the House of Representatives last week:

Once SALT II has been ratified—a goal to which w e remain firmly 
committed—these preliminary exchanges can lead to formal nego
tiations and, w e hope, meamngful limits on TNF in the SALT III 
framework.

Apart from these possible areas for arms limitations. Western 
countries and Warsaw Pact countries are continuing negotiations on 
mutual and balanced force reductions in Europe and, as the Committee 
is aware, trilateral and bilateral talks on a comprehensive test ban and 
on chemical weapons are continuing with a view to laying the basis for 
multilateral conventions.

It is on this note of hope and determination that I would like to end 
this brief overview of our 1980 session. We hope that the recess w e are 
about to begin will offer all of us an opportunity not only for a 
well-deserved rest but also for reflecting on how to make our further 
work more effective and productive. The United States is a member of 
this Committee for only one purpose—to search for real progress 
towards arms control in the complex world of today. I am sure that all 
of us in this room share the wish that our 1981 session will open in 
circumstances that will be more favourable to the advancement of our 
vital work.

I could not relinquish the floor at this time without expressing 
thanks to a group of people without whom  we could not function. As 
my statement has indicated—as have the statements of previous 
speakers—the work of this Committee has multiplied at an extraordi
nary rate during the past year. The burden on the secretariat and on 
the interpreters has escalated correspondingly. I would therefore like 
to extend our warm appreciation to our Secretary, Ambassador Jaipal, 
and to his staff as well as to the hardworking team of skilled 
interpreters.
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Report From the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Compre
hensive Program of Disarmament to the Committee 
on Disarmament [Extract], August 7, 1980 ^

7. At the beginning of its work the Ad Hoc Working Group decided  
to initiate negotiations on the comprehensive programme of disar
mament using as a framework for its discussion the ''Outline of a 
Comprehensive Disarmament Programme" proposed by the Chairman. 
The Outline as adopted by the Working Group in CD/CPDAA^P.2/Rev. 1 
consists of seven chapters as follows:

Introduction or Preamble
Objectives
Principles
Priorities
Measures
Stages of Implementation 
Machinery and Procedure

8. Since chapter 1 of the Outline—Introduction or Preamble—^will be 
dependent on the nature of the form and content of the other chapters 
in the programme, the Working Group decided to defer its consideration. 
It was also agreed that the Working Group should first undertake a 
general exchange of ideas on the six substantive chapters to enable 
members to state their views, seek and obtain clarifications, make 
suggestions and proposals, and generally lay the basis for the second 
stage of work when the Working Group would embark on drafting 
negotiated texts. As it turned out, the Working Group had sufficient 
time only for the first stage; therefore this report does not contain any 
negotiated texts nor agreed views unless it is explicitly stated. The 
views in paragraphs 9-15 were expressed either in statements or in the 
working papers submitted by delegations.

9. Under the chapter "Objectives", discussions centred around the 
identification of the general objectives. It was generally agreed that the 
ultimate objective or the long-term goal of the comprehensive pro
gramme of disarmament should be general and complete disarmament 
under effective international control. It was suggested that the immedi
ate objective of the comprehensive programme should be to eliminate 
the danger of war, particularly nuclear war, to make discernible 
progress in disarmament measures through the consolidation of the 
momentum generated by the first special session of the General 
Assembly devoted to disarmament, thus ensuring the cessation and 
reversal of the arms race, particularly the nuclear arms race, and the 
relaxation of international tension. Other objectives suggested  
were: development of confidence building measures, mobilization of

' CD/126/Rev. 1, pp. 2 -5 .
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world public opinion in favour of disarmament, the promotion of the 
interrelationship between disarmament and international security and 
between disarmament and development and the establishment of the 
new international economic order. It was recalled that the objectives of 
a comprehensive disarmament programme would have to be achieved 
on a step by step basis in the whole disarmament process.

10. Under "Principles", the Working Group's attention was called to 
the principles for disarmament negotiations contained in paragraphs 
26 to 42 of the Final Document of the first special session.  ̂ It was 
pointed out however that while those paragraphs contain some 
fundamental principles, they also contain parts which are strictly 
speaking, not principles. Further, it was thought that the provisions 
which can be considered as principles or guidelines are in fact to be 
found in various parts of the Final Document. It would therefore be 
necessay to undertake a careful examination of the Final Document in 
order to identify and assemble together the many principles therein. In 
any case, since the comprehensive programme will have to be self- 
contained, it should encompass in extenso all the principles that are 
thought to be relevant, including even those that are not to be found in 
the Final Document but which may be found appropriate. Several 
working papers submitted on this chapter as well as statements made 
by delegations will enable the Working Group to compile a fairly 
exhaustive list.

11. With regard to "Priorities", a view was expressed that this 
chapter has a direct link with the stages of implementation, in that 
priority accorded to measures will have to be reflected in the stage at 
which they are implemented. Attention was called to paragraph 45 of 
the Final Document of the first special session of the General Assembly 
devoted to disarmament which sets out priorities in disarmament 
negotiations. Though negotiations on disarmament measures can be 
conducted concurrently, nevertheless this should not mean a relega
tion to a secondary or subordinate position of issues of topmost 
priority while concentration is placed on peripheral issues. It was felt 
that the elimination of the danger of nuclear war and the implementa
tion of measures towards this end should have the highest priority.

12. On "Measures", it was agreed that for the current stage of its 
work, the Working Group should first try to draw up a detailed and 
full list of all measures which could be included in the comprehensive 
programme. To this end, the Secretariat was requested to prepare a 
compilation of all measures contained in the Final Document of the 
first special session and the reports of the two substantive sessions of 
the Disarmament Commission as well as in the draft treaties submitted 
by the Soviet Union and the United States in 1962.  ̂In addition to those 
documents, other documents that emphasize the particular ideas and

 ̂The Final Document may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 411-439. 
 ̂The Soviet and U.S. draft treaties on general and complete disarmament may be 

found ibid., 1962, pp. 103—127 and pp. 351—382, respectively.
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concerns of delegations were submitted. Due to lack of time, a 
substantive consideration could not be given to the various proposals.

13. On "Stages of Implementation", the discussions focussed on the 
issue of time frames. It was felt on the one hand that the comprehensive 
programme in its totality must be conceived within a time frame for its 
completion. According to this view, specific measures in accordance 
with priorities accorded to them should also have time frames so that 
the implementation of the programme could proceed from one stage to 
the next until final accomplishment of general and complete disarmament. 
A programme without time frames, it was felt, would be pointless. 
Indeed, without a time frame the comprehensive programme of 
disarmament would be merely an enumeration of disarmament meas
ures whose achievement would be illusory. The commitment towards 
time frames would, in fact, be an expression of the political will of 
States to implement the programme. On the other hand, it was 
emphasized that the implementation of a programme could not be 
subject to a timetable set in advance, as it is unrealistic to provide rigid 
time frames for the conclusion of the relevant international agreements 
since that depends on a number of factors which it is frequently 
difficult to anticipate. It was argued that the setting of deadlines was 
not compatible with the conditions of a negotiation, a fortiori with the 
requirements of a series of interdependent negotiations. Another 
alternative view was also stated according to which, while tentative 
deadlines should be presented as desirable goals to be aimed at, special 
care should be taken to avoid the impression that they constituted 
inflexible targets.

14. On "Machinery and Procedure", the discussion centered on 
identification of the various topics on which this chapter may be based. 
It was suggested that these include examination of machinery for 
negotiations, machinery for deliberations, procedure for keeping the 
United Nations informed of all efforts in the field of disarmament, 
machinery for monitoring implementation and ways and means for 
promoting public awareness. It was also observed that thought should 
be given to means of co-ordination of disarmament negotiations 
bearing in mind that these negotiations will take place in various 
forums both within and outside the United Nations system.

15. Having completed its general exchange of ideas on the substan
tive chapters, the Working Group had a brief preliminary discussion 
on "Introduction or Preamble". The discussion centred mainly on the 
nature of the programme. On the one hand, it was held that the 
comprehensive programme should constitute a legally binding instrument, 
much like a treaty or convention, under which States would accept a 
legal commitment to implement a series of disarmament measures 
within a specific period of time. On the other hand, it was held that the 
programme should be seen as a framework for negotiations, the 
implementation of which States would commit themselves to, though 
not in a formal legal manner. It was also held that the programme 
should include first of all a complex of measures which should be 
negotiated on with a view to concluding appropriate international 
treaties and therefore it could not be construed as a legally binding
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document. Another point of view held that the comprehensive pro
gramme could entail on States, obligations somewhat less than those 
arising from international treaties but more than a mere "moral 
commitment" to implementation.

Conclusions

16. Bearing in mind that the Committee on Disarmament should 
conclude negotiations on the comprehensive programme of disar
mament in time for submission to the second special session of the 
United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament, it is 
essential that the Ad Hoc Working Group on a comprehensive pro
gramme should be enabled to resume its work immediately on the 
commencement of the next session of the Committee.

17. The discussions which have taken place during the current 
session of the Ad Hoc Working Group have served to focus attention on 
some of the issues that have to be clarified. It should be possible for the 
Working Group to proceed to elaboration of its text at the next session  
using the elements of the comprehensive programme submitted by the 
Disarmament Commission in 1979, the Final Document of the special 
session, the draft Declaration of the 1980's as the Second United 
Nations Decade on Disarmament, as well as the working papers that 
were presented by various delegations.

Letter From the Chairman (Eckhardt) of a Subcommittee 
of the House Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce Transmitting its Report on the Health Ef
fects of Low-Level Radiation From Nuclear Weapons 
Testing to the Chairman of the Committee (Staggers), 
August 7, 1980^

Over the past year, the Subcommittee on Oversight and Investiga
tions held four days of hearings and reviewed extensive scientific data 
to examine the consequences of the nuclear tests carried on at the 
Nevada Test Site during the 1950's and 1960's. The two overriding 
issues before the Subcommittee related to the government's responsi
bility (1) for assuring the health and safety of its people and the 
integrity of the environment w hen testing nuclear weapons, and (2) for 
compensating any injured party and restoring the environment when  
harm has occurred as a consequence of the government's action.

Upon review of the data, the Subcommittee found that while the 
government was aware of the health hazards posed to the people living 
downwind from the test site, the government failed to provide

 ̂ "The Forgotten Guinea Pigs/' A Report on Health Effects of Low-Level Radiation Sustained 
as a Result of the Nuclear Weapons Testing Program Conducted by the United States 
Government: Report Prepared for the Use of the Committee . . . and Its Subcommittee on 
Oversight and Investigations (Com. prt. 96-IFC53; 96th Cong., 2d sess.), Aug. 1980, pp. 
III-V .
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adequate protection for the residents of this area during its operation of 
the nuclear weapons testing program. At the very least, the govern
ment owed these people a responsibility to inform them of the exact 
time and place of each test and the necessary precautions that should 
have been taken to protect their health and safety. Absent such 
notification, and uninformed of the evidence held by the government 
which suggested that exposure to nuclear fallout was causing harmful 
effects, the residents of tfiis area merely became guinea pigs in a deadly 
experiment.

Sheep ranchers in the area lost some 4,400 sheep during the spring 
and summer of 1953, at the time that the "Upshot-Knothole" nuclear 
test series was being conducted at the test site. Despite evidence 
indicating a causal relationship between the sheep deaths and expo
sure to nuclear fallout, the Subcommittee found that these sheep  
ranchers remain uncompensated to this day because of the government's 
suppression and disregard of such data in the official investigation and 
reporting of the matter and, finally, in the litigation of the case before 
the Utah District Court in 1956.

Still further, scientific data presented to the Subcommittee revealed 
that an unusual increase in leukemia deaths occurred in southwestern 
Utah for the years 1959-1960; additional leukemia "hot spots" were 
documented in Arizona and Utah for the years 1965-1970, and in 
Nevada for the years 1959-1963; and a twofold increase in thyroiditis 
and a fourfold increase in thyroid cancer occurred in Utah during the 
years 1948—1962. W itnesses before the Subcommittee detailed per
sonal accounts of illnesses and deaths among family and friends which 
vividly painted a tragic picture of human suffering that has continued 
to the present day.

The Subcommittee found that the existing legal remedy available to 
claimants under the Federal Tort Claims Act is fraught with legal 
hurdles unique to radiation-related cases. Since the clinical features of 
radiogenic cancers are not distinguishable from the features of other 
cancers, it is virtually impossible to identify an individual with a 
radiation-induced cancer from the much larger class of individuals who 
will develop cancer from other causes. As a result, the nuclear 
radiation victims incur added burdens, in terms of time and expense, 
to pursue their claims against the government with no degree of 
certainty or predictability of their successful outcome.

The Subcommittee determined that sufficient evidence exists for the 
government to accept at least compassionate responsibility, if not strict 
legal liability, for the injuries sustained by the downwind residents as a 
result of the nuclear weapons testing program. Additionally, the 
Subcommittee found that the arduous, time-consuming, and expen
sive nature of any judicial resolution of the matter compels the 
Congress to develop a legislative solution.

In devising such a compensatory scheme, the Subcommittee recom
mends that the Congress define the class of eligible claimants by (a) the 
nature of the injury; (b) the residence of the eligible claimants; and 
(c) the time period and duration of such residence. To make further
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determinations respecting illnesses which may be appropriate for 
compensation, the Subcommittee proposed the establishment of an 
independent review panel. Finally, the Subcommittee recommends 
that the Federal Courts have jurisdiction over resolving the questions 
pertaining to eligibility and damages.

Upon determining the reason for the government's failure to provide 
adequate protection to the downwind residents, the Subcommittee 
concluded that a conflict within the authority to regulate nuclear 
energy existed in the Atomic Energy Commission such that the 
Commission's decisions were weighted in favor of promoting the 
nuclear weapons testing program over controlling the safe production 
and use of nuclear energy. Still further, the Subcommittee found that 
this conflict has continued to this day in the AEC's successor agencies—  
the Department of Energy, the Department of Defense, and the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission. As the primary responsibility and 
funding authority for radiation health research remains within these 
agencies, a bias, or at the very least, an appearance of a bias, to 
promote nuclear technology exists in the results of this research 
without a corresponding concern for health and safety.

To address this inherent conflict in nuclear regulatory authority, the 
Subcommittee recommends that the agencies responsible for the 
protection of the health and welfare of the American people—including 
the Department of Health and Human Services, the Environmental 
Protection Agency and the Occupational Safety and Health Administra
tion— b̂e given the primary responsibility and funding authority to 
conduct radiation health research. Moreover, the Subcommittee pro
poses that the government undertake such health research to assist the 
independent review panel, and continue to support the research 
undertaken and proposed by the States of Utah, Nevada and Arizona.

The findings and recommendations in this report have been made by 
the Subcommittee in recognition that w e, as a nation, must accept the 
consequences of our goverrmiental decisions and properly and promptly 
compensate the victims of our mistakes. Moreover, we must learn from 
events such as these so that w e do not repeat past mistakes to the 
detriment of the health and welfare of future generations.

In conclusion, I want to acknowledge the cooperation of Senator 
Kennedy's Subcommittee on Health and Scientific Research and Com
mittee on the Judiciary with respect to our joint hearing in Salt Lake 
City, Utah, and to recognize Subcommittee staff Counsels, Peter 
Kinzler and Mary Foldes, for their contribution in the preparation of 
this report.
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Report of a Subcommittee of the House Committee on 
interstate and Foreign Commerce on tlie Heaitii Ef
fects of Low-Level Radiation from Nuclear Weapons 
Testing: '^Summary Conclusion'' [Extract], August 7, 
1980^

Atmospheric testing of nuclear weapons in the 1950's and 1960's 
may well have been essential to secure the national defense. However, 
because the agency charged with developing nuclear weapons was 
more concerned with that goal than with its other mission of protecting 
the public from injury, the government totally failed to provide 
adequate protection for the residents of the area. There was sufficient 
information available from the beginning to suggest that if it was not 
possible to conduct the testing outside the continental United States, 
then the people living nearby needed protection. The necessary 
protection could have been provided by evacuating some of the people 
but, at a minimum, the government owed the residents a duty to 
inform them of the precise time and place of each test and to instruct 
them as to what precautions should be taken. In addition, the 
government's program for monitoring the health effects of the tests 
was inadequate and, more disturbingly, all evidence suggesting that 
radiation was having harmful effects, be it on the sheep or the people, 
was not only disregarded but actually suppressed.

The greatest irony of our atmospheric nuclear testing program is that 
the only victims of U.S. nuclear arms since World War II have been our 
own people.  ̂ The Subcommittee believes that legislation should be 
passed that provides prompt and adequate compensation for the 
victims of this program. In addition, the Subcommittee believes that 
similar problems can best be avoided in the future if the responsibility 
for protecting the people is given to an agency w hose main mission is 
to assure public health, not to advance nuclear development.

Address by Secretary of State Muskie: Strategic Arms 
Limitation [Extract], August 8, 1980 ^

For that reason, progress on another front is also critically important 
to allied cohesion. Along with sustained firmness, a common allied

 ̂ "The Forgotten Guinea Pigs." A  Report on Health Effects of Low-Level Radiation Sustained 
as a Result of the Nuclear Weapons Testing Program Conducted by the United States 
Government: Report Prepared for the Use of the Committee . . . and Its Subcommittee on 
Oversight and Investigations (Com. prt. 96-IFC53; 96th Cong., 2d sess.), Aug. 1980, p. 37.

 ̂The Subcommittee includes within this context those individuals living in the trust 
territories of the Pacific Islands. [Footnote in original.]

 ̂Dept, of State, Current Policy No. 209. The Secretary spoke before the Common
wealth Club of California and the World Affairs Council of Northern California in San 
Francisco.
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strategy toward the Soviet Union depends upon our genuine willing
ness to seek concrete agreements that serve Western interests—^particularly 
sensible restraints on the arms race.

If we— ând here I speak primarily of the United States— t̂um away 
from our commitment to steady arms control progress, the strength 
and unity of our alliances genuinely will be shaken. Indeed, it is hard 
to conceive of a more serious blow.

Let us have no illusions: The key to future arms control is ratification 
of the SALT II Treaty. ^

Under that treaty all of the strategic programs we have planned can 
go forward. But without it, by 1985 we could face 700-800 more Soviet 
missiles and bombers than w e would if the treaty were in force.

Without it, there would be nothing to stop the Soviets from placing 
20 to 30 more nuclear warheads on each of their heavy missiles instead 
of 10 under the treaty.

Without it, the Soviets would be free to conceal their strategic 
programs from observation by our satellites and other monitoring 
devices. We would know less about the future threats w e might face.

Of course, w e would do whatever was necessary to meet an 
increased threat. But the arms race will not stand still during more 
prolonged talks to control it. It never has and never will. And anyone 
who claims w e can negotiate a better agreement without first nailing 
down SALT II is selling a bill of goods.

Afghanistan unquestionably has made the task of ratification harder. 
It has not made it one iota less important to our national interests, not 
one iota less crucial to maintaining a common strategy of East-West 
relations with our allies.

Report From the Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological 
Weapons to the Committee on Disarmament [Extract], 
August 8, 1980 ^

III. SUMMARY OF THE DISCUSSION

15. In carrying out its mandate, the Ad Hoc Working Group held 
extensive discussions on the main elements of a treaty prohibiting 
radiological weapons. The discussion revealed that, while all delega
tions were ready to negotiate a treaty on radiological weapons, 
different concepts existed with regard to approach, the priority, the 
role and scope of the treaty, the definition of radiological weapons, and 
the procedures of verifying compliance, as well as in some other areas.

16. With respect to the approach, the role and the scope of the 
treaty, the view was expressed on the one hand that its importance

 ̂The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
' CD/133, pp. 5 -8 .
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consisted of preventing the emergence of a particular type of weapon  
of mass destruction not yet in existence but which could be developed  
and produced. Consequently, the treaty should not be burdened with 
additional problems. Furthermore, the treaty would represent another 
contribution to the limitation of the qualitative arms race and progress 
towards the objective of using scientific and technological achieve
ments solely for peaceful purposes. The joint USSR-United States 
proposal was regarded as a suitable basis for reaching agreement on a 
treaty prohibiting the development, production, stockpiling and use of 
radiological weapons.  ̂ On the other hand, in assessing the joint 
proposal, the view was expressed that the text was too restrictive and it 
should be broadened so as to include the prohibition of all kinds of 
weapons that used radiation. In this respect, it was stressed that any 
treaty prohibiting the use of radiological weapons should contain 
explicit provisions concerning the urgent priority of nuclear disarmament.

— T̂he view was held that particle beam weapons should also be 
covered by a ban on radiological weapons. However, others pointed 
out that particle beam weapons are of a different nature and could not 
be included within the scope of the proposed convention.

— T̂he question of introducing the notion of radiological warfare was 
raised. The view was expressed that the term radiological warfare 
meant dissemination of radioactive material, other than through the 
explosion of a nuclear explosive device, in order to cause destruction, 
damage or injury by means of the radiation produced by the decay of 
such material. In this connexion the view was expressed that the 
introduction of such a notion would lead to confusion in the field of 
international law related to armed conflicts, and that the joint 
USSR—United States proposal was aimed at a preventive prohibition of 
radiological weapons as well as the prohibition of radiological warfare, 
i.e. military actions with the use of such weapons.

— T̂he view was expressed that the treaty should explicitly prohibit 
deliberate attacks on nuclear reactors or any other nuclear fuel facilities. 
On the other hand, the view was expressed that a similar prohibition 
was already provided for in Article 56 of the I Additional Protocol of 
1977 to the Geneva Conventions of 1949 on the protection of victims of 
international armed conflicts. ^

—It was stated that, as radiological weapons did not yet exist, and 
that since it did not seem foreseeable that they could exist as a specific 
type of weapon, the work of the Committee on Disarmament should 
be oriented towards the conclusion of a convention on the prohibition 
of the use of radioactive material for hostile purposes. This opinion 
was contested, and the view was expressed that such an approach 
would limit the scope of a future treaty and that the joint proposal was 
more comprehensive.

 ̂For the joint proposal, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 357—361.
 ̂Additional Protocol I may be found in International Legal Materials: Current Documents, 

vol. XVI (1977), pp. 1396-1441. Article 56 is on p. 1415. For the Geneva Conventions of 
1949, see 6 UST 3516, TIAS 3365; 6 UST 3316, TIAS 3364.



AD HOC WORKING GROUP REPORT, AUGUST 8 357

— T̂he view was expressed that more explicit wording should be 
used with respect to the prohibition of radiological weapons in 
wartime, for defence purposes, as well as to the use of radioactive 
barriers and permissible levels of radioactivity.

17. With respect to the definition, the view was expressed that the 
joint proposal was insufficient. The view was expressed that the 
definition of radiological weapons should not be so drafted as to imply 
that the use of nuclear weapons would have a legal justification that 
certain delegations did not accept. The definition of radiological 
weapons should, therefore, be in terms of the specific attributes of 
such potential weapons and not in terms of the exclusion of nuclear 
explosive devices. On the other hand, the view was expressed that the 
definition of radiological weapons contained in the joint proposal had a 
sound scientific basis. At the same time the view was expressed that it 
would be useful to continue the search for a formulation that would  
define radiological weapons in strictly positive terms, without resort
ing to exclusion clauses.

18. Questions were raised regarding the manner in which the 
fulfilment of the obligations contained in the joint USSR -United States 
elements not to divert radioactive material for use in radiological 
warfare would be monitored, especially with regard to radioactive 
material in nuclear facilities outside international safeguards. It was 
proposed in this context that an overview study of the possibilities of 
establishing and administering international safeguards should be 
performed by the Secretariat. Others expressed their disagreement 
with this proposal.

19. It was generally accepted that the provisions of the treaty should 
not hinder the use of radiation from radioactive decay for peaceful 
purposes. Views were expressed concerning the need for more explicit 
provisions for the right of the parties to exchange information as well 
as to develop and acquire nuclear technology for peaceful purposes.

20. In the course of consideration of the procedures of verifying 
compliance, the view was expressed that the related provisions of the 
joint proposal corresponded to the Subject and scope of prohibition 
and met the requirements of this particular treaty. Some held the view  
that the procedure of lodging complaints envisaged in the joint 
USSR-United States proposal could be regarded as a satisfactory one. 
On the other hand, reservations were made with regard to the 
procedure of verifying compliance as proposed, in particular with 
respect to the role of the Security Coimcil of the United Nations, as 
well as the proposed mandate for the Consultative Committee of 
Experts. The view was also expressed that greater authority, including 
with respect to on-site inspection, should be granted to the Consulta
tive Committee of Experts as an independent body. The view was also 
expressed that the ultimate authority in the matter of compliance 
should be vested not in the Security Council, but in the United Nations 
General Assembly or in a Governing Board consisting of all the States 
Parties to the Treaty.
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21. The working group also briefly considered other elements of a 
treaty, such as the preamble and the final clauses.

IV. CONCLUSION

22. There was wide recognition of the need to reach agreement on 
the text of a treaty prohibiting radiological \yeapons. However, various 
differences of approach have yet to be resolved.

23. In the light of the progress made, the Ad Hoc Working Group 
recommends that the Committee on Disarmament set up at the 
beginning of its 1981 session a further Ad Hoc Working Group under an 
appropriate mandate to be determined at that time, to continue 
negotiations on the elaboration of a treaiy prohibiting radiological 
weapons.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraeiyan) to 
the Committee on Disarmament, August 9, 1980 ^

Comrade Chairman, today the Committee on Disarmament is con
cluding its present session. At recent meetings, some delegations have 
already made an evaluation of its main results. For its part, the Soviet 
delegation would also like to make a few comments on the results of 
this session. Of course, our point of view is reflected in the declaration 
of the group of socialist countries that was presented by the Ambassa
dor of the Polish People's Republic, Comrade Sujka, and circulated as 
an official document of the Committee. ^

First of all, I should like to remind the Committee that the Soviet 
delegation in its very first statement, on 5 February, when the present 
session had only just opened, declared that:

The position of the Soviet delegation in the Committee on 
Disarmament . . . —and it is the position which our delegation 
has come to this session of the Committee to uphold—is that we 
should continue the negotiations which were started in recent 
years on stopping the arms race, and promote the beginning of 
negotiations on other important aspects of disarmament. ^

The Soviet delegation has strictly and unswervingly followed this 
instruction from its Government throughout all the five months of 
the work of the session.

From the very first few days w e appealed to representatives to lay 
aside the differences that had existed between delegations on the 
subject of the assessment of the contemporary international situation, 
not to waste time on the solution of various procedural and organiza
tional questions, and to get down to concrete and business-like 
negotiations. Even in the face of all the diametrically opposite positions

 ̂ CD/PV. 100, pp. 5 -14 . 
2 CD/135.

CD/PV.54, p. 21.
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of a number of States on questions of the international situation, we 
still considered that the Committee not only could, but must, concern 
itself exclusively with the fulfilment of the tasks that have been 
entrusted to it. And the Soviet delegation, for its part, did everything 
possible to promote progress on all the items on the agenda of the 
Committee on Disarmament.

As evidence of this, I will briefly remind you of the position of the 
Soviet Union on these items. We have advocated and still advocate that 
the Committee on Disarmament should concern itself, at last, with the 
most urgent and most important problem of the modern age—nuclear 
disarmament. We have believed, and still believe, that there is no 
justification whatever for brushing aside this issue, although w e well 
understand all the difficulties and complications that stand in the way 
of its solution. I should like to emphasize particularly that the USSR 
delegation, like the delegations of other socialist countries, has not 
merely called for nuclear disarmament, but has consistently advocated 
the immediate commencement of business-like and concrete negotia
tions on ending the production of all types of nuclear weapons and 
gradually reducing their stockpiles until they have been completely 
destroyed.

Together with other socialist countries, w e have proposed the 
creation of a working group on the cessation of the nuclear arms race 
and disarmament. I am gratified to note that this proposal has met with 
widespread understanding and support in the Committee.

The Soviet delegation has advocated and still advocates that the 
Committee on Disarmament should discuss the question of a complete 
and general cessation of nuclear-weapon tests. We believe that the 
participation in the Committee of all the five nuclear States creates a 
favourable basis for this. The Soviet side, as is well known, has 
supported the proposal by the Group of non-aligned States for the 
establishment of a working group on this question. Discussion of the 
question of a complete and general cessation of nuclear-weapon tests, 
with the participation of all five nuclear Powers, should not in any way 
conflict with the trilateral negotiations between the USSR, the United 
States of America and the United Kingdom or do them any harm.

As before, we are convinced that the question of the prohibition of 
new types and new systems of weapons of mass destruction is an 
urgent one, to which the Committee on Disarmament must devote the 
most constant attention. It was for this purpose that w e proposed the 
establishment of a group of experts. It may be considered as a positive 
fact that this proposal has met with widespread support in the 
Committee, although as a result of the objections of a number of 
delegations it has not for the moment been possible to put it into effect.

The Soviet Union has attached and still attaches exceptional impor
tance to the problem of strengthening security guarantees for non
nuclear-weapon States. Our delegation has made numerous state
ments on this matter. We have patiently explained our own position, 
we have carefully studied the positions of other States, and we have 
tried to ascertain—and not ridicule, as one speaker tried to make
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out—their substance and nature. Our point of view is clear and 
unequivocal: the Soviet Union is a resolute advocate of the conclusion 
of an international convention on this matter. In future too w e shall 
strive—together with other countries that adhere to the same view—  
for the embodiment in international law of appropriate guarantees for 
non-nuclear-weapon States.

The Soviet Union's position on the question of the prohibition of 
chemical weapons has also been explained by us on a number of 
occasions, including some occasions in the course of the present 
session. It is a matter of satisfaction that not least as a result of our 
efforts in the Working Group on Chemical Weapons—^whose terms of 
reference were widely recognized to be rather unclear— ît proved 
possible to prepare an interesting report in which the main elements 
which must be the subject of future negotiations on a convention on 
the prohibition of such weapons are clearly indicated.

Particularly during the last few days, a number of delegations have 
put forward proposals for the creation of some sort of ad hoc group to 
verify various reports of the use of chemical weapons. In this connexion, 
the following question occurs to us: if there really was a desire to 
ascertain the actual state of affairs, w hy was no hearing given first of all 
to the representative of the Government of the Socialist Republic of 
Viet Nam, against which country false accusations have been fabri
cated by various organs of the Western press? This question is all the 
more pertinent in view of the fact that the Government of the Socialist 
Republic of Viet Nam itself expressed an interest in addressing the 
Committee and explaining its point of view precisely on this question 
of chemical weapons. This request of the Socialist Republic of Viet Nam  
was refused, incidentally, as a result of the position taken by one of the 
sponsors of the above-mentioned proposal. Why did the supporters of 
this proposal not speak in support of the participation of the Socialist 
Republic of Viet Nam in the work of the Committee? They would then 
have been able to address all the questions in which they were 
interested directly to the Government of the Socialist Republic of Viet 
Nam.

With regard to the use of chemical weapons on the territory of 
Afghanistan, according to a communication from the Government of 
the Democratic Republic of Afghanistan this actually occurred. The 
Government of Afghanistan, in a telegramme dated 13 April 1980 from 
the Deputy Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Democratic Republic of 
Afghanistan addressed to the Chairman of the Committee on Disar
mament and circulated to the Committee as document CD/89, ex
pressed readiness to investigate and examine, along with competent 
international authorities, the use and functioning of chemical weapons 
employed by exported mercenaries against the peaceful population. 
What, one wonders, has prevented the implementation of that proposal?

We have repeatedly stated at the present session of the Committee 
on Disarmament as well that the Soviet Union adheres strictly to the 
1925 Geneva Protocol  ̂ and urges others to do likewise.

 ̂For text of the protocol, see Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764- 765.
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The Soviet delegation has also actively striven in the Committee for 
the earliest possible conclusion of a convention on the prohibition of 
radiological weapons, a convention that would be a reliable barrier to 
the development of new and dangerous types of weapons of mass 
destruction. One might have thought that all the grounds for complet
ing the elaboration of an appropriate draft of such a convention already 
existed. However, for reasons of which w e have already spoken in 
detail, consideration of , this urgent question has had to be deferred 
until the next session. In view  of certain comments made and wishes 
expressed during the discussion that took place on the joint Soviet- 
United States draft,  ̂w e are willing to continue work on the elabora
tion of a mutually acceptable text of such an agreement. With regard to 
this question, it would be wrong to demand unconditional acceptance 
of the joint Soviet-United States draft—which, as is well known, we 
have never done—and it would be equally wrong to demand uncondi
tional acceptance of all the proposals or amendments to this draft.

We have made a due contribution to the initial efforts to elaborate a 
comprehensive programme of disarmament. In our opinion, the ex
change of views on this question has been useful. We have listened 
with interest to certain arguments advanced by our colleagues, princi
pally from the Group of non-aligned States, which attach particular 
importance to this question, and for our part w e hope that our views 
will also be studied with due attention.

In brief, the initiative and the active approach of the Soviet delega
tion in the negotiations on disarmament are clear for all to see. Let us 
mention only that 10 highly qualified experts— scientists, specialists in 
industry and other fields—took a most active part both in the Working 
Groups on the prohibition of chemical weapons and radiological 
weapons and in the Ad hoc Group of Scientific Experts to consider 
International Co-operative Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic 
Events. We hope that members of the Committee will also remember 
the active participation of our experts in the Committee's informal 
meetings on the prohibition of chemical weapons and the detection 
and identification of seismic events.

Some delegations here have complained of the Soviet Union's active 
approach in disarmament matters, but we are proud of this and rightly 
proud, since the question at issue is the solution of the most humane 
and vitally important problem—the deliverance of mankind from the 
threat of war—and it is inadmissible to adopt a passive attitude on this 
question. If all the proposals made by the Soviet Union during the 
post-war period on questions of strengthening international security 
and disarmament were put together in a single collection, they would  
take up more than one bulky volume. Many of the proposals submitted 
by the Soviet Union have provided the basis for bilateral and multilat
eral international agreements in the field of disarmament to which 
many States, including those which complain of our active approach, 
are parties.

 ̂The joint draft may be found ibid., 1979, pp. 357-361.
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We believe that if out of 10 proposals of ours—and they are all of a 
realistic and constructive nature—only one is adopted and put into 
effect, even this will represent no little contribution to progress in the 
field of disarmament. The Soviet delegation can only give an assurance 
that the Soviet Union will continue in future to come forward in the 
most active manner with initiatives on questions of strengthening 
international co-operation and of detente and disarmament, since this 
is a determining feature of socialist foreign policy of which the great 
Lenin was the founder.

At the beginning of our statement, we noted that the Committee 
sometimes wastes an intolerable amount of time on all kinds of 
organizational and procedural issues. This year the expenditure of time 
on these matters was particularly senseless. As is known, about three 
months out of five were taken up with settling such questions. And the 
difficulties here did not in any way arise as a result of the position 
taken by the USSR delegation. We did not raise any obstacles to the 
rapid elaboration of the terms of reference of all four Working Groups. 
We had no problems of any kind with the appointment of the 
Chairmen of the Working Groups. And, lastly—and I should like to 
place special emphasis on this—the Soviet Union together with the 
other socialist countries succeeded, with the co-operation of the 
Socialist Republic of Viet Nam, in cutting the Gordian knot which had 
been created in connexion with the question of invitations to States 
non-members of the Committee, as a result of the obstructionist line 
taken by one or two delegations.

Spealdng in general, it would be wrong to say that w e are satisfied 
with the results of the session. On concrete disarmament negotiation 
issues, the Committee has either failed to advance or has taken only 
the first timid and very insignificant steps. Yet w e must not for a 
moment forget that the arms race and its pace are much faster than the 
pace of disarmament negotiations. And this means that the sword of 
Damocles of a nuclear war continues to hang over mankind.

On the other hand, w e are not at all inclined to take an exclusively 
gloomy view of the results of the session which is drawing to an end. 
In our opinion, one of the most important achievements is the fact that 
during the summer part of the session the Committee has succeeded in 
getting down to businesslike negotiations and that the working atmos
phere in it has become purer. Attempts to undermine the Committee's 
authority, or to transform it into a fruitless debating society, have 
collapsed; and the various anti-Soviet provocation campaigns organ
ized by certain quarters at the beginning of the session have fizzled out 
and failed to produce the results which their instigators had hoped for.

This development apparently alarmed certain circles in some capitals 
and, as a result, towards the very end of the Committee's work, we 
were again faced with a relapse into anti-Sovietism—a shortlived 
relapse, I hope—which is directed not only against the USSR and the 
socialist States but also against the interests of businesslike negotia
tions in the Committee in general.

This relapse—in a rather more muted form than at the beginning of
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the session, it is true—has affected the delegations of the United States 
of America, China and the United Kingdom, as their statements this 
week have shown. We have once more heard the stereotyped collec
tion of statements consisting of a distorted assessment of a number of 
international events, references to dubious reports of one kind or 
another in the press, time-worn anti-Soviet cliches, etc. Absolutely 
nothing new has been said, and indeed there is nothing to be said. The 
authors of these statements evidently expected from us a stormy 
reaction. Their hopes are in vain: there will not be one.

Here in the Committee and elsewhere, we have already given our 
evaluation of events occurring in the international arena. We are 
willing to wait patiently until a sober and carefully-weighed approach 
to the analysis of international events is adopted by all States. Time 
and history are working in our favour. Among the statements I have 
mentioned, the only "novelties", perhaps, were Ambassador Summer- 
hayes' references to reports by Moscow Radio and TASS of the 
manufacture of chemical weapons and bacteriological weapon tests in 
the United Kingdom. The Soviet delegation in the Committee on 
Disarmament refrained from raising these questions so as not to 
distract the Committee from the fulfilment of its tasks, i.e. negotiations 
on disarmament, and to avoid starting yet another fruitless debate. 
There are many other discussion forums in which, if necessary, we 
shall raise this question with references not only to Moscow Radio and 
TASS but also to British and United States sources.

In conclusion, I would like to quote an extract from another TASS 
report dated 1 August 1980, on the completion of the withdrawal of 
20,000 Soviet troops from the German Democratic Republic. In this 
report, it is stated inter alia that:

The Soviet Union, as has repeatedly been stated, will in future 
also consistently follow a course aimed at achieving a turnaround 
in the direction of disarmament, at maintaining and strengthening 
peace, and at giving effect to the principles and provisions of the 
Final Act of the All-European Conference.  ̂ There are objective 
possibilities and socio-political forces which are capable of prevent- 
mg any backsliding into a new "cold war", of averting the threat of 
a tnermonuclear conflict and of ensurinje the peaceful coexistence 
of States with different social systems. The path to the solution of 
this problem is the path of negotiations, based on strict compliance 
with the principle of equality and equal security.

This, the Soviet Union is firmly resolved to continue in future to 
make every effort to achieve progress in the cessation of the arms race 
and the implementation of genuine measures in the field of disarmament. 
And no one will turn us aside from this course. We are optimistic 
regarding the prospects of solving urgent disarmament problems, 
including those which are being discussed in our Committee.

In this connexion, I would like to make some comments of a practical 
nature. We are convinced that it is necessary to reduce substantially

 ̂The arms control portions of the Final Act may be found ibid., 1975, pp. 304-308.
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the amount of time spent by the Committee in settling procedural and 
organizational questions. We think—indeed, we are convinced—that 
the "package-deal" procedure for taking decisions on the establish
ment of working groups is unjustifiable. As is known, this procedure 
has caused us to waste not a little valuable time this year. If the 
Committee manages to reach agreement on the establishment of a 
certain working group and on its terms of reference, there is no point 
in waiting until a similar agreement has been reached on other working 
groups. Some working groups, whose establishment does not give rise 
to any difficulties, could then begin work without any delay.

It is quite senseless also, and directly contradictory to the rules of 
procedure, to adopt the "package" approach in considering requests 
from States not members of the Committee. When this approach is 
adopted, the result is that approval of a request by one State is made 
conditional upon the adoption of a positive decision on some other 
request. This apology for an approach does not stand up to any 
criticism; and it constitutes a gross violation of the sovereign rights of 
the States in respect of which its proponents—however paradoxical 
this may seem—masquerade as protectors. We hope that, in future, 
requests by States not members of the Committee will be considered 
immediately and without any prior conditions.

Yet another question which arises is the problem of improving the 
organizational structure of the Committee itself. This year, w e have 
had four Working Groups. It is possible that in future there may be 
more working groups of this kind— say, six. In this case, with the 
existing organization of work, meetings of each group could not be 
held more frequently than once a week, and this is indeed little.

We have listened with interest to the comments by the representa
tive of the Federal Republic of Germany on the need to consider 
organizational questions, and w e share his view that all of us should 
think about this and revert to this question at the next session.

Another point. Are w e not spending too much time and energy on 
preparing the reports of the Working Groups and the Committee as a 
whole? The task of the Committee is to elaborate approved texts of 
agreements on disarmament questions. Clearly, the content of the 
reports must also reflect primarily the points on which agreement has 
been reached, however modest they may be. We do not share the 
approach adopted by certain delegations which try to cram into the 
reports all existing points of disagreement, even on questions which  
are not related to the Committee's agenda. Reports produced as a 
result of this approach not only fail to contribute to further progress in 
the negotiations, but have rather the contrary effect. Every delegation 
has the possibility to state its position in a wide variety of other 
forms—in statements reflected in the records, in official documents of 
the Committee, in documents and material of the Working Groups, 
etc.

Last, but not least, as the English say, we must all remember that the 
Committee on Disarmament is a negotiating body and not a debating 
society. All attempts to bring up in the Committee questions which are
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not directly related to the negotiations w e are conducting must be 
considered as an attack not only against one or another group of States 
but against the Committee itself. Accordingly, we appeal to all delegations, 
in the interests of progress in the matter of disarmament and in the 
interests of strengthening the authority of the Committee, to be guided  
precisely by this approach.

Message by President Brezhnev to the Second Review 
Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, August 11, 1980 ^

Ten years have passed since the treaty entered into force, and now  
one can say with good reason that its conclusion became an important 
step in restraining the nuclear arms race in the name of the interests of 
peace on earth.

The Treaty on Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons  ̂ effectively 
serves the interests of countries both big and small, both nuclear and 
non-nuclear, both industrially developed and the developing ones. I 
am confident that the international authority and effectiveness of this 
important treaty will go on growing continuously and that the sphere 
of its application will be broadening.

The treaty has also laid a solid foundation for the development of 
fruitful international cooperation in the peaceful uses of atomic energy 
and brought about favourable conditions for large-scale utilisation of 
atomic energy for creative purposes.

The Soviet Union most actively participates in the exchange of nu
clear materials, equipment, [and] scientific and technical information. 
We shall continue to develop cooperation in this field on a bilateral and 
multilateral basis including that within the framework of the interna
tional atomic energy agency. Our country is ready to share its rich 
experience and technical resources to help those who use atomic 
energy for peaceful purposes.

The Soviet Union considers it necessary—particularly in the present 
conditions—to implement the treaty's provisions for taking effective 
measures to stop the nuclear arms race and achieve disarmament. Our 
proposals on termination of production and elimination of nuclear 
weapons, on a total ban on the tests of such weapons, and other 
proposals are well known.

We shall continue pressing most persistently for their implementa
tion at an earliest date. Attaching much importance to strengthening 
the guarantees of security for non-nuclear states, I want to emphasize 
once again that the Soviet Union will never use nuclear weapons

 ̂ Moscow Tass in English, Aug. 11,1980; FBIS, Daily Report, Aug. 11,1980, vol. Ill, pp. 
A A lO -A A ll.

 ̂The text of the treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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against those countries which have renounced the production and 
acquisition of such weapons and do not have them in their territories.

We are ready to conclude an agreement on this score with any such 
country as well as to work for the conclusion of an international 
convention on guarantees of security for non-nuclear states.

Soviet people expect that the conference will make a tangible 
contribution to raising the effectiveness of the Treaty on Non-Proliferation 
of Nuclear Weapons and will give it an additional safety margin.

Accept the wishes of successes in your responsible work aimed at 
securing that atomic energy serve only the interests of peace and 
creation.

Message by President Carter to the Second Review 
Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, August 12, 1980 ^

The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons —̂^which 
has now been in force for more than a decade—remains indispensable 
to the efforts of the nations represented at this Conference to achieve a 
safer, saner, and more secure world. The acquisition of nuclear 
explosives by additional states would decrease the security of the states 
acquiring them, decrease the stability of the regions in which they are 
located, and increase the risk of nuclear conflict. In reviewing the 
operation of this Treaty, w e must not lose sight of its importance in 
helping to avert such dangers.

The United States recognizes that proliferation is only one aspect of 
that problem of controlling nuclear weapons. We must also vigorously 
pursue our efforts to curb the nuclear arms race. This goal—^already 
difficult to achieve—could be rendered unattainable if the number of 
states with nuclear weapons were to increase.

The United States also recognizes the contribution that nuclear 
power can make to meeting energy needs. But this contribution 
requires confidence that international nuclear cooperation will not be 
misused for military purposes.

For all these reasons, it is important that the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty be preserved and encouraged. The United States will give its 
fullest support to the fulfillment of this Treaty and to the achievement 
of its objectives, which are so essential to a stable world order.

 ̂ ACDA Special Report, 1980 Review Conference of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons, ACDA pub. 109, Nov. 1980, p. 1.

 ̂The text of the treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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Statement by ACDA Director Earle to the Second Review 
Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, August 12, 1980 ^

Articles /, I/, and III

The Non-Proliferation Treaty [NPT]  ̂ has the widest adherence of 
any arms control treaty in history. It now has 114 parties, of which 31 
joined it since the beginning of 1975, and 16 since the close of the first 
Review Conference. They include all members of NATO and the 
European Communities except France, all members of the Warsaw 
Pact and COMECON, 33 African states, 20 Latin American states, and 
23 states in Asia and the Middle East.

Together with France—which has made clear that it will act as if it 
were a party to the Treaty—these parties constitute a non-proliferation 
regime that represents:

• An aggregate population of over 2 billion;
• An aggregate gross national product of $7.7 trillion;
• 98 percent of the world's installed nuclear power capacity;
• 95 percent of nuclear power capacity under construction;
• All of the world's exporters of nuclear power reactors and all 

major exporters of key components and materials therefore;
• All of the world's exporters of enriched uranium;
• All of the world's exporters of heavy water;
• 94 percent of all foreign aid donations; and
• 87 percent of the funding of international financial institutions.

These figures are persuasive testimony to the significance of the 
participants in this regime. And these figures also demonstrate that— 
for non-parties—the road to developing a nuclear power program in 
the foreseeable future must be traveled in cooperation with one or 
more of the participants in this regime.

The primary purpose of this regime is, of course, to insure that 
international security and nuclear arms control are not threatened by 
an increase in the number of nuclear-weapon states. In this respect, we 
should celebrate the fact that—notwithstanding their enormous peace
ful nuclear capacity—the parties to the Treaty have lived up to their 
undertakings to avert this shared danger.

But we must not be complacent. There are developments, in a very 
small number of countries that have not joined this regime, that are of 
serious concern to those who share our common objectives. In each 
case, these non-parties have sought to avoid commitments—of the

 ̂ ACDA Special Report, 1980 Review Conference of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons, ACDA pub. 190, Nov. 1980, pp. 1 -5 . The initial part of Ambassador 
Earle's statement was a reading of President Carter's message to the conference, printed 
supra.

 ̂The text of the treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461—465. 
All brackets herein are in source text.



368 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1980

type contained in Articles II and III of the NPT—not to acquire nuclear 
explosive devices and to accept international safeguards on all their 
peaceful nuclear activities. And several of them have built or are 
building unsafeguarded facilities of types capable of yielding weapons- 
usable material. In the view of the United States, it should be a prime 
objective of this Conference to deal with this increasingly urgent 
problem.

As participants at this Conference are well aware, non-nuclear- 
weapon states parties to the NPT are already required by the Treaty to 
accept full-scope IAEA [International Atomic Energy Agency] safe
guards on all their peaceful nuclear activities. Non-parties are not, and 
consequently they have been able to obtain nuclear cooperation while 
retaining unsafeguarded facilities. The 1975 Review Conference sought 
to rectify this discrimination against NPT parties— and to reduce the 
serious proliferation risks inherent in it— b̂y urging that "in all achiev
able ways common export requirements relating to safeguards be 
strengthened, in particiilar by extending the application of safeguards 
to all peaceful nuclear activities in importing states non-party to the 
Treaty."  ̂ Since 1975 there has been movement toward that objective 
by a number of states. But the objective will not be realized until truly 
concerted action is taken. The United States, therefore, strongly 
recommends that this Conference promote the objective of full-scope 
IAEA safeguards in a way that can most realistically be expected to 
have the desired effect— b̂y calling on members of the non-proliferation 
regime to enter into new nuclear supply commitments only with those 
states that undertake to accept IAEA safeguards on all their peaceful 
nuclear activities.

At the same time, w e expect this Conference to review in depth the 
progress that has been made in carrying out the other recommenda
tions of the 1975 Review Conference with respect to safeguards and 
physical protection, and to make recommendations with respect to the 
further improvement of safeguards implementation. On this subject, I 
am gratified to be able to report two noteworthy recent developments:

First, the unanimous approval by the U.S. Senate last month of the 
Treaty implementing the U.S. offer to permit the IAEA to apply its 
safeguards to civil fadlities within the United States.  ̂This demonstrates 
that we are not asking others to accept safeguards that w e are 
unwilling to accept for ourselves.

Second, the opening for signatxire of the Convention on the Physical 
Protection of Nuclear Material.  ̂The United States signed this conven
tion on March 3 of this year, and is proceeding with the steps necessary 
to ratify it. We believe this Conference should encourage the widest 
possible adherence to this convention.

 ̂Ibid., 1975, p. 149.
 ̂Ante, June 17, July 2. The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 

738- 785.

 ̂Ante, Mar. 3.
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Articles VI and VII

An objective of equal importance to preventing the horizontal spread 
of nuclear weapons is that of curbing the nuclear arms race. The United 
States is acutely aware of its undertaking under Article VI of the Treaty 
"to pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to 
cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear 
disarmament." Having spent more than 6 years as an active participant 
in the SALT negotiations, I am personally aware of the vast amount of 
determination and effort that went into achieving the SALT II 
agreements.  ̂ Since the 1975 Review Conference, these negotiations 
were successfully completed and the agreements signed by the heads 
of state of the United States and the Soviet Union. We regard SALT II 
as a major step in the ongoing process contemplated by Article VI, and 
believe the SALT II agreements themselves will make an important 
contribution to international security and stability. It has not been 
feasible in recent months to complete ratification of the Treaty. But we 
are determined to do so and to refrain from actions inconsistent with 
that objective. Further, w e are determined to resume efforts to achieve 
more substantial reductions and further qualitative limitations in the 
period ahead.

We have also made marked progress since 1975 toward achieving a 
Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban [CTB] treaty. Trilateral negotiations 
began in 1977. As demonstrated in their recent detailed joint progress 
report that will be made available to this Conference, the negotiating 
parties have overcome many difficult hurdles—hurdles that at our last 
Review Conference appeared to some as insurmountable barriers to 
agreement. We recognize the importance of the CTB, particularly to 
the subject matter of this Conference, and we will continue our efforts 
to conclude a Comprehensive Test Ban at the earliest possible date.

Since 1975, we have also taken an important further step in support 
of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America— 
the Treaty of Tlatelolco. Earlier, w e ratified Protocol II to that Treaty,  ̂
under which w e undertook to respect the Latin American nuclear- 
weapon-free zone, not to contribute to its violation, and not to use or 
threaten to use nuclear weapons against the Latin American parties 
adhering of that Treaty. In 1977, President Carter signed additional 
Protocol I to that Treaty—under which U.S. territories within the zone 
will become subject to the Treaty's regime. ® This Protocol has been 
submitted to the U.S. Senate for its advice and consent, and we are 
hopeful that the Senate will be able to complete action on it in the near 
future.

At the U.N. Special Session on Disarmament in 1978, we took 
another significant step in response to the call by a number of NPT 
parties at the 1975 Review Conference for negative security assurances.

 ̂For the text of the SALT II agreements, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, 
pp. 189 ff. 

nbid ., 1971, pp. 311-313.
® Ibid., 1977, pp. 338-339.
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We announced the following declaration by the President of the United 
States, which he has instructed me to reaffirm at this Conference:

The United States will not use nuclear weapons against any 
non-nuclear-weapon state party to the NPT or any comparable 
internationally bmding commitment not to acquire nuclear explo
sive 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. ^

This U.S. formulation—^which gives special recognition to adherence 
to the NPT—was designed to benefit those countries that are the most 
appropriate recipients of such assurances.

We have also been striving to achieve mutual and balanced force 
reductions in Europe. We have offered to negotiate mutual limitations 
on long-range theater nuclear force systems in the region.

We believe that all of these arms control achievements should be 
recognized and supported for what they are—^important steps forward 
in what is an arduous, ongoing process. My government wishes that 
more rapid and extensive progress would have been possible by now, 
and I am sure that no one here will disagree. But it is essential to keep 
in mind that we are dealing here not with abstractions, but with actual 
military capabilities that are acquired in support of what are perceived 
as vital national security interests. Consequently, the task of constrain
ing this process—of limiting and reducing arms—cannot be treated as 
an abstract matter, divorced from strategic and political realities. 
Diverse military capabilities must be carefully balanced; verification 
measures must be devised to promote confidence in compliance. Every 
step of the way, the process is fraught with technical complexities and 
political sensitivities of an unprecedented nature.

But I can pledge today that the United States will not be deterred or 
discouraged by these difficulties. While there may be setbacks and 
delays along the way, w e will persevere in the effort to achieve a more 
secure and peaceful world. We are determined to do so not only 
because w e are formally committed to this endeavor under Article VI of 
the NPT—although we attach great importance to that obligation. We 
are determined to do so because balanced and verifiable arms control 
can make a major contribution to the security of the United States and 
of the entire world. Finally, we are determined to pursue this objective 
because there is no rational alternative. As President Carter stated on 
June 18, 1979, on the occasion of the signing of the SALT II Treaty in 
Vienna, 'Tf we cannot control the power to destroy, we can neither 
guide our fate nor preserve our own future."

Article IV Cooperation

A third main goal of the NPT is to facilitate the development of the

Ibid., 1978, p. 384.
Ibid., 1979, p. 223.
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peaceful uses of nuclear energy. The United States takes very seriously 
its undertaking in Article IV of the Treaty.

Nuclear Power Programs. Since the beginning of 1975, the United 
States has licensed for export to NPT parties nuclear power reactors 
representing a total of 11,000 megawatts of electric generating capacity. 
In the same period, we have licensed for export to such parties over 9 
million kilograms of enriched uranium, having an energy value equiva
lent to 3 billion barrels of oil. To generate the electric power used to 
produce this amount of enriched uranium, w e have used the equiva
lent of some 33 million tons of U.S. coal. During that period w e have 
not denied a single license for the export of power reactor fuel to an 
NPT party. And most such licenses in the past year were issued within 
1 month after receiving the application.

To help NPT parties finance these exports, we have furnished over 
$3.5 billion of financial assistance to such parties through the Export- 
Import Bank. In 1978, w e reaffirmed our willingness to provide such 
financial assistance for appropriate nuclear projects in countries that 
meet our non-proliferation requirements, with preference for NPT 
parties.

Research and Technology Sharing. Turning to the record on nuclear 
research, technology sharing, and other nuclear cooperation, we find 
that:

• All recipients of U.S. research reactors exported in the past 5 years 
are NPT parties;

• The 17 principal nuclear research and development agreements 
entered into by the U.S. Department of Energy since 1970 are all with 
members of the non-proliferation regime, as are all U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission agreements for research in nuclear safety;

• Since the beginning of 1975, over 4,000 persons from 51 NPT 
countries—representing all regions of the world—have participated in 
peaceful nuclear research programs of the U.S. Department of Energy 
or its contractors; and

• In the same period, w e have provided over 18.5 million separative 
work units of uranium enrichment services to NPT parties and ex
ported to NPT parties over $80 million worth of isotopes, heavy water, 
and other nuclear-related materials.

We are in the forefront of all nuclear suppliers in the amount of 
information we have published on the peacehil uses of nuclear energy. 
Since the beginning of 1975 w e have contributed over 100,000 abstracts 
and nearly 40,000 technical reports to the IAEA's International Nuclear 
Information Service. In the International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation 
[INFCE] we shared our most advanced ideas and research results on 
reactor improvement and better fuel utilization. And we are making 
every effort to make available to all the results of our research on 
nuclear safety, bearing in mind the significance of Three-Mile Island.

Technical Assistance to Developing Countries. We have significantly 
increased our funding and support for technical assistance to develop-
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ing countries through the IAEA. Since the beginning of 1975, our 
voluntary cash contributions to the Agency's technical assistance 
program have totaled nearly $11 million. We have also provided over 
$2 million in the form of training courses. In addition, in keeping with 
the recommendations of the 1975 Review Conference, w e have ear
marked for NPT parties over $2 million of gifts-in-kind, and gifts of 
special nuclear material totaling $300,000.

At the United Nations Special Session on Disarmament, the United 
States pledged that it would provide increased technical assistance for 
NPT parties and would provide uranium for use in research reactor 
fuel and related fuel-cycle services. I am pleased to inform the 
Conference that in 1980 the United States increased support of techni
cal assistance provided through the IAEA by 14 percent over 1979. 
Included in this support is over $1 million of extra budgetary assistance 
to 19 NPT countries in the field of nuclear power plant safety, medical 
and agricultural applications of nuclear science, and uranium exploration. 
In connection with our program to develop fuel substitutes for the 
highly enriched uranium used in some research and test reactors, the 
United States has made specific offers to provide nearly $800,000 
worth of uranium for use in research reactor fuels to nine NPT 
countries who might have an interest in collaborating with us on 
research designed to reduce enrichment levels. And more recently, in 
connection with this same program, the United States has indicated 
that it is willing to provide additional low-enriched uranium without 
cost to seven NPT countries.

NPT Preferences. In many ways w e have reflected the special impor
tance we attach to NPT adherence in decisions upon nuclear cooperation. 
For example:

• Since 1975, all new  U.S. agreements for cooperation have been 
with NPT parties, and all U.S. materials supplied through the IAEA 
have gone to NPT parties. (In the past year, w e have agreed to initiate 
new cooperation through bilateral agreements with Morocco and Peru, 
and with Malaysia through the IAEA.)

• We recently passed legislation removing the ceilings on low- 
enriched uranium transfers under agreements for cooperation with 
NPT parties, thereby allowing the supply of additional fuel for power 
reactor programs to such states without amending such agreements.

• Our laws governing participation in international financing institu
tions instruct the U.S. representatives to consider, in carrying out their 
duties, whether the recipient country is a party to the NPT.

• We have recently made available to NPT parties that meet our 
non-proliferation requirements the benefit of multiple reload licensing— 
under which a single export license covers up to five reloads of reactor 
fuel over time periods of up to 10 years.

• We have also decided to eliminate the need for individual licens
ing of exports of components for U.S.-supplied reactors in a number of 
NPT countries, and streamlined the licensing procedures for export to 
NPT parties of dual-use items such as computers; and
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• We are initiating a program to assist several NPT parties in the 
manpower training needed for their establishment of a viable nuclear 
power program.

We recognize that there are some problems still requiring resolution 
and that new issues may arise as the nuclear industry evolves. Clearly 
many countries believe that greater confidence and predictability need  
to be restored to the field of nuclear trade. But I believe that the facts I 
have cited underscore the strong continued commitment that the 
United States has to civil nuclear cooperation and to the participants 
in the NPT in particular.

Conclusion

I have tried in my statement to point out the many ways in which the 
United States has been implementing the Non-Proliferation Treaty, 
and to provide our thinking on how  well the Treaty has operated 
during its first decade, and especially since the last Review Conference.

We recognize, of course, that each of us will have somewhat 
differing assessments of how successfully the Treaty's various pro
visions are being carried out and how rapidly its goals are being 
realized. This is only natural. With a membership of well over 100 
nations, the community of NPT parties cannot possibly reflect any
thing like an identity of national perspectives on such critical matters 
as national security and energy needs. We fully expect our delibera
tions during the next several weeks to reveal this diversity of opinion, 
and we look forward to a full and animated exchange of views.

At the same time, w e should not lose sight of the very strong tie that 
binds us together as parties to the Non-Proliferation Treaty. Each of the 
parties to the NPT, in reaching a decision to join the Treaty, made its 
own careful calculation of national self-interest. Each came to the 
conclusion that its national security interests as well as its civil nuclear 
energy goals were better served by membership in the NPT regime 
than by avoidance of its obligations—and that those national objectives 
could be severely jeopardized by the acquisition of nuclear explosives 
by additional states. These conclusions are more valid today than ever. 
We continue, individually and collectively, to have a vital stake in the 
preservation and strengthening of the NPT regime.

Consequently, w e all have a common interest in a successful 
Review Conference—one that underlines the continuing value of the 
Treaty, that reviews its 10-year record in an objective and balanced 
way, and that outlines a series of realistic recommendations for 
strengthening its future operation. Each delegation, I am sure, has its 
own thoughts on what is needed to strengthen the NPT. But what we 
need to do in the weeks ahead is to make every effort to forge 
a common approach, including a practical series of effective recommen
dations that can and will command the broad support of the parties.

The impact of the first Review Conference is instructive in this 
regard. When one looks systematically and fairly at the record of the 
last 5 years in implementing the consensus recommendations of that
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Conference, I believe the inescapable conclusion is that those recom
mendations were taken seriously as a program of action and were 
followed conscientiously. As a result, considerable progress has in
deed been made. And I would submit that the success of those 
recommendations in stimulating concrete actions can be attributed in 
no small degree to the fact that the program of action was realistic and 
based on consensus.

1 have no illusion that the work ahead of us will be easy. But we are 
confident that, if we all approach our task in a constructive and 
cooperative spirit, and if w e keep in mind our strongly shared and 
overriding interest in an effective NPT regime, we will be able to 
achieve the outcome I know w e all seek. We will be able to say that the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty examined at the Second Review Conference 
enjoys the continuing support of its parties, is capable of attracting 
even wider adherence, and can be relied upon in the future as a 
mainstay of global efforts to reduce the terrible threat of nuclear war.

Address by Secretary of Defense Brown: Countervailing 
Strategy [Extract], August 20, 1980 ^

President Carter has recently issued an implementing directive—  
Presidential Directive No. 59— codifying our restated doctrine, and 
giving guidance for further evolution in our planning and systems 
acquisition.

Obviously, the details of our planning must remain a closely 
guarded secret. Nonetheless, the basic premises of our policy can be 
stated publicly without compromise to our security. In fact, it is very 
much in our national interest that our deterrence policy— ând the 
consequences of aggression—are clearly understood by friend and 
adversary alike.

At the outset, let me emphasize that P.D. 59 is not a new strategic 
doctrine; it is not a radical departure from U.S. strategic policy over the 
past decade or so. It is, in fact, a refinement, a codification of previous 
statements of our strategic policy. P.D. 59 takes the same essential 
strategic doctrine, and restates it more clearly, more cogently, in the 
light of current conditions and current capabilities.

Moreover, one purpose of my own exposition of the subject today, 
as of my previous statements along these lines, is to make clear to the 
Soviets the nature of our countervailing strategy. This is to assure that 
no potential adversary of the United States or its Allies could ever 
conclude that aggression would be worth the costs that would be 
incurred. This is true whatever the level of conflict contemplated.

Deterrence remains, as it has been historically, our fundamental 
strategic objective. But deterrence must restrain a far wider range of 
threats than just massive attacks on U.S. cities. We seek to deter any

 ̂ Dept, of Defense news release.
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adversary from any course of action that could lead to general nuclear 
war. Our strategic forces also must deter nuclear attacks on smaller sets 
of targets in the U.S. or on U.S. military forces, and be a wall against 
nuclear coercion of, or attack on, our friends and allies. And strategic 
forces, in conjunction with theater nuclear forces, must contribute to 
deterrence of conventional aggression as well. (I say "contribute" 
because w e recognize that neither nuclear forces nor the cleverest 
theory for their employment can eliminate the need for us—and our 
allies—to provide a capable conventional deterrent.)

In our analysis and planning, w e are necessarily giving greater 
attention to how a nuclear war would actually be fought by both sides 
if deterrence fails. There is no contradiction between this focus on how  
a war would be fought and what its results would be, and our purpose 
of insuring continued peace through mutual deterrence. Indeed, this 
focus helps us achieve deterrence and peace, by ensuring that our 
ability to retaliate is fully credible.

By definition, successful deterrence means, among other things, 
shaping Soviet views of what a war would mean—of what risks and 
losses aggression would entail. We must have forces, contingency 
plans, and command and control capabilities that will convince the 
Soviet leadership that no war and no course of aggression by them that 
led to use of nuclear weapons—on any scale of attack and at any stage 
of conflict—could lead to victory, however they may define victory. 
Firmly convincing them of that fundamental truth is the surest 
restraint against their being tempted to aggression.

Operationally, our countervailing strategy requires that our plans 
and capabilities be structured to put more stress on being able to 
employ strategic nuclear forces selectively, as well as by all-out 
retaliation in response to massive attacks on the United States. It is our 
policy—and w e have increasingly the means and the detailed plans to 
carry out this policy— t̂o ensure that the Soviet leadership knows that if 
they chose some intermediate level of aggression, we could, by 
selective, large (but still less than maximum) nuclear attacks, exact an 
unacceptably high price in the things the Soviet leaders appear to value 
most—apolitical and military control, military force both nuclear and 
conventional, and the industrial capability to sustain a war. In our 
planning w e have not ignored the problem of ending the war, nor 
would we ignore it in the event of a war. And, of course, we have, and 
we will keep, a survivable and enduring capability to attack the full 
range of targets, including the Soviet economic base, if that is the 
appropriate response to a Soviet strike.

At the President's direction, the Department of Defense has, since 
1977, been working to increase the flexibility of our plans to make use 
of the inherent capabilities of our forces. We are also acting to improve 
our ability to maintain effective communications, command and con
trol of our forces, even in the highly uncertain and chaotic conditions 
that would prevail in a nuclear war. These actions greatly strengthen 
our deterrent.

This doctrine, as I emphasized earlier, is not a new  departure. The
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U.S. has never had a doctrine based simply and solely on reflexive, 
massive attacks on Soviet cities. Instead, we have always planned both 
more selectively (options limiting urban-industrial damage) and more 
comprehensively (a range of military targets). Previous Administrations, 
going back well into the 1960s, recognized the inadequacy of a strategic 
doctrine that would give us too narrow a range of options. The 
fundamental premises of our countervailing strategy are a natural 
evolution of the conceptual foundations built over the course of a 
generation, by, for example. Secretaries McNamara and Schlesinger, to 
name only two of my predecessors who have been most identified with  
development of our nuclear doctrine.

This Administration does not claim to have discovered the need for 
broad scale deterrence, or for improved flexibility, or for secure and 
reliable command and control of our own forces should deterrence fail, 
or for effective targeting of military forces and their political leadership 
and military control.

This evolution in our doctrine enhances deterrence, and reduces 
the likelihood of nuclear war. It does so because—like our nuclear 
modernization programs— ît emphasizes the survivability of our forces 
^nd it conveys to the Soviets that any or all of the components of Soviet 
power can be struck in retaliation, not only their urban-industrial 
complex.

VVhat we have done in the past three and a half years is to look more 
closely at our capabilities, our doctrine and our plans in the light of 
what w e know about Soviet forces, doctrine, and plans. The Soviet 
leadership appears to contemplate at least the possibility of a relatively 
prolonged exchange if a war comes, and in some circles at least, they 
seem to take seriously the theoretical possibility of victory in such a 
war. We cannot afford to ignore these views—even if we think 
differently, as I do. We need to have, and we do have, a posture— b̂oth 
forces and doctrine—that makes it clear to the Soviets, and to the 
world, that any notion of victory in nuclear war is unrealistic.

Implementing our strategy requires us to make some changes in our 
operational planning, such as gradually increasing the scope, variety, 
and flexibility of options open to us should the Soviets choose 
aggression. Some of this has already been done since 1977. More needs 
to be done. We must also improve the survivability and endurance of 
our command and control.

This is not a first strike strategy. We are talking about what we could 
and (depending on the nature of a Soviet attack) would do in response to 
a Soviet attack. Nothing in the policy contemplates that nuclear war can 
be a deliberate instrument of achieving our national security goals, 
because it cannot be. But w e cannot afford the risk that the Soviet 
leadership might entertain the illusion that nuclear war could be an 
option—or its threat a means of coercion—for them.

In declaring our ability and our intention to prevent Soviet victory, 
even in the most dangerous circumstances, w e have no illusions about 
what a nuclear war would mean for mankind. It would be an 
unimaginable catastrophe.
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We are also not unaware of the immense uncertainties involved in 
any use of nuclear weapons. We know that what might start as a 
supposedly controlled, limited strike could well—in my view would  
very likely—escalate to a full-scale nuclear war. Further, we know that 
even limited nuclear exchanges would involve immense casualties and 
destruction. But we have always needed choices aside from massive 
retaliation in response to grave, but still limited provocation. The 
increase in Soviet strategic capability over the past decade, and our 
concern that the Soviets may not believe that nuclear war is unwinnable, 
dictate a U.S. need for more—and more selective—retaliatory options.

The doctrinal and planning measures we are taking—coupled with 
our force modernization programs—improve the effectiveness of our 
strategic nuclear forces across the full range of threats. They make clear 
our understanding that the surest way to avoid a war is to ensure that 
the Soviet leadership can have no illusions about what such a war 
would mean for Soviet state power and for Soviet society.

In sum, our strategic policy is a balanced whole—of force moderniza
tion, of negotiated limitation, and of cogent and effective deterrence 
doctrine. We have a single objective—to keep the peace and to reduce 
the dangers of nuclear war. This is at once a military, a political, and a 
moral objective. We will continue to pursue an integrated policy of 
maintaining and modernizing our forces to maintain a proper balance, 
seeking to stabilize the arms competition, and improving doctrine and 
planning to deny the Soviets any hope of victory in any nuclear war, 
however they may define victory and at whatever level a conflict might 
be fought.

It is essential that our nuclear deterrent policy be understood by the 
American people, our friends and Allies, and our adversaries as well. 
That is the purpose of this speech. It is particularly incumbent on 
professionals such as you to understand and to explain complex, yet 
critical, national security policies. Indeed, that is one of the most 
important functions of those of us who, by formulating or executing 
policy, serve the national security interests of the United States.

Address by President Carter: Nuclear Arms Race and 
Strategic Arms Limitation [Extract], August 21, 1980 ^

Equally vital for our strategic purposes is the pursuit of nuclear arms 
control and balanced reduction of nuclear arsenals in the world. Just as 
we build strategic forces equal to our needs, w e seek through negoti
ated agreements to keep unnecessary competition from carrying us 
into a purposeless and dangerous nuclear arms race to the detriment of 
our Nation's security and to the detriment of the adequate strength of 
our conventional and other forces. We will continue to make every

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Aug. 25, 1980, p. 1553. The President 
spoke in Boston at the annual convention of the American Legion.
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responsible effort to bring our forces and those of any potential foe 
under strict, balanced, and verifiable controls, both in the quantity of 
strategic arms and in their quality.

I want to make clear that if an unlimited nuclear arms race should be 
forced upon us, w e will compete and compete successfully. Let no one 
doubt that for a moment. But to initiate such a dangerous and costly 
race, abandoning our efforts for nuclear weapons control, would be 
totally irresponsible on our part.

The destructive power of the world's nuclear arsenals is already 
adequate for total devastation. It does no good to increase that 
destructive power in search of a temporary edge or in pursuit of an 
illusion of absolute nuclear superiority. To limit strategic nuclear 
weapons, as the SALT treaties do, is not to reduce our strength, but to 
reduce the danger that misunderstanding and miscalculation could 
lead to a global catastrophe. This is a course that has been pursued by 
the last six Presidents, both Democratic and Republican. To go beyond  
the reductions that were outlined in SALT II treaty,  ̂as I firmly intend 
to do, is to advance the stability on which genuine peace can be built.

Statement by the U.S. Alternate Representative (Van 
Doren) to the Second Review Conference of the Parties 
to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons, August 25, 1980 ^

My delegation agrees with the suggestion that this discussion of 
Article IV include a review of its implementation to date. While I note 
that the Final Declaration of the 1975 Review Conference  ̂ did not 
contain a detailed review of the past, w e believe it is right and 
appropriate for the parties here to state their perceptions and concerns, 
and to hear those of other states. Some reflection of this review should 
be placed in our declaration, and my delegation is prepared to work 
with others to draft such material. I would like to make a few related 
comments. First, as mentioned by many plenary speakers, we must 
ultimately be more concerned with the future than with the past and I 
believe it is not feasible or appropriate to attempt a lengthy recitation in 
the Final Declaration of the individual views of every party. Second, 
the material w e adopt must be fair and balanced. As a contribution to 
this end, I intend to highlight this morning some of the actual facts 
with respect to my country's implementation of Article IV.

But before doing so, I would like to put into perspective three

 ̂For the SALT I agreements, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff; for the 
SALT II agreements, see ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.

 ̂ACDA Special Report, 1980 Review Conference of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation 
of Nuclear Weapons, ACDA pub. 109, Nov. 1980, pp. 5 -7 . The text of the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.

^ Ibid., 1975, pp. 146-156.
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developments that have been misunderstood in this connection: the 
so-called "Zangger Committee"; the Nuclear Suppliers' Guidelines; 
and the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978.

The Zangger Committee arose out of a need by states parties to this 
Treaty that were suppliers of nuclear equipment and related materials 
to meet their obligations under Article 111(2) of the NPT. As w e  
discussed last week, that Article was designed to insure that exports to 
non-parties to this Treaty would be covered by safeguards. The 
guidelines worked out by the Zangger Committee had no impact upon  
non-nuclear-weapon states parties to this Treaty that had met their 
obligations under Article III, since its purpose was simply to insure 
that exports would be subject to safeguards. It was an effort to reach 
consensus on what specific exports to non-parties were covered by the 
Treaty phrase "equipment or material especially designed or prepared 
for the processing, use or production of special fissionable material." 
Greater specificity was needed to enable these exporting parties to 
translate their treaty obligations into actual export regulations. It was 
also important that differences among parties in how this obligation 
was implemented should not arise and give an unfair competitive 
advantage to those w ho interpreted this obligation most loosely. After 
several years of informal consultations, these parties published INFCIRC 
209—a "trigger list" of exports which they all agreed fell within the 
scope of Article 111(2).  ̂ INFCIRC 209 also contained two other points 
designed to insure that the provisions and purposes of the NPT were 
not undercut by exports from parties to non-parties. One was that such 
exports must not be used for any nuclear explosive device, thus 
removing the ambiguity that India had exploited in 1974. And the 
other was to assure that compliance with Article 111(2) could not be 
undermined through subsequent retransfers without safeguards by 
recipients who were not party to the Treaty.

It is difficult to see how any party to the NPT could complain about 
these efforts to fulfill obligations under the Treaty, especially when  
there was no effect on exports to them.

But INFCIRC 209 had a serious shortcoming: It did not involve the 
one major supplier country that had not joined the Treaty. We felt that 
to achieve the objective, this one country, which was reluctant to 
adhere to guidelines on how an Article of the NPT should be implemented, 
should be involved. The principal effect of the consultations subse
quently held in London was to persuade that additional supplier to 
bring its export practices into conformity with the guidelines worked 
out by the Zangger Committee. In the course of these consultations, 
several modest improvements were made. A few loopholes in the 
earlier trigger list were filled and provision was made for appropriate 
levels of physical protection of nuclear material and facilities as 
suggested at the 1975 NPT Review Conference. It was agreed that 
certain technologies, w hen exported to states not already covered by 
full-scope safeguards (i.e., non-parties to the NPT) should trigger

 ̂ See ibid., 1978, pp. 7-26 , 31-32.
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safeguards on facilities constructed with the use of such technology. 
While concern was also reflected about other problems associated with 
sensitive technologies, the basic result was directly supportive of the 
NPT and in line with the recommendations of the 1975 NPT Review 
Conference. ^

Third, I would like to clear up a misunderstanding about the U.S. 
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978.  ̂It permits the fulfillment of our 
supply commitments to all NPT parties under our existing bilateral 
agreements for cooperation, and in fact such commitments have been  
met. While it provides for efforts to upgrade such agreements by 
mutual consent of the parties, w e are continuing deliveries under 
existing arrangements during the renegotiation effort. All of our 
commitments to supply enriched uranium to NPT parties for use in 
power reactors have in fact been regularly met.

The one element of our export law which is most likely to have an 
impact on exports relates to the requirement for safeguards coverage of 
all facilities in the importing state—a policy we were urged to adopt at 
the 1975 Review Conference, and which does not affect parties to this 
Treaty.

Another aspect of our legislation relates to exercise of consent rights 
over reprocessing or retransfer of spent fuel. I would point out, 
however: first, that these consent rights have been a part of U.S. 
agreements long before 1978; second, that we have exercised these 
rights quite flexibly, and agreed to major transfers; and third, that we 
are taking seriously INFCE's identification of need for predictability 
over long periods in the exercise of such rights, and are determined to 
work out with our cooperating partners a framework acceptable to 
them.

Now let me turn to our overall record of cooperation under Article 
IV, which was designed to help insure that the parties to this Treaty 
would enjoy the benefits of the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. I will 
not repeat all the data in the plenary statement by the United States or 
in the very informative background paper on Article IV prepared by 
the International Atomic Energy Agency. But we might start by noting 
that the parties to this Treaty, together with France (which has made 
clear that it will act as if it were a party) now have 98 percent of the 
world's installed nuclear power capacity and 95 percent of that under 
construction, as well as the lion's share of the world's nuclear research 
facilities.

The United States has been a prime contributor to this result. The 
largest share of those reactors has either been directly supplied by my 
country or has made use of technology developed by the United States. 
Since the beginning of 1975, we have licensed for export to NPT parties 
power reactors representing a total of 11,000 megawatts of electric 
generating capacity. In the same period, w e have licensed for export to 
such parties enriched uranium having an energy value equivalent to 3 
billion barrels of oil. To help NPT parties finance these exports w e have

 ̂Ibid., pp. 7-26.
 ̂Ibid., pp. 118-164.
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furnished over $3.5 billion of financial assistance to such parties 
through our Export-Import Bank, which gives preference to NPT 
parties.

We are in the forefront of all nuclear suppliers in the amount of 
information we have published on the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. 
Through the IAEA's International Nuclear Information Service we  
have made available over 100,000 abstracts and nearly 40,000 technical 
reports since the beginning of 1975. In that same period, over 4,000 
persons from 51 NPT countries—^representing all regions of the world—  
have participated in peaceful nuclear research programs of the U.S. 
Department of Energy or its contractors.

We have been attentive to the special needs of developing countries 
party to this Treaty. We have continued to make the largest contribu
tions of any member of the IAEA to the Agency's General Fund for 
Technical Assistance, and these contributions have steadily increased. 
They are now more than three times what they were in 1970. Annex D 
to the IAEA background paper shows that we have, in addition, 
contributed through the Agency over $7 million of gifts-in-kind since 
1970, with preference for NPT parties; Annex F shows that our 
voluntary cash contributions to the IAEA other than those included in 
the General Fund have totaled over $10 million in that period; and 
Annex K shows that we have also continued to be the most generous 
donor of nuclear materials through the Agency.

In the extensive consultations we have had with representatives of 
the developing countries party to this Treaty, they have emphasized  
the primary interest of such countries in meeting their basic, near-term 
requirements in this field. One of the leading spokesmen for such 
parties has said that spent-fuel disposition will be a problem for his 
children and the introduction of breeder reactors for his grandchildren, 
but that we should concentrate on first things first. This was also the 
conclusion of the study submitted to INFCE on the needs of develop
ing countries, which specified that the need was primarily for proven 
reactor types, nuclear fuel, development of the requisite infrastructure, 
and manpower development and training.

In this connection, I would like to point out that the U.S. has made 
available copious technological information on uranium resource 
development, nuclear reactors, reactor safety, LWR [Light-Water Reac
tor] ® fuel fabrication, geologic waste disposal, and many other subjects 
relevant to the needs of states interested in establishing a nuclear 
power program.

At the same time, we acknowledge that there have been some 
frustrations and a small number of cases involving unfortunate irrita
tions and delays. Some of these related to highly enriched uranium. As 
recognized in INFCE, it is now possible to operate most research 
reactors on uranium of lower enrichment, involving lower proliferation 
and physical security risks. Thus it has taken some time to establish 
where the conversion to lower enrichment fuels might be possible, and

® Brackets in the source text.
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to insure that the physical protection of uranium of weapons grade was 
adequate. But real progress is being made in these matters.

Perhaps the most troublesome export cases were the following: The 
first involving Yugoslavia's Krsko reactor, was complicated by the fact 
that we had no bilateral agreement for cooperation with Yugoslavia 
and that our agreement for cooperation through the IAEA was under 
renegotiation. The resulting legal complications were resolved some 
time ago but were followed by a dispute between the commercial 
company supplying the reactor and the Yugoslav customer. This 
dispute, too, has been resolved, and w e are confident that neither this 
unique chain of events nor the delays caused thereby will be repeated.

The second case involved another prominent participant in this 
Conference—the Philippines. Here the problem grew out of concerns 
relating to the safety of the reactor site, which was close to a volcano. 
These concerns led to delays while this issue was examined by both 
parties, and subsequently to a lawsuit which has prolonged the delay. I 
should add that my government has been using its best efforts to 
dispose of the lawsuit in a manner that will permit the project to be 
completed as promptly as possible.

But regrettable as these two special cases may be, it would be unfair 
to draw sweeping conclusions from them with respect to our perform
ance under Article IV of the NPT. For that, one must consider the 
very positive overall record, which I have attempted to highlight this 
morning.

On the basis of the record I have reviewed this morning, my 
delegation cannot see how it can be fairly claimed that w e have 
neglected our obligations under Article IV of the NPT. We, in fact, take 
pride in that record and its continuing improvement.

Interview of Secretary of State Muskie: Strategic Arms 
Limitation [Extract], September 7, 1980 ^

Q. Let me just ask another political question. Do you subscribe to 
the position that (Republican presidential nominee Ronald) Reagan's 
arms policy represents a threat to the security of the world?

A. I raised this issue I think first after the Republican convention. 
When I said it, it wasn't as visible as when the President said it. That 
the Republican platform, in my judgment, signals, if implemented, 
the beginning of a new arms race. Because, as I read the platform, what 
it said was that. No. 1, w e ought to scrap SALT II  ̂and that. No. 2, we 
are to achieve military superiority over the Russians and. No. 3, that 
we should negotiate a SALT treaty only after we've achieved that 
superiority. Well, I found it inconceivable that either the US or the 
Soviet Union would become party to a treaty which throws either into 
a position of nuclear inferiority. N ow  to me that meant that that

 ̂ Boston Sunday Globe, Sept. 1, 1980.
 ̂For the SALT II agreements, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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platform was suggesting we engage in a defense buildup, an arms 
race, to achieve nuclear superiority over the Russians before we would  
consider an arms control treaty. Well, the minute w e do that we're not 
going to be running that race alone. That was the analysis I made. I've 
put it in what I regard as substantive terms, not political terms.

Q. Your interpretation is an escalation of the arms race, and the 
President described it as threat to the security of the world. Isn't that a 
little bit of hyperbole on the part of the President?

A. Well, I think an escalating arms race without limit is a threat to 
the security of the world. I think it's on that basis that both superpow
ers were persuaded to get into arms control talks in the first instance.

Q. Do you see any arms control talks of any kind getting going again 
between now and November?

A. Well, I will give you this much on that. I think there's a high 
possibility.

Q. Would you like to cite some of the areas?
A. Well, theatre nuclear weapons.

Q. Any others?
A. Well, with respect to SALT II, which is the next item you would 

logically ask about, let me put it this way. In my judgment, although we  
didn't have the votes yet last January and w e seemed a long way from 
getting the votes, I think that, but for the invasion of Afghanistan, we 
had a fighting chance to see the ratification of SALT II this year, and I 
said that to the Russians.

Q. But they're not going to back out of Afghanistan.
A. Whoa! Wait a minute. I have to take this one sentence at a time. 

And let me get right to that point. We don't establish a link between  
the two. But it is a practical political fact that you cannot get ratification, 
votes in the Senate, unless the situation in Afghanistan changes or 
unless the public perception of the vital nature of arms control changes 
to override the Afghanistan issue, at least on this point. Now  this issue 
is in this campaign, obviously. I can say to you that, with respect to an 
increasing number of people, including those in the defense  
establishment, there is growing concern about the possiblity of a 
SALT-less world and what that means for our security, for the burden 
of arms, the budgetary burden of arms, the cost of an arms race, and 
there's growing concern about that. And it could be that a combination 
of the two: some change in Soviet policy with respect to Afghanistan 
that promises to lead to the result that we've said is indispensable, 
and/or some growing concern among the American electorate that 
arms control is vital to our national security interests, could create a 
climate in which ratification of SALT II might become feasible. N ow the 
one problem with that analysis is that time runs out on SALT II 
because of many of its provisions—and will probably run out, possibly 
by next spring. So w e do face the prospect that SALT II might either 
have to be renegotiated if time runs out on it with respect to particular 
provisions that may be outdated or that w e move to SALT III.
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Q. Can you conceive of a situation that, if it doesn't look as if SALT 
could be ratified, both countries would agree informally to observe the 
levels of SALT II while beginning negotiations on SALT III?

A. All I can give you is an update as to the current status. Neither 
side has done anything that's inconsistent with SALT II at this point. 
We've said that w e would not. The Russians have not said so, but they 
have practiced that. N ow  they obviously regard it as an option that is 
useful for them to reserve. They very clearly convey the message that 
they think we're not really for SALT II, that w e sort of had virtually 
abandoned it before January. They apparently have strong reserva
tions about either our willingness, or our ability to ratify. And for that 
reason they reserve their position on exercising the restraint, but they 
may do so for negotiating purposes, so w e don't know how that's 
going to come out. If in fact this mutual restraint continues—^well, 
obviously, it's a solid building block. If w e can get some of these other 
problems out of the way—^Afghanistan—or get it moving in the right 
direction.

Address by the ACDA Assistant Director for Non
proliferation (Van Doren): Second Review Conference 
of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation 
of Nuclear Weapons, September 8, 1980 ^

I have come here directly from a 4-week conference of parties to the 
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons that ended  
Sunday afternoon in Geneva.  ̂ I return from that Conference con
vinced that the NPT has the solid support of its parties and bright 
prospects for the future.

The NPT—together with its Latin American counterpart, the Treaty 
of Tlatelolco  ̂ and the international safeguards required by both— 
constitute and will continue to constitute the cornerstone of global 
efforts to avert the further spread of nuclear weapons, and to provide 
the mutual confidence indispensable to international cooperation in 
the peaceful uses of nuclear energy.

Let us look at the facts: Adherence to the NPT continues to show  
steady growth. Since the 1975 Review Conference, it has gained 16 
more parties, including Japan, Switzerland, Indonesia, Sri Lanka, 
Portugal, and Turkey. It now boasts 114 parties, including all members 
of NATO and the European Communities except France, all members 
of the Warsaw Pact and COMECON, 33 African states, 20 Latin

 ̂ ACDA Special Report, 1980 Review Conference of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons, ACDA pub. 109, Nov. 1980, pp. 12-14. The address, entitled 
''The NPT: Status and Prospects", was delivered in Mexico City before the American 
Nuclear Society's Internationa Executive Conference on Non-Proliferation and Safeguards. 

 ̂For the treaty text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
3 Ibid., 1967, pp. 69-83.
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American states, and 23 states in Asia and the Middle East. Together 
with France—^which has made clear that it will act as if it were a party 
to the Treaty—these states constitute a non-proliferation regime that 
represents:

• 98 percent of the world's installed nuclear power capacity;
• 95 percent of nuclear power capacity under construction;
• All of the world's exporters of nuclear power reactors and all 

major exporters of key components and materials therefor;
• All of the world's exporters of enriched uranium; and
• All of the world's exporters of heavy water.

These facts and figures bear witness to the significance of the 
participants in this regime. And they also demonstrate that—for states 
remaining outside this regime—the road to developing a nuclear 
power program must be traveled in cooperation with one or more of its 
participants.

Let us turn to those w ho have not yet joined this regime:

• China has not yet done so, but is not in a position to become a 
significant exporter in this field for some years to come;

• Spain is in the process of placing IAEA safeguards on all its 
nuclear activities;

• Argentina, Brazil, and Chile are at least signatories to the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco, and hopefully will soon conclude appropriate full-scope 
safeguards agreements under that Treaty;

• India, which has sought independence of the regime, has, as a 
consequence, suffered serious delays and setbacks in its nuclear power 
program; is unlikely to become a significant nuclear exporter for many 
years; and has suspended— so far, at least— îts ill-conceived nuclear 
explosive program;

• Pakistan, which is of considerable current concern—can be faced 
with the choice between accepting international safeguards or forfeit
ing the advantages of an expanded nuclear power program in the 
foreseeable future; and

• Israel and South Africa are unlikely to be able to obtain the 
benefits of any further nuclear supply commitments unless they accept 
safeguards on all their nuclear facilities. (This point was emphasized by 
a number of states participating in the Review Conference.)

It is obvious that the proliferation problem is not yet solved. But the 
ever-growing strength of the NPT regime is indispensable to dealing 
with that problem.

N ow let me turn to the health of the regime. Is it likely to lose its 
momentum or fall apart? I think not, and the Review Conference just 
held in Geneva reconfirms that conclusion. Let me share with you my 
impressions of that Conference, which I understand was also dis
cussed yesterday.

The purpose of the Conference was to provide the parties to the NPT 
a thorough opportunity to review its operation and to exchange views 
on progress toward the fulfillment of its objectives. This purpose it 
accomplished.
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The Conference was attended by 75 states parties to the Treaty— 
including virtually every party with a significant nuclear program. 
They had 4 weeks of intensive analysis and discussion.

There was almost no criticism of the Treaty itself or of its objectives. 
The dedication of the parties to both was strongly reaffirmed, as was 
the call on other states to join it. N o amendments to the Treaty were 
suggested, and no party expressed any intention to withdraw from it. 
The objective of full-scope safeguards coverage in all non-nuclear- 
weapon states was widely proclaimed, as was support for the contin
ued improvement of IAEA safeguards implementation and for adher
ence to the new International Convention on the Physical Protection of 
Nuclear Material.

But the Conference was by no means free of controversy. This grew  
out of two major concerns:

The first was a strong desire for greater and faster progress toward 
fulfilling the objective of Article VI of the Treaty, relating to nuclear 
arms control and disarmament. This is a concern that is broader than 
the NPT, and which is the focus of discussions in many other fora. 
One could hardly have expected to settle it at this Review Conference. 
But the participants in the Conference did voice significant support for 
the ratification of SALT II,  ̂the initiation of SALT III, wider adherence 
to the Limited Test Ban Treaty,  ̂ and the early completion of a 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. The disagreements related to the 
prescription of next steps and the terms in which the widespread 
impatience was expressed.

The other principal concern was over the state of peaceful nuclear 
cooperation—a subject that I assume is of particular interest to those 
who are gathered here today.

There were no serious complaints about the safeguards called for by 
the Treaty. But there were complaints about other conditions and 
restraints that nuclear suppliers have established in recent years. Some 
of these complaints were based on misunderstandings that the Confer
ence helped to clear up. For example, when w e explained the origin, 
scope, and purpose of the "trigger list" of exports that require 
safeguards,  ̂ several of the most critical delegations actually thanked 
us for the explanation, saying it was the first time they had ever heard 
it. Moreover, while there were pejorative remarks about the so-called 
"London Suppliers' Club," we made clear that its participants were 
themselves major importers; that the guidelines applied to transactions 
among themselves as well as with others; and that one of the chief 
objectives of the exercise was to persuade a major supplier who had not 
joined the NPT to adopt the same safeguards conditions on its exports 
as NPT parties are required by the Treaty to adopt. We also made clear 
that most of the Suppliers' Guidelines in fact implement recommenda
tions of the 1975 NPT Review Conference. Finally, when advised that

 ̂Ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
 ̂Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293. 
 ̂Ante, Aug. 25.
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the greatest complaint was about the exclusivity of the process by 
which the Suppliers' Guidelines had been reached, we were able to 
point out that the suppliers have not met since publicizing their 
guidelines in 1977; and that the process had been opened up not only 
by the International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation and the Second 
NPT Review Conference itself, but also by the creation of a Committee 
on Assurance of Supply in the IAEA which will hold its first meeting 
later this month.

The national export policies of several supplier states—including the 
United States—also came in for criticism. While w e acknowledged that 
there had been a few regrettable cases—not wholly attributable to 
governmental actions— în which costly delays had been experienced, 
we warned against generalizing from such cases and expressed confi
dence that they would not be repeated. We stressed our very favorable 
overall record of cooperation in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, 
including the fact that the largest share of the world's nuclear reactors 
were either directly supplied by the United States, or made extensive 
use of technology developed in the United States. We noted that in the 
past 5 years w e had licensed for export to NPT parties power reactors 
having a total generating capacity of 11,000 MWe [megawatts electrical]  ̂
and enriched uranium having an energy value equivalent to 3 billion 
barrels of oil. We explained that to finance these exports w e had 
furnished over $3.5 billion of credit assistance to such parties through 
our Export-Import Bank. We acknowledged the need for reliability and 
predictability of supply, reaffirmed our dedication to these objectives, 
and pointed out that in the past 5 years no license for the export of 
power reactor fuel to any NPT party has been denied. We also 
provided data demonstrating the enormous extent to which we had 
shared our nuclear technology, and our unequaled record as a contribu
tor to the special needs of developing countries in this field.

The question arose as to the extent to which NPT parties were given  
special consideration. In this connection we noted that:

• Since 1975, all new  U.S. agreements for cooperation have been  
with NPT parties and all U.S. materials supplied through the IAEA 
have gone to NPT parties;

• The United States recently passed legislation removing the ceil
ings on LEU transfers under agreements for cooperation with NPT 
parties, thereby allowing the supply of additional fuel for power 
reactor programs to such states without amending such agreements;

• Our laws governing participation in international financing institu
tions instruct the U.S. representatives to consider, in carrying out their 
duties, whether the recipient country is a party to the NPT;

• We have recently made available to NPT parties that meet our 
non-proliferation requirements the benefit of multiple reload licensing— 
under which a single export license can cover up to five reloads of 
reactor fuel over periods of up to 10 years;

 ̂Brackets in source text.
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• We have also decided to eliminate the need for individual licens
ing of exports of components for U.S.-supplied reactors in a number of 
NPT countries, and streamlined the licensing procedures for export to 
NPT parties of dual-use items such as computers;

• We have earmarked our gifts-in-kind through the IAEA—^including 
our annual gifts of special nuclear material—for NPT parties; and

• We are initiating a program to assist several NPT parties in the 
manpower training needed for their establishment of a viable nuclear 
power program.

(I should note that a number of these preferences are also accorded to 
parties to the Treaty of Tlatelolco who have brought into force 
appropriate safeguards agreements.)

At the Review Conference a serious attempt was made to draft a 
document that fairly reflected the concerns expressed, the explanations 
given, and the suggestions made for improvements. Impressive prog
ress was made in this direction by a representative group of "Friends of 
the President," who produced a draft with only three bracketed 
paragraphs. Time did not permit this to be discussed by the entire 
Conference membership, or to enable the parties to obtain instructions 
from capitals. Therefore, it did not become an official Conference 
document, though the draft was in fact circulated on the final day for 
the information of the participants. This work will not be lost, since it 
will doubtless be drawn upon in the Committee on Assurance of 
Supply and in other efforts to reach a satisfactory post-INFCE regime. 
But the far greater difficulty experienced in working out a comparable 
text dealing with nuclear disarmament, meant that no agreed docu
ment was formally adopted by the Conference.

It must be remembered that the purpose of the Conference was not 
to negotiate such a formal document—desirable as that might have 
been. It was to enable the parties to review together the operation of 
the Treaty and exchange views on progress toward fulfillment of its 
objectives. This was done in a thorough and largely constructive 
fashion. And both the national statements at the opening of the 
Conference and the closing remarks made by the parties at the final 
meeting on Sunday morning were notably positive.

The NPT emerged from this process unscathed. But it is important 
that we pay heed to the concerns that were expressed at the Confer
ence if we are to avoid a less favorable result in future years. I, for one, 
am convinced that we will use our best efforts to do so, and that the 
NPT will have increasing strength and impact in the years to come.

Letter From the Chairman of the Senate Committee on 
Foreign Relations (Church) to Secretary of State Musicie: 
Nuclear Fuel for India, September 9,1980^

The Foreign Relations Committee will consider on September 10 
what recommendation it wishes to make to the Senate regarding

 ̂ ACDA files; also Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 1980, pp. 55-56.
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Executive Order 12218 of June 19  ̂authorizing nuclear exports to India. 
This is an extremely difficult issue that has caused me personal 
concern. I would like to support the President on this matter of 
national security significance. I recognize the nuclear non-proliferation 
and foreign policy benefits of the course of action t^ e n  by the 
President.

I am concerned, however, that a less than adequate case has been 
made by the Administration that both fuel shipments really are needed  
by India at this time. In this regard, as you know, during the past 
weeks our staffs have discussed in depth the non-proliferation and 
foreign policy issues related to the President's June 19 decision. In 
those discussions, several matters were identified on which I believe 
further Administration assurances would make it easier for the Com
mittee and the Senate to support the President's decision.

First, I would like to request your assurance that the Administration 
will not permit the second fuel shipment to be exported before it is 
needed to ensure the efficient and continuous operation of the Tarapur 
Power Station. I understand the time period involved is about a year. 
This will provide additional time for the Administration to continue to 
seek to narrow U.S. non-proliferation differences with India.

Second, I would appreciate your commitment to consult with 
Congress well in advance of permitting the second shipment to be 
made. We would expect to review with you the progress that is being 
made in discussions with India on safeguards and other non-proliferation 
objectives at that time. This will help Congress to determine whether 
India is willing to strengthen its non-proliferation policies and 
commitments.

Third, I would like your assurance that the second fuel shipment 
will not be permitted to occur at all if the President finds India has 
exploded a nuclear device, is preparing to explode a nuclear device, 
or is engaging in other activities that would require termination of 
exports under section 129 of the Atomic Energy Act. In other words, I 
seek a commitment that, if these sanctions become applicable, the 
President will not propose to the Congress that these particular 
provisions be waived in order to permit the second fuel shipment.

I think both the Administration and the Congress must agree that 
approval of these exports will not constitute a precedent for treatment 
of future export license applications. Therefore, I request that you  
provide me your assurance that the Administration will regard the 
fullscope safeguards licensing criterion as set forth in section 128 a (1) 
of the Atomic Energy Act as applicable to any future license applica
tions for the export of fuel to Tarapur.

It is my belief that the Administration should provide the Committee 
these commitments in writing. This will demonstrate our seriousness of 
purpose in working together to find a solution to this difficult issue, a 
solution that will serve the national interest and be widely supported.

2 Ante.
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Letter From Secretary of State Muskie to the Chairman 
of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations (Church): 
Nuclear Fuel for India, September 10, 1980^

Thank you for your letter of September 9  ̂ concerning the Foreign 
Relations Committee's consideration of the President's Executive Or
der authorizing the export of two nuclear fuel shipments to India. I 
understand the concerns you raised in your letter and appreciate your 
desire to find a mutually acceptable solution. The course you propose 
is acceptable to the Administration.

During the past weeks w e have discussed in depth with the 
members of Congress the non-proliferation and foreign policy benefits 
we see in proceeding with these exports. As you point out, questions 
have been raised as to whether the two fuel shipments are both needed  
in India at this time. In this regard, the Hyderabad fuel fabrication 
plant in India, which fabricates fuel for Tarapur, is currently out of 
fresh fuel and urgently needs the first shipment. Once the first export 
is received the fuel fabrication plant will be able to operate for 
approximately one year before it is ready to begin work on the second 
shipment. Since air transport of the fuel is much more expensive than 
the normal surface transportation, the second shipment should be 
released in sufficient time to allow India to arrange for surface 
shipment of the second export (although it will certainly need to air 
ship the first).

In this light, I wish to assure the Congress that, while the first 
shipment of Tarapur fuel should leave the United States as promptly as 
possible after the Executive Order becomes effective, the Administra
tion will not permit the second shipment to leave the United States 
until it is needed to assure continuity of operations at the Hyderabad 
fuel fabrication plant, which has consistently been considered by both 
India and the United States as necessary for the efficient and continu
ous operation of the Tarapur Atomic Power Station. We will consult 
with Congress well in advance of the date of the export of the second 
shipment on the progress that is being made in discussions with India 
on safeguards and other non-proliferation objectives.

I want to further assure the Congress that export of the second fuel 
shipment will not be permitted to occur at all if the President finds that 
India has exploded a nuclear device, is preparing to explode a nuclear 
device, or is engaging in other activities that would require termination 
of exports under Section 129 of the Atomic Energy Act. The President 
will not propose to Congress that these provisions be waived in order 
to permit the second fuel shipment.

I agree that approval of these exports will not constitute a precedent 
for the treatment of future export license applications. The full-scope 
safeguards export licensing criterion as set forth in Section 128 a (1) of

 ̂ ACDA files; also Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 1980, p. 56.
 ̂Supra.
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the Atomic Energy Act will apply to any future license applications for 
the export of nuclear fuel to Tarapur.

The foregoing conditions are intended to demonstrate the continued 
strong commitment of the United States to the policy of nuclear 
non-proliferation. I hope you will agree that these conditions will 
ensure that the exports here at issue will be carried out in a manner 
that is fully consistent with that commitment.

The proposed exports will assure the continuation in force of 
important safeguards applicable to Tarapur. We will use the time 
gained by these exports to seek to reduce our non-proliferation 
differences with India. I believe it is essential that the Congress not 
deprive the President of the opportunity to pursue constructive 
negotiations on this subject.

Report of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs: Export 
of Nuclear Fuel to India [Extracts], September 12, 
1980^

On June 19, 1980, Mr. Bingham (for himself, Mr. Zablocki, Mr. 
Wolff, Mr. Fascell, Mr. Broomfield, Mr. Derwinski, Mr. Wolpe, Mr. 
Rosenthal, Mr. Findley, Mr. Buchanan, Mr. Bonker, Mr. Winn, Mr. 
Studds, Mr. Lagomarsino, Mr. Barnes, Mr. Ireland, Mr. Goodling, Mr. 
Gray, Mr. Hall of Ohio, Mr. Gilman, Mr. Pease, Mrs. Fenwick, Mr. 
Yatron, Mr. Fithian and Mr. Guyer) introduced House Concurrent 
Resolution 367, disapproving the proposed export to India of low- 
enriched uranium for the Tarapur Atomic Power Station, pursuant to 
export license application XSNM -1569. This resolution was referred to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. (The same committee members also 
introduced House Concurrent Resolution 368, disapproving a second 
Indian nuclear fuel export application, which was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs.)

The export referred to in House Concurrent Resolution 367 had 
been recommended by the executive branch on May 7, 1980, and was 
referred to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) for approval. 
The executive branch had previously recommended that five export 
licenses for replacement parts for the Tarapur reactors be approved. 
On May 16, 1980, the NRC voted unanimously against issuing all six 
licenses and against issuing a seventh license for the export of 
low-enriched uranium to India which had been under consideration 
since March 28, 1979. The basis for this action by the Commission was 
their finding pursuant to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978 ^

 ̂ Disapproving the Proposed Export of Nuclear Fuel to India: Report, Together With Dissenting 
and Additional Views, To Accompany House Concurrent Resolution 367 (H. Rept. 96-1318; 
96th Cong., 2d sess.), pp. 1 -3 , 6-11. A virtually identical report was issued by the 
committee on H. Con. Res. 368, disapproving a second proposed export of nuclear fuel to 
India.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 118-164.
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(NNPA) (Public Law 95-242) that the proposed exports were not in 
compliance with certain nonproliferation criteria established by the act.

The President, in turn, and in accordance with procedures set forth 
in the NNPA, determined that the withholding of such exports "would 
be seriously prejudicial to the achievement of U.S. nonproliferation 
objectives and would otherwise jeopardize the common defense and 
security." The Executive order authorizing the exports was forwarded 
to Congress on June 19, 1980,^ where it was referred to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs for consideration under the expedited procedures of 
the NNPA.

These procedures provide that the licenses authorized by the Execu
tive order shall go forward unless both Houses of Congress, acting by 
concurrent resolution, disapprove the President's action before the 
expiration of a 60-legislative-day review period.

The committee met in open session on June 26, and on July 23 to 
consider issues raised by the Executive order. During these public 
hearings, the committee received testimony from Representatives 
Bingham, Wolff, Markey, Wydler, and Dodd. Representatives Dodd 
and Markey urged adoption of their identical resolutions. House 
Concurrent Resolutions 369 and 372, respectively, disapproving all 
exports which would be authorized by the Executive order.

Representatives Bingham and Wolff spoke on behalf of House 
Concurrent Resolutions 367 and 368, which disapprove the two export 
applications for low-enriched uranium, but not the five licenses for 
component parts.

Representative Wydler of N ew  York testified in opposition to all the 
pending resolutions of disapproval.

On behalf of the executive branch. Deputy Secretary of State Warren 
Christopher and Ambassador at Large Gerard C. Smith, spoke in 
support of the President's decision to authorize the export licenses.

The committee also heard testimony from Senator Daniel P. Moynihan, 
formerly the U.S. Ambassador to India, and from a panel of nonprolif
eration experts: Joseph S. N ye, professor at the John F. Kennedy 
School of Government, Harvard University, and former Deputy to the 
Under Secretary of State; Henry S. Rowen, professor of public 
management, Stanford University and former Assistant Secretary of 
Defense for International Security Affairs; Lewis A. Dunn, policy 
analyst at The Hudson Institute; and James S. Bames, codirector of the 
Center for Law and Social Policy, accompanied by S. Jacob Scherr, 
attorney. Natural Resources Defense Council.

On September 10, the committee considered House Concurrent 
Resolutions 367 and 368 and by voice vote, a quorum being present, 
ordered them reported favorably.

D is c u s s io n  o f  Is s u e s

TERMINATION OF 2-YEAR GRACE PERIOD

The committee notes that there is a major difference of opinion

 ̂Ante.
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between the executive branch and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
as to whether the two fuel licenses in question fall within the limits of 
the 2-year "grace period" allowed by the Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
Act and during which the application of the comprehensive safeguards 
criterion to fuel and equipment exports is not required. Contributing to 
this complex disagreement is the fact that the first export application 
was received on September 20, 1978, nearly 2 years ago, while the 
second arrived on August 17, 1979 and, therefore, only shortly before 
the final cutoff date (September 10, 1979) for such export applications.

With respect to this issue, the committee offers the following 
observations:

(1) The delay in processing the export license applications can 
hardly be considered the result of simple bureaucratic inertia on 
the part of the United States. Rather, it was during this period that 
the U.S. State Department sought to obtain certain basic assur
ances from India on such matters as the Indian nuclear explosives 
program. This effort was, of course, unsuccessful.

(2) In 1978, when the NRC could not approve a pending Indian 
export license application, the President justified his override of 
the NRC by placing great weight on Prime Minister Desai's 
encouraging statements that nuclear detonations would not be 
conducted during his term in office.  ̂ At the time, there was no 
question that the grace period was in effect, yet the no-explosive 
pledge was considered to be a salient factor. In the current case, 
not only does a controversy exist as to the applicability of the grace 
period, but, in addition. Prime Minister Gandhi has disavowed 
the no-explosives pledge of Desai.

(3) The executive branch arguments on behalf of approving 
these two shipments would appear to apply with equal force 
whether or not the grace period were at issue.

(4) Judging from the almost 100 U.S. newspaper editorials 
supporting a congressional veto of Indian fuel, the U.S. public 
views this issue not in terms of the legal technicalities of the grace 
period, but rather in terms of the test it presents for the credibility 
of U.S. nonproliferation policy. The committee must of necessity 
take account of this broad perception, if only because it, more than 
internal legal debates, will affect the way in which other U.S. 
nonproliferation initiatives are received at home and abroad.

(5) The total amount of fuel authorized by the export license 
applications in question would extend India's supplies until 1985, 
a full 5 years after the time Congress envisioned that cooperation 
would cease in the absence of comprehensive safeguards.

U.S. SUPPLY OBLIGATIONS AND POTENTIAL CONSEQUENCE 
OF A SUPPLY SUSPENSION

In testimony before the committee, the executive branch, along with 
certain other witnesses, argued that if Congress disapproves the

Cf. Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 382, 383, 482-484.
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pending fuel shipment, India is very likely to consider itself free of its 
obligations under the 1963 U.S. -India Nuclear Cooperation Agreement.  ̂
Under this agreement, the United States undertook to supply all of the 
enriched uranium needed to fuel the Tarapur reactors, while India 
agreed, among other things, to maintain safeguards over the fuel and 
not to reprocess any of it without U.S. consent.

The committee believes that the executive branch, in reiterating 
India's legal claims and substantive threats, fails to appreciate the 
following considerations:

(1) India did agree, in a 1971 amendment to the U.S. contract of 
sale, to comply with all U.S. laws, rules, and regulations in 
connection with each export. The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act is 
of course, the principal U.S. law covering such exports.

(2) Because India has already acquired a 2-year stockpile of 
nuclear fuel for the Tarapur facilities, additional shipments at this 
time would appear to contravene the intent of article II of the 1963 
agreement. This article does not envision fuel accumulation beyond 
that needed to meet the immediate needs of the Tarapur Power 
Station.

(3) India breached U.S. peaceful use requirements in exploding 
its 1974 nuclear device. How is it possible not to take account of 
this action in judging the legitimacy and importance of the U.S. 
comprehensive safeguards standard and the validity, in the broad
est political sense, of India's claims against the United States?

Moreover, it is also important to distinguish between what India 
might legally maintain and what it might actually do. With regard to 
this point, the committee does not believe that India's broader interests— 
not to mention its relations with the United States—^would be positively 
served by taking the unprecedented step of removing safeguards. The 
State Department's view coincides with our own on this particular 
score.

Although Canada terminated nuclear cooperation with India after 
the 1974 explosion, India elected to allow (IAEA) International Atomic 
Energy Agency safeguards to remain on previously safeguarded materi
als and facilities. Moreover, it would appear that India would have 
some interest in continuing to obtain from the United States various 
unique and safety-related replacement parts for the Tarapur reactors. 
The transfer of such parts, though not subject to the comprehensive 
safeguards requirement, would depend on India's continued accep
tance of the limited safeguard and consent requirements contained 
within the 1963 agreement.

The committee has specifically exempted from its disapproval resolu
tions [concerning] the five pending Indian applications for component 
parts. It has done this in part as an expression of the committee's sin
cere interest in seeing a reconciliation of U.S.-Indian nuclear dif
ferences.

5 14 UST 1484; TIAS 5446; 488 UNTS.
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The committee would note that while India continues to dispute the 
legitimacy of comprehensive IAEA safeguards, it is nonetheless a 
contributing member of the International Atomic Energy Agency. In 
that body, India is able to pursue a variety of interests, especially 
among the nonaligned countries; the vast majority of these countries 
have already embraced comprehensive IAEA safeguards. Thus, it is 
hard to see how India's position within the IAEA could be advanced by 
being the first member ever to abrogate a safeguards agreement with 
the Agency.

On the separate issue of India's threat to reprocess U.S.-supplied  
spent fuel without U.S. consent, the committee would simply note that 
the approval of the pending licenses would not, by itself, be sufficient 
to completely dispose of this issue. India has repeatedly challenged the 
United States to allow it to reprocess fuel and is likely to continue to do 
so as long as the 1963 agreement continues in force. India was among 
the very few countries in the 66-nation International Nuclear Fuel Cycle 
Evaluation (INFCE) which disputed the U.S. position on the economic 
disadvantages and proliferation risks of reprocessing for plutonium  
recycle.

In short, the committee feels that there are reasons to believe that 
India will respond carefully and responsibly to the suspension of 
nuclear supply, and that the risks at stake, though serious, are small in 
contrast to the competing hazards of allowing the fuel to go forward. In 
any event, it is obvious that the United States cannot allow coercion to 
serve as the basis upon which its export decisions are made.

TARAPUR AND ITS EFFECT ON UNITED STATES-INDIAN NUCLEAR RELATIONS

Testifying before the committee. Deputy Secretary of State Warren 
Christopher asserted that: "A positive decision on Tarapur will encour
age India in the long term to act in ways consistent with our interests as 
it faces up to the new situation posed for South Asia by the prospect of 
a prolonged Soviet presence in Afghanistan."  ̂Sharply disputing the 
significance of such a linkage, the former U.S. Ambassador to India, 
Senator Daniel P. Moynihan, and the former chief adviser to the 
President on nonproliferation matters. Dr. Joseph N ye, both main
tained that India has been and will continue to be guided in its foreign 
policy decisions, not by U.S. nuclear fuel supply, but by fundamental 
perceptions of self-interest.

In that connection, the committee notes India's decisions to enter 
into a substantial, long-term military supply relationship with the 
Soviet Union, to recognize the Vietnam-backed regime in Cambodia, 
and to consummate a wide-ranging trade agreement with Iran. All of 
these decisions were announced after President Carter assured Prime 
Minister Gandhi that he would seek congressional approval of the 
nuclear fuel shipments at issue here. The committee wishes also to 
point out that the United States remains India's largest trading partner, 
that Prime Minister Gandhi has indicated her keen interest in acquiring

 ̂See Christopher's statem ent of June 26, printed ante.
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sophisticated U.S. military hardware, and that India and the United 
States continue to share vital common economic development and 
security objectives.

The committee merely wishes to underscore its own conclusion that 
a complex web of considerations will continue to govern United 
States-India bilateral relations, irrespective of the final action on 
Tarapur. Indeed, while w e understand that the Government of India 
will protest our action on these exports, it is the committee's hope and 
belief that the United States-Indian relations can be constructively 
strengthened over the long run without sacrificing vital U.S. foreign 
policy and security interests that are served by a responsible interna
tional nonproliferation regime.

With respect specifically to claims that India may turn to the U.S.S.R. 
for nuclear fuel supplies, the committee believes that two observations 
are appropriate. First, it is by no means clear that India would welcome 
such an arrangement. The Soviets in the past have insisted upon rather 
stringent safeguard conditions, including the return of all the spent 
fuel. When the Soviets provided India with heavy water in 1977 they 
obtained safeguards and nonexplosive assurances more stringent than 
those obtained to date by the United States, Second, it is questionable 
that the leverage that would accrue to the U.S.S.R. as a result of such 
supply would be more than a slight increment of that which they 
already possess as a result of their arms supply and other dealings with 
India. The United States certainly has not succeeded in using the 
nuclear supply relationship to secure even a compromise safeguards 
solution, nor is it apparent that there have been any residual foreign 
policy benefits.

M a jo r  N o n p r o l if e r a t io n  C o n s e q u e n c e s  o f  F a il u r e  T o  A c t

Discouraging the spread of nuclear weapons is a complex task. To 
succeed in this important security objective it is necessary that export 
controls be responsible and judicious and that safeguard monitoring be 
effective and timely. Beyond this, it is important that the security 
concerns of potential proliferators be addressed through diplomatic 
and other means so that the major incentives for proliferation are 
gradually diminished.

It has been argued that as a result of the widespread dissemination 
of nuclear weapons technology, U.S. efforts to control proliferation are 
certain to prove both futile and counterproductive. The committee, 
while acknowledging the magnitude and difficulty of the proliferation 
problem, believes that continuing efforts are essential. Moreover, 
merely slowing the development of a nuclear weapons capability in 
certain sensitive, war-torn regions of the world could be of critical 
importance since, given extra time, diplomacy may be able to remove 
the root causes of tension between antagonists and, thereby, the 
incentives for acquiring nuclear arms.
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ENCOURAGING PROLIFERATION BY REDUCING ITS COST

The key point, though, is this: Having the available know-how and 
material may tempt a non-weapons state to build nuclear bombs, but 
the availability of such technology will not, by itself, be the sole 
determinant in such an important decision. Rather, countries are sure 
to look as well to determine the likely political costs of proliferation, 
and especially, the cost of violating existing agreements to acquire 
bombs.

Legal definitions of what constitutes a "peaceful nuclear explosive" 
notwithstanding, the world as a whole views India as a country that 
defied U.S. warnings and peaceful use assurances in detonating an 
explosive device. As such the Indian explosion, the Indian refusal to 
accept safeguards, and the eventual U.S. response to both, form a 
crucially important precedent that could well affect the cost-risk 
calculations of a wide variety of other potential proliferating countries.

If, after years of patient diplomacy and rhetoric, the United States 
were to confound the expectations of other countries by failing to come 
to terms with the Indian nuclear problem, the credibility of U.S. efforts 
to prevent proliferation elsewhere would surely suffer. And, once 
other countries were to see that the act of building a weapon through 
the use of another state's material was unlikely to trigger any serious 
sanctions and perhaps not even lead to an interruption of nuclear 
supplies, then the inhibitions against such acts would only decrease. 
This, in short, accounts for the critical importance of treating the Indian 
export issue within the broadest possible context.

DIMINISHING U.S. CREDIBILITY IN ONGOING 
NONPROLIFERATION NEGOTIATIONS

In addition to the vital considerations set forth above, the committee 
is concerned that approval of the pending licenses for India would  
weaken the position of the United States in other nonproliferation 
negotiations. These negotiations range in scope from special efforts to 
tighten up on sensitive "gray area" nuclear transfers, to the renegotia
tion of existing U.S. Nuclear Agreements for Cooperation with other 
countries; from broad post-INFCE action to establish better interna
tional controls over plutonium, to negotiations with nuclear suppliers 
and recipients to gain acceptance for the principle of comprehensive 
safeguards.

Some of the countries the United States are negotiating with on these 
questions would no doubt like to hold out for rather weak or cosmetic 
solutions. These countries see India—as does the bulk of public 
opinion in the United States—as the acid test of U.S. determination to 
insist on an effective nuclear export and nonproliferation regime. The 
committee believes that it is unrealistic to assume that the unexpected 
U.S. reversal on safeguards for India would not have an important 
effect on the negotiating posture of these countries and on their 
internal and private assumptions regarding the firmness of the U.S. 
position.

With respect to the critical issue of comprehensive safeguards, the
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United States is now attempting to do two things: First, to convince 
other recipient states to allow such safeguards to be applied, and 
second, to persuade other supplier states to make comprehensive 
safeguards a requirement which conditions their own exports. It has 
been asserted by some that since only a few other importing countries 
continue to resist comprehensive safeguards, the damage of a U.S. 
waiver for India could not be widespread. The committee is not 
persuaded by this line of argument. Those countries which have not 
yet accepted safeguards, though few in number, are nonetheless of 
critical importance, owing to their capability, influence, and location. 
Second, new candidate countries are sure to come on line as nuclear 
power develops around the world. Our action can influence these 
countries as well. Third, that there are at present so few other countries 
that have not accepted comprehensive safeguards only suggests to the 
committee the difficulty of justifying the continued special status India 
enjoys by virtue of its 30-year Agreement for Cooperation.

Of equal importance is the effect a waiver might have on the position  
of other key suppliers who have not yet decided to require comprehen
sive safeguards in their own export dealings. These suppliers might 
seize upon the United States-Indian action as a pretext for delay in 
reaching a safeguards requirement of their own, or they might, sensing 
that the strength of the U.S. bargaining position had been weakened 
by the Indian precedent, seek to gain greater concessions in their 
negotiations with the United States over safeguards.

Report of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations: 
Export of Nuclear Fuel to India [Extract], September 
15, 1980 '

III. C o m m it t e e  A c t io n

The Committee had a number of hearings and briefings on the two 
pending license applications. The two fuel license applications were 
submitted to the NRC in September 1978 and August 1979, respectively. 
Aware that the Executive branch was moving to address the Tarapur 
issue, on March 18, 1980, the Committee heard Thomas Pickering, 
Assistant Secretary of State, Bureau of Oceans and International 
Environmental and Scientific Affairs, and Peter Constable, Deputy 
Assistant Secretary of State, Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian 
Affairs, in open and executive session on nuclear issues relating to 
India and Pakistan. An informal executive session was held with U.S. 
Ambassador to India Robert Goheen on June 4, and an executive 
session with Deputy Secretary of State Warren Christopher and

 ̂ Tarapur Nuclear Fuel Export: Report . . Together With . . , Minority Views (S. Rept. 
96-939, Cal. 1028), pp. 9-21.
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Ambassador Gerard Smith on June l l  on the Tarapur issue. On June 
18, hearings were held on the issue of U.S. nuclear exports to India 
with Senator Alan Cranston, Dr. Henry Rowen of Stanford University, 
and Nuclear Regulatory Commission Chairman John Ahearne and 
Commissioners Joseph Hendrie and Victor Gilinsky. On June 19, the 
day the President's Executive order was issued. Deputy Secretary 
Warren Christopher and Ambassador Gerard Smith testified on the 
President's action, and prepared statements were received from James 
Bames and Jacob Scherr, on behalf of the Natural Resources Defense 
Council, National Audubon Society, Union of Concerned Scientists, 
Sierra Club and Friends of the Earth, and from Richard Betts, of the 
Brookings Institution.

On September 10, 1980, the Committee met to consider its recom
mendation to the Senate on the Tarapur nuclear fuel export license 
applications. By a vote of 8 to 7, the Committee decided to report 
favorably Senate Concurrent Resolution 109, introduced by Senator 
Glenn, which would disapprove the President's authorization of 
nuclear fuel licenses XSNM -1379 and XSNM -1569 in Executive 
Order 12218 of June 19, 1980. Voting in favor of the resolution were 
Senators Pell, McGovern, Glenn, Stone, Tsongas, Helms, Hayakawa, 
and Lugar. Voting in opposition to the resolution were Senators 
Church, Biden, Sarbanes, Zorinksy, Javits, Percy, and Baker.

IV . C o m m it t e e  C o m m e n t s

The Committee concludes that it is in the interest of the U.S. national 
security and foreign policy as well as the international nonproliferation 
effort, to approve S. Con. Res. 109, denying the pending uranium 
exports to India. The Committee's decision is a logicd outgrowth of its 
previously stated view, expressed in writing to the President on June 
21, 1978, as to the consequences of a failure by India to exhibit any 
progress toward adopting full-scope safeguards as a condition of 
nuclear trade with the United States.

In recommending rejection of these exports, the Committee registers
(a) its agreement with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission that the 
export licenses do not meet the requirements of U.S. law particularly 
with respect to application of the full-scope safeguards criterion of the 
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978;  ̂ (b) its agreement with the 
conclusions of a report prepared by the American Law Division of the 
Congressional Research Service that denial of these exports does not 
place the United States in legal violation of the 1963 United S tates- 
India Agreement for Cooperation  ̂ or the fuel contract pursuant 
thereto; and (c) its agreement with the proposition that sending the ex
ports would cause immediate and substantial harm to our nonpro
liferation policy and objectives around the world without any com
mensurate gain in achieving broader foreign policy objectives.

 ̂The 1978 act may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 118-164.
3 14 UST 1484; TIAS 5446; 488 UNTS.
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N o n p r o l if e r a t io n  C o n s id e r a t io n s

The pending fuel exports to Tarapur constitute a first landmark test 
of whether the United States will continue nuclear trade with nations 
which are deliberately and unambiguously keeping open the option of 
developing nuclear weapons by refusing to allow international inspec
tions (safeguards) on all of their nuclear activities. In enacting the 
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act (NNPA) in 1978 the United States 
declared that it would no longer extend the privilege of nuclear trade to 
nations unwilling to accept safeguards across-the-board.

As noted in the background section of this report, the Act provided a 
two-year grace period (ending March 10,1980) before the export cut-off 
would be triggered, for negotiations with nations which had not yet 
agreed to such comprehensive, or "full-scope" safeguards. Although 
negotiations with a number of our trading partners, including Argentina, 
Brazil, and Spain, are apparently close to succeeding, India has 
steadfastly refused to accept the required inspections.

Among the nations subject to the full-scope safeguard export restriction, 
moreover, India stands alone as the only nation which has overtly used  
unsafeguarded facilities to produce and test a nuclear explosive device 
(the Indian test of May 1974) and which, according to a recent 
statement by Mrs. Gandhi before the Indian Parliament, refuses to rule 
out future tests. Most recently, India demonstrated, by putting a 
satellite into orbit, that she is developing an IRBM capability.

Thus the basic question posed by the pending exports is whether the 
United States, having said two years ago that it would stop nuclear 
trade with nations unwilling to place all their facilities under safeguards, 
will now continue business as usual with its one trading partner that 
has an actual history of misusing unsafeguarded facilities to produce 
nuclear explosives and whose future plans in this regard are, perhaps, 
the most suspect of all our export recipients.

The extension of full-scope safeguards in India is of particular 
importance because of the large number of facilities involved and their 
potential for a future Indian nuclear explosives program. The nuclear 
facilities that India used for her 1974 explosion, for example, are still 
unsafeguarded. This includes the CIRUS heavy water research reactor, 
the Nangal heavy water facility and the Trombay reprocessing plant.

Completed additional unsafeguarded facilities include a heavy water 
reactor (Rapp 2), a reprocessing plant at Tarapur, and three heavy 
water facilities (Tuticorin, Baroda, and Talcher).

Additional unsafeguarded facilities, either under construction or 
with design completed, include 4 heavy water reactors (Mapp 1 and 2, 
and Napp 1 and 2), one Fast Breeder Test Reactor, a reprocessing plant 
at Kalpakkam, and a heavy water facility at Kota.

It is therefore clear that if all these facilities remain unsafeguarded, 
India will be in a position to stockpile thousands of kilograms of 
unsafeguarded plutonium during this decade. (One Nagasaki-sized 
bomb can be produced from approximately 8 kilograms of plutonium.)

Of particular concern to the Committee is the impact authorizing
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these shipments would have on the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT)  ̂
and on the adoption of full-scope safeguards by other nations. The 
Committee believes their impact would be at least threefold.

(a) The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), signed by 114 
nations (but not India), will be undermined. A member nation, which 
has necessarily accepted full-scope safeguards and forsworn nuclear 
weapons in return for nuclear trade and assistance, might well 
question the value of membership when India receives nuclear trade 
and assistance without the same kind of political commitment.

(b) Non-NPT U.S. export recipients with whom  negotiations are not 
yet complete on the full-scope safeguards question are likely to balk 
when they realize that even though they have never taken any actions 
towards proliferation which began to compare with those of India, 
they would be submitting to U.S. export controls not being applied to 
that country.

(c) Nuclear supplier nations, some of whom  now require full-scope 
safeguards as a condition for exports (Australia and Canada) and 
others who may be moving in this direction (France and West 
Germany), will surely take our permitting these exports in the normal 
course, as a sign that w e are not serious about the full-scope safeguards 
requirement and may well begin to rethink their own positions on this 
subject.

An additional factor influencing the Committee is India's past 
conduct with respect to the heavy water supplied by the United States 
under the 1956 sales contract referred to in Section 1. In view of the 
explicit State Department position contained in the 1970 diplomatic 
note that use of our material for a nuclear explosive device would be a 
violation of the 1956 contract, and in view of the State Department's 
admission that our heavy water was, in fact, so used to provide the 
material for the 1974 Indian nuclear test, the Committee believes that 
India acted contrary to the 1956 contract.

This abiding grievance is known to all our nuclear trading partners. 
For this reason were we to fail to enforce the full-scope safeguards 
criterion in its first test, the impression that the United States was 
retreating from its stated non-proliferation goals would be greatly 
amplified.

The Committee is also deeply concerned that a failure to meet the 
challenge posed by these exports would have grave repercussions not 
only for U.S. efforts to extend full-scope safeguards, but across the 
range of U.S. non-proliferation initiative. In particular, the second 
principal goal of U.S. policy, curbing the spread of sensitive facilities 
capable of producing weapons-usable high-enriched uranium and 
plutonium and the accumulation of these materials under national 
control, would be profoundly threatened. Inevitably our nuclear 
trading partners, many of whom have strong non-proliferation credentials, 
would strongly question w hy they should acquiesce in restrictions on

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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their nuclear activities for the sake of non-proliferation when we are 
unwilling to enforce our most basic standards against India.

The Committee recognizes that if the U.S. disapproves these shipments, 
India may assert that this constitutes a breach of the 1963 Agreement 
by the United States and that India is thereby released from her 
obligations under the agreement, in particular the obligations to 
maintain IAEA safeguards over the U.S.-origin spent fuel at Tarapur 
and to obtain U.S. approval prior to reprocessing this material to 
extract its plutonium content. Although the Committee believes this 
position would be legally incorrect, it appreciates that India may 
nevertheless take this stance. On this aspect of the Tarapur issue, the 
Committee was influenced by the following considerations:

First, the removal of safeguards from the facility by India would  
almost certainly be condemned worldwide. It should be noted that 
when Canada broke nuclear trade relations with India following 
India's 1974 test, India maintained safeguards on the Canadian- 
supplied Rajastan reactor. Moreover, testifying on this question before 
this Committee in 1978, State Department non-proliferation spokes
man Joseph N ye stated it was not necessarily to be expected that 
cessation of U.S. shipments would lead to India's removing safeguards 
at Tarapur. ^

Second, as far as reprocessing of the Tarapur fuel is concerned, from 
a strictly practical point of view, the Indians will have access to literally 
thousands of kilograms of unsafeguarded plutonium in the next few  
years if they do not accept full-scope safeguards, by virtue of the 
operation of numerous nuclear facilities other than Tarapur. By way of 
comparison, the spent fuel at Tarapur contains an amount of pluto
nium of the order of a few hundred kilograms.

Finally, on the issue of the recycling of plutonium from Tarapur in 
those reactors, the Indians are moving to establish a mixed oxide (i.e., 
plutonium) fuel facility that would allow them to use recycled pluto
nium as a fuel in their reactors, even if uneconomic. It will take at least 
3 - 4  years before such a facility is ready to operate. The reprocessing of 
U.S.-origin spent fuel at Tarapur would not appreciably change the 
time at which the Indians might be ready to demonstrate plutonium  
recycling.

In any case, the Committee believes that State Department fears 
about an implicit threat by India to take certain actions in the event of a 
U.S. cutoff to Tarapur leads to a policy without end. The United States 
would be required to continue to supply India indefinitely because of 
the fear of Indian actions described above. The Committee does not 
believe this is an appropriate response to such an implicit threat.

Thus, on balance the Committee finds that while Indian actions in 
the wake of a cutoff are a cause for concern, the abandonment of U.S. 
non-proliferation principles implied by the shipments and the associ-

 ̂Nuclear Fuel Export to India: Hearing Before the Subcommittee on Arms Control, Oceans and 
International Environment . . . Ninety-fifth Congress, Second Session . . May 24,1978, p. 
346.
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ated impact on other countries is, in a real practical sense, cause for 
much greater concern, as indicated in the foregoing discussion.

FOREIGN POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

The Committee is profoundly aware of the central role played by 
India in ensuring the stability of South Asia and of the importance of 
maintaining such stability in the face of the Soviet invasion of Afghani
stan and current imcertainties in Iran. The Committee believes, however, 
that approving the pending exports is unlikely to affect the course of 
Indian foreign policy and that, conversely, their disapproval is unlikely 
to alter to any significant extent the balance in India's relations with the 
United States and the Soviet [Union], respectively.

India's fundamental strategic goal is to maintain its nonaligned 
status by preserving a reasonable balance in its relations with the 
superpowers. Given India's overriding national interest of maintairung 
her nonaligned posture, it is unlikely that India will drastically reduce 
her ties outside the nuclear trade area with the United States in favor of 
the U.S.S.R. as a result of the Tarapur controversy. There is no 
information provided by the State Department to support a contrary 
conclusion. This controversy must be seen as a matter of limited 
signficance in the overall fabric of India's superpower relations.

India is currently pursuing a foreign policy in many areas which is 
distinct from, if not in opposition to, U.S. objectives. For example, 
India has entered into a major trade agreement with Iran, characterized 
on the front page of the Statesman (Delhi), Qune 14, 1980) by the line 
India to Help Iran Beat U.S. Sanctions. This appeared three days before 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee held its first open hearing on 
Tarapur.

India has also recognized the pro-Soviet regime in Kampuchea, and 
she has recently signed a $1.6 billion arms deal with the Soviets. All of 
these highly visible events, of considerable political importance to the 
region, it may be noted, occurred after President Carter had reportedly 
pronused Mrs. Gandhi the pending Tarapur fuel, and the recognition 
of the Kampuchean government came after the President had signed 
the now pending Executive Order overruling the NRC and authorizing 
these exports. These and related events are summarized in the 
following chronology:

CHRONOLOGY

U.S. Use of Tarapur Fuel Supply and Military Sales To Induce Favorable 
Foreign Policy Decisions by Indian Government—March-July 1980

1. March 14, 1980. Mrs. Gandhi, knowing final U.S. decision on 
continued Tarapur fuel supply is pending and that U.S. has sought 
assurances India will conduct no further nuclear tests, announces her 
government "will not hesitate from carrying out nuclear explosions . . . 
in the national interest." ^

 ̂Cf. FBIS, Daily Report, vol. VIII, Mar. 17, 1980, p. 518 (statement summarized).
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2. May 8, 1980. Carter announces decision to send Tarapur fuel.
3. May 29, 1980. India and Soviets close $1.6 billion arms sale on 

terms extremely favorable to India (2% interest).
4. June 14, 1980. India and Iran sign major trade agreements 

undercutting U.S. embargo on exports to Iran.
5. June 14, 1980. U.S. sells $32 million worth of TOW anti-tank 

missiles to India (3700 missiles).
6. June 18, 1980. State Department testifies in favor of exports at 

Senate Foreign Relations/Governmental Affairs Committee Hearings, 
stressing, among other points in India's favor that India has refrained 
from recognizing the pro-Soviet Kampuchean government.

7. June 19, 1980. President signs Executive Order overruling the 5 - 0  
NRC vote and authorizing the Tarapur exports, stating the need for the 
U.S. to "bolster our relations" with nations in South Asia, "particularly 
those that can play a role in checking Soviet expansionism." ^

8. July 8, 1980. India recognizes pro-Soviet Heng Samrin govern
ment in Kampuchea.

9. July 19, 1980. India orbits a satellite using a rocket whose  
guidance system can be adapted to an IRBM or ICBM. A number of 
Indian parliamentarians call for the development of nuclear warheads.

Without raising the question of whether the United States should 
now reward Mrs. Gandhi for her actions by allowing these fuel 
shipments, at the very least, these events make clear that where major 
questions of India's foreign diplomacy are concerned, the Tarapur fuel 
is a bargaining chip of dubious value.

The Committee believes the State Department overstates the signifi
cance of the Tarapur exports to the promotion of U.S. interests in this 
region. Contrary to State Department assertions, it is unlikely that by 
withholding these exports we would "deal ourselves out of the game" 
with India. Our nuclear trade with India is but one of our many 
political, economic, and military ties to that country. For example. 
President Carter has just announced a major sale to India of 3700 TOW 
anti-tank missiles ($32 million), a sale which would be proceeding even  
as the Congress held back the Tarapur licenses. Furthermore, the 
United States has been providing India with hundreds of millions of 
dollars in economic assistance: this assistance will continue whether or 
not the pending exports are approved. The United States is also one of 
India's principal trading partners, with over $1 billion in trade flowing 
from each nation to the other annually. Thus whatever action is taken 
on these exports, w e will hardly have dealt ourselves out of the game 
with India; rather, the overall level of our exports and assistance, 
taking into account the TOW missile sale, will probably be increasing.

Nor, it should be pointed out, does rejection of these exports 
necessarily mean the end of all nuclear trade with India. Once rejected, 
the pending exports could be reconsidered next year via resubmission 
of the President's Executive Order as provided in the NNPA under the

 ̂Ante.
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section on waivers for full-scope safeguards (Sec. 128). Thus, far from 
foreclosing further negotiations with India, w e would be maintaining a 
basis for continued discussions in a bargaining context more favorable 
to the United States than that which now  prevails.

In any event, terminating exports would by no means foreclose a 
continuing dialogue with India on non-proUferation issues. However, 
as discussed previously, progress is more likely to depend on events 
external to our nuclear trading position. Because of substantial contact 
between the United States and India in other areas (e.g. economic and 
military assistance) and our common desire to prevent a nuclear arms 
race in South Asia, there will be ample opportunity to maintain a 
constructive dialogue.

Much has been made about the possible consequence of the Indians 
turning to the Soviet Union for increased nuclear assistance in the 
wake of rejection of these exports. The Committee wishes to point out 
that from a strictly legal point of view, as discussed in the next 
subsection, "Legal Considerations", the rejection of these shipments 
would not provide the occasion for the U.S.S.R. to immediately step in 
as an alternative supplier of Tarapur fuel. Nevertheless, the possibility 
of an Indian move to violate the Agreement and turn to the Soviet 
Union for fuel shipments must be faced. The Administration has 
provided no evidence to the Committee that India's nonaligned status 
or the orientation of her present foreign policy would be significantly 
altered by such a move. There is no reason to believe that India's drive 
toward nuclear independence will falter as a result of receiving Soviet 
fuel in addition to the Soviet heavy water she has imported in the past.

From a non-proliferation point of view, even if, at some future point, 
the Soviets were to step in as an alternate fuel supplier, that country 
has invariably required strict safeguards and other non-proliferation 
controls on nuclear projects she has aided. Indeed, the U.S.S.R. is 
required by her adherence to the Non-Proliferation Treaty and the 
Nuclear Suppliers Guidelines ® to require safeguards on all exported 
nuclear material and, under the latter document, is also committed not 
to undercut U.S. actions in furtherance of non-proliferation objectives. 
Thus, at the least, Soviet-supplied fuel would be safeguarded. As 
indicated earlier, if India continues to follow a program of unsafeguarded 
indigenous nuclear development, there is likely to be only a limited 
role for the U.S.S.R. in the Indian program because of the application 
of safeguards to any Soviet-supplied materials or facilities.

Finally, the impact of our providing fuel for Tarapur on our effort to 
dissuade Pakistan from pursuing a nuclear weapons option must be 
considered. The United States had ceased military and economic 
assistance to Pakistan in 1979 because of that nation's suspect nuclear 
development activities, but after the invasion of Afghanistan, w e had 
offered to lift this barrier and supply $400 million in aid. The offer was 
rejected and the official U.S. position, despite our recent approval of 
the rescheduling of Pakistan's debt, has reverted back to where it was

® Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 7-26.
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in 1979. Permitting the Tarapur exports, particularly in light of Mrs. 
Gandhi's statements that future nuclear tests are not ruled out, will 
give rise to Pakistani claims that w e have discriminated against her by 
using sanctions to redirect her nuclear programs but taking no action 
with respect to India. Our effort to deter the Pakistanis from develop
ing a weapons option will suffer accordingly, with possible attendant 
adverse consequences in other parts of the world such as the Middle 
East.

In conclusion, the Administration has failed to convince the Commit
tee that providing nuclear fuel to India is indispensable toward 
achieving our foreign policy objectives in South Asia. On the contrary, 
the Committee is convinced that the achievement of our goals in that 
region and elsewhere will be enhanced by resoluteness on the part of 
the United States in its efforts to curb the spread of nuclear weapons. 
Such resoluteness can only be demonstrated in the present case by 
disapproval of the pending uranium shipments.

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

The Committee recognizes that two difficult legal issues are posed by 
the pending exports, the first concerning whether these licenses are 
exempt from the full-scope safeguards requirements in the Nuclear 
Non-Proliferation Act because they fall within the 24-month grace 
period for renegotiation and the second concerning the extent of U.S. 
obligations under the 1963 United States-India agreement to supply 
the Tarapur reactors.

Regarding the first of these questions the Nuclear Regulatory Com
mission by a 5 - 0  vote determined after extensive analysis of the 
legislative history that the NNPA established a hard and fast guillotine- 
type deadline of March 10, 1980, after which all U.S. nuclear exports 
would be subject to the full-scope safeguards standard. Inasmuch as 
the pending exports would take place after this deadline and India 
does not meet this standard, the Commission determined that it could 
not make the statutory findings und^r the NNPA necessary to issue 
the licenses. The Department of State also provided the Committee 
with its legal opinion on this matter, taking a contrary position.

The Committee is of the view that the position of the NRC is correct. 
The legislative history of this section of the NNPA shows that 
Congress tried originally to effectuate a clear-cut guillotine approach 
by establishing a mandatory filing deadline for nuclear export licenses: 
the full-scope safeguards criterion would not apply to licenses filed 
within 18 months of enactment of the Act but would apply to all licenses 
filed after that date. It became apparent, ho wetter, that there was a 
loophole in this approach because if a country filed 5 or 10 years' worth 
of license applications before the deadline, the criterion would not 
apply to any of those licenses. To avoid this a second test was added: 
not only did a license have to be filed before the 18-month deadline, 
but in addition the first export under that license had to occur before 24 
months from the date of enactment of the Act. Thus, the basic deadline 
was 18 months based on license filing, but to make sure that there was
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absolutely no question as to when comprehensive safeguards had to be 
accepted the language allowing an additional 6 months was added, 
with the idea that this was a defined, limited extension of what was 
otherwise an absolute cut-off point.

This 6-month lag was not based on the expectation that shipments 
would necessarily follow licenses by 6 months. That was true typically 
only for noncontroversial cases. In controversial cases, it was under
stood that the interim was considerably longer. Were 6 months the 
typical period for all licenses, the attempt to prevent abuses through a 
6-month shipment deadline would not have done the job, since extra 
licenses filed before the 19th month would have been expected to beat 
the 24-month deadline. Accordingly, it was recognized that many 
licenses, such as those now pending, would fail to meet the 24-month 
test and thereby become subject to the full-scope safeguards criterion.

The most explicit statement in the legislative history as to how the 
deadline provision of this section was supposed to work is in the 
Senate report. It states:

In defining what exports will be covered by the additional 
criterion, the bill refers to any application which is filed after 18 
months from enactment and to any application filed prior to that 
date for an export which would occur at least 24 months after 
enactment. The reason for this provision is to ensure that a large 
number of applications covering future exports will not be filed m 
the eighteenth month period to avoid this requirement. However, 
the 6-month lag time is allowed for licenses legitimately filed prior 
to the nineteenth month where the actual shipping process is a 
lengthy one. The NRC should also not permit any other highly 
unusual proposals which are intended to circumvent this statutory 
provision, (b. Rept. No. 467, 95th Congress, 1st Session, at 18.)

This language confirms the point made earlier, that the purpose of 
the 24-month deadline for actual exports was to prevent countries from 
circumventing the basic 18-month filing deadline. In other words the 
phrase "6-month lag time" refers to the difference between the 
absolute cutoff date for license applications and the absolute cutoff 
date for exports pursuant to properly filed license applications.

The question of the deadline for this criterion had also come earlier, 
at the September 14, 1977, Subcommittee mark-up on the bill before 
the Subcommittee on Arms Control. At that point the Administration 
wanted each of the deadlines in this section extended by 6 months. The 
Subcommittee rejected this proposal because it wanted to avoid further 
delay in implementing the full-scope safeguard requirement. The 
Subcommittee's reluctance to delay application of the standard implic
itly reflected its expectation that the standard was to be imposed at a 
specific date rather than at some uncertain future time, for in that case, 
the 6-month delay would have been merely incidental and would not 
have triggered the members' obvious concern.

Some of the strongest evidence, however, that Congress intended to 
establish a clearly delineated deadline for applying the full-scope 
safeguard criterion is found in statements made immediately after
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passage of the Act by Administration officials. What makes these 
statements even more important, however, is that they were the 
official pronouncements of the U.S. Government which formed the 
basis for how our nuclear trading partners understood the Act. 
Because of these authoritative government statements other nations 
around the world today perceive the 24-month deadline for acceptance 
of full-scope safeguards as an absolute hard and fast cut-off date, and 
they are waiting to see whether the United States in the case of the 
pending Tarapur exports is going to live up to that standard.

For example, the State Department explained the full-scope safe
guards provision of the NNPA in a March 1978 cable to all U.S. 
diplomatic posts around the world, so that U.S. officials overseas could 
explain it to foreign governments as follows:

IAEA safeguards on all peaceful nuclear activities in non-nuclear 
weapons states will be required after 24 months following enactment, 
as a condition of continued U.S. export. (State 60855)

The cable called this a "layman's summary" of the provision and 
referred also to a more detailed legal analysis in an earlier cable dated 
February 14, 1980. That cable, although it contains a section which 
basically restates the full-scope safeguards provision from the law, also 
summarizes the essence of that provision as follows:

24 months after the date of enactment, the bill requires, as a 
condition of export in the case of nonnuclear weapons states, that 
IAEA safeguards cover all peaceful nuclear activities in the recipi
ent nation. (State 39449)

In April of 1978, Joseph Nye, then a chief Administration spokesman 
on non-proliferation matters, reiterated this very point in a major 
newspaper interview which used a question and answer format:

Q: Under the new law, there will come a point where w e have 
to reach a decision about certain countries—whether or not to cut 
off their fuel supplies. When will w e reach that point?

A: Well, the Non-Proliferation Act of 1978 allows the two-year 
transition period for diplomacy before fuel supply would have to 
be cut oft to countries that have unsafeguarded facilities. So 
essentially two years after the President's signature of the Act, 
which is March 10, w e would have to cease exports to countries 
which have unsafeguarded facilities, which amounts to about 5 or 
6 countries.

Q; Can you name them?
A: India, Argentina, Israel, Egypt, South Africa. The sixth case 

is not a clear case. It's Spain. {Washington Star, April 13, 1978)

When Dr. Nye testified before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
on nuclear exports to India the following month, in May of 1978, he 
again referred to the full-scope safeguards criterion in terms of a fixed 
deadline. For example he noted in his prepared testimony:

With respect to the application of the "Phase II" full-scope 
safeguards criterion the law grants an 18-month to two-year "grace
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period" to provide an opportunity for seeking such safeguards 
with any cooperating country that has not accepted them. (Hearings 
before the Subcommittee on Arms Control, Science and Interna
tional Enerj^ of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, 95th 
Congress, 2d Session, p. 344.)

And Nye went on elsewhere in his statement to make the point 
again:

At this stage, w e have no assurance that India will have 
safeguards on all its peaceful nuclear activities within the time 
frame provided in the law. However, India is fully aware of the 
recently enacted Non-Proliferation Act that establishes that a 
recipient country must, within 2 years, have all its peaceful 
nuclear activities subject to IAEA safeguards as a condition for 
U.S. supply after that time. India is, ot course, also aware of the 
time when this requirement comes into effect. (Hearing, p. 343)

Both parts of Dr. Nye's testimony were reprinted in the State 
Department Bulletin and received wide distribution both here and 
abroad. (State Department Bulletin, July 1978, p. 45) Significantly, Dr. 
Nye recognized some flexibility in the cut-off date, but it was with 
regard to the period between 18 and 24 months; there was absolutely 
no suggestion that the deadline extended beyond the latter date and, 
indeed, his statement pointed in the opposite direction, to the effect 
that the termination of nuclear exports would occur on a date certain 
measured from March 10, 1978.

An additional difficulty with the State Department approach is that 
numerous licenses are involved, not just the two at issue here. There 
are some eleven licenses pending for exports to Brazil, South Africa, 
and Spain, countries which have not accepted full-scope safeguards as 
yet, aU of which licenses were filed before the September 10th date and 
many of which were expected to be issued before the end of the 
twenty-four month period. Under the State Department approach 
these eleven licenses, to three of our six nuclear partners that have not 
yet accepted full-scope safeguards, would all be exempt from the 
criterion regardless of when the licenses were actually issued. This 
would be completely at odds with the concept of a deadline as 
intended by Congress in enacting the NNPA.

These references together with the material cited by the Nuclear 
[Regulatory] Commission leave little doubt as to what the Congress 
intended, nor as to how the Administration understood this section of 
the Act, nor as to how they explained it to other governments and the 
public. Accordingly the Committee finds that the pending exports are 
subject to the fuU-scope safeguards criterion.

The question of the legal obligations of the United States and India 
under the 1963 Agreement for Cooperation and the fuel contract 
pursuant thereto was extensively analyzed by the American Law 
Division of the Congressional Research Service. After a detailed 
analysis, the CRS report concluded:
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India's refusal to submit to adopt full-scope safeguards and 
inflections for all nuclear facilities is not in conformance with its 
1971 undertaking to comply with all applicable U.S. laws. As a 
consequence, congressional rejection of the pending export may 
be regarded not as a violation of the agreement, but ratner as an 
appropriate action proximately caused by India's refusal to live up 
to its undertaking to comply with applicable U.S. legal requirements. 
As such, India may be the Party in actual or potential breach of the 
agreement and in ordinary circumstances cannot walk away from 
the bargain previously struck. Generally, the election to abandon a 
contractual obligation upon the occasion of a material breach is 
available only to injured Party. There is no obligation on the 
injured Party to make such an election and it may waive the breach 
and accept or insist on performance after such breach of the 
contract. Tjhe United States, accordingly, m ^  continue to regard 
the existing agreement and contract as effective and seeK to 
persuade India that it stands ready and willine to meet its 
obligation to supply India's fuel requirements wnen the latter 
indicates its willmgness to stand by its contractual obligation to 
comply with U.S. legal requirements, including the NNPA's 
provision for the adoption of full-scope safeguards and inspection 
of its nuclear facilities.

The Committee believes this analysis provides strong support for the 
position that the United States will not be in violation of the Agreement 
or the fuel contract by refusing the present shipments.

With respect to the circumstances surrounding the 1971 contract 
amendment provision requiring India to obtain all necessary export 
licenses and to comply with all applicable laws as a condition for 
receiving U.S. nuclear fuel exports, the State Department suggests that 
India did not anticipate by accepting this provision that she would be 
submitting to a stringent export licensing regime. At the time of the 
signing of the amendments, however, U.S. Atomic Energy Commis
sion regulations on export licensing had been published for over four 
years and these regulations stated that no license could be issued if this 
were "inimical to the interests of the United States." 10 CFR Sec. 
70.31(e). This basically gave the United States a completely discretion
ary veto right over any particular license. India had legal notice of these 
published regulations and in accepting export licensing may be deemed 
to have done so on these terms. Thus notwithstanding provisions 
concerning the obligation on the part of the United States to supply the 
Tarapur reactors in the Agreement, India accepted an export licensing 
regime which gave the United States broad authority to deny exports 
to her.

The Administration has also stressed in contrast to the CRS view that 
the United States is obligated to maintain optimal operation of the 
Hyderabad Nuclear Fuel Complex, where fuel for the Tarapur reactors 
is fabricated, in order to ensure the continuous and efficient operation 
of the reactors, themselves, as required by the Agreement.

The Committee notes, however, that the terms of the Agreement 
speak only of a U.S. obligation to supply the Tarapur Atomic Power
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Station, and that the agreement defines this to be "an electrical 
generating plant consisting of two boiling water reactors and associ
ated equipment . . .  to be located near Tarapur, Maharashtra State, 
India." No mention is made of the Hyderabad Complex located more 
than three hundred miles away. Moreover, at the time the agreement 
was entered into the Hyderabad facility had not yet been constructed. 
Accordingly, the Committee does not agree with the Department of 
State that the United States has a legal obligation under the terms of 
the agreement to maintain a continuous flow of material to the 
Hyderabad Complex.

Based on the foregoing the Committee concludes that disapproval of 
these exports at this time will not constitute a breach of the 1963 United 
States-India agreement but is consistent with its terms, when read in 
conjunction with the 1971 contract amendment and the NNPA and 
taking into account the analysis of the NRC pertaining to the quantities 
of fresh fuel available in India to fire the Tarapur reactors.

Statement by Secretary of State Muskie Before the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations: Countervail
ing Strategy, September 16, 1980 ^

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am pleased to have 
this opportunity to join Harold Brown to discuss our nuclear targeting 
strategy with you. When I was a member of this committee, I strongly 
believed we had a responsibility to concern ourselves with issues of 
strategic nuclear policy. Over the years I probed a series of administra
tion officials and outside experts on how changes in our nuclear 
doctrine, forces, and strategy affected our security and international 
stability.

I did not leave those concerns behind when I became Secretary of 
State. Indeed, it is a central part of my responsibilities to insure that 
foreign policy considerations, in the broadest sense, are taken into 
account in decisions about defense programs and doctrine.

As Secretary of State, I am particularly concerned with the ways in 
which our strategic doctrine bears on our overall foreign policy toward 
our allies and adversaries. To support our basic foreign policy and 
national security objectives, our nuclear strategy should satisfy the 
following conditions:

It should insure that potential adversaries are fully convinced of our 
determination to resist nuclear aggression on any scale, at all times and 
in all circumstances; it should avoid stimulating a cycle of superpower 
misperception and miscalculation that could undermine strategic stability; 
it should be fully consistent with our arms control objectives, so that

 ̂Nuclear War Strategy: Hearing . . .  on Presidential Directive 59, pp. 3 -6 . Top Secret at 
the time, the hearing was sanitized and printed on Feb. 18, 1981.
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we preserve the opportunities to strengthen security and stability by 
means of equitable and verifiable arms control agreements; and it 
should encourage and justify the willingness of our friends and allies 
to link their security with our own.

I believe the countervailing strategy meets these tests.
The countervailing strategy underscores and unmistakably communi

cates to the Soviets two fundamental truths:
First, they could derive no conceivable benefit from initiating the use 

of nuclear weapons, no matter how  limited or extensive the attack and 
no matter at what stage in a conflict they might be launched.

Second, nuclear conflict cannot be an instrument for achieving 
national policy goals, either for us or the Soviet Union; there surely will 
be no victor in a nuclear war.

Our strategy and our capability to inflict massive destruction in 
retaliation provide the bases for convincing the Soviets of both 
propositions. The countervailing strategy builds on and complements 
this traditional doctrine. It enhances our ability to launch selective as 
well as massive retaliatory attacks and to cover the full range of targets 
the Soviets value. It makes clear our capacity to respond to any Soviet 
nuclear attack—whatever its magnitude and form—at an appropriate 
scale, intensity and focus.

We have moved in this direction in order to insure that the Soviets, 
whatever their notions about nuclear war on the utility of nuclear 
weapons, do not mistakenly conclude they could achieve some advan
tage by initiating the use of nuclear weapons or by launching limited 
strikes.

As such, the countervailing strategy is not a radical departure from 
previous policy. It is rather the result of a gradual evolution of our 
doctrine over a period of years in response to changing conditions and 
new knowledge. The credible capacity to devastate the Soviet Union 
under any circumstances remains its cornerstone. Thus, we will 
continue to include full spectrum of political and military as well as 
urban-industrial targets in our planning.

Presidential Directive 59 does not signify a shift to a warfighting 
strategy nor to a first-strike doctrine. It does underscore and, I believe, 
strengthen the credibility of our capability to retaliate against any 
nuclear attack under any circumstances, be it a massive strike against 
the United States or a more limited one against our forces or our allies.

The public reaction of the Soviets is what one would expect. They 
claim the countervailing strategy is a warfighting strategy and a U.S. 
effort to achieve a first-strike capability that would undermine strategic 
stability. They also charge that PD-59 is the real explanation for 
NATO's decision on theater nuclear force [TNF], modernization, and 
reflects a U.S. intent to confine any nuclear war to Europe while the 
United States remains immune from attack.

These claims are neither surprising nor true. But we should expect 
the Soviets to try to use PD-59 to split us from our allies and deprive us 
of European support for our post-Afghanistan efforts. We can expect 
the Soviets to focus their energies on undermining the NATO consen
sus in favor of TNF modernization.
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These Soviet accusations, in fact, ring hollow in view of their own  
doctrine, their attention to nuclear warfighting and the size and 
character of their strategic nuclear forces. Moreover, they have never 
been particularly comfortable with what they regard as our city-killing 
philosophy of nuclear deterrence. I do not believe they genuinely 
regard this evolution in our nuclear strategy as a move to a first-strike, 
warfighting doctrine. The central purpose of our deterrence policy is to 
underscore the consequences for the Soviets if they should ever initiate 
the use of nuclear weapons.

We want to make sure the Soviets get that message. But w e also 
want to insure that they get the message right. We need to remain fully 
alert to the risks of misperception and miscalculation, to the danger 
that the Soviets may see provocation where we intend none.

I do not want anyone to wrongly conclude that we suddenly have 
become confident about our ability to orchestrate nuclear exchanges 
and control escalation, or that w e have become complacent about the 
use of nuclear weapons.

We will continue to emphasize to the Soviets that our intentions are 
peaceful and that w e pose no threat to their legitimate security 
interests. At the same time w e will continue to insist that they respect 
the interests and rights of others and remind them of the consequences 
if they resort to nuclear weapons.

In this connection, I need hardly add that we do not regard the 
countervailing strategy as in any way a substitute for arms control or as 
a symptom of disenchantment with the arms control process. On the 
contrary, the countervailing strategy is fully consistent with the SALT
II Treaty  ̂and our longer term arms control objectives.

Nothing in the countervailing strategy changes or challenges our 
belief that nuclear arms control can make a significant contribution to 
our security and to international stability. Nothing in the evolution of 
our nuclear doctrine has led us to reassess the benefits of equitable and 
verifiable arms control agreements with our chief adversary.

In particular, I continue to believe strongly that SALT II would make 
a crucial contribution to our national security. We will ask the Senate to 
act on ratification at the earliest feasible time.

The allies share our concern about the need to deter the full range of 
Soviet nuclear threats, as well as our continued commitment to arms 
control and to the maintenance of strategic stability. By reinforcing 
allied confidence in the credibility of our nuclear guarantee, the 
countervailing strategy will strengthen alliance cohesion and solidarity 
as well as directly reduce the likelihood of conflict. The countervailing 
strategy reflects and supports the NATO strategy of flexible response 
by underscoring the availability of a full spectrum of nuclear responses.

We have discussed the evolution of our nuclear strategy and its 
relationship to flexible response in the normal course of consultation 
with our allies. The detailed discussion of the countervailing strategy 
in Secretary Brown's annual report to the Congress last January ^

 ̂ For the treaty text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
 ̂ Jan. 29, ante.
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provided an excellent basis for our dialog this year. Secretary Brown 
also briefed the NATO Nuclear Planning Group this past June.

In the course of these consultations and in the aftermath of press 
reports about PD-59, the allies have indicated they understand the 
countervailing strategy and appreciate the ways in which it strength
ens the U.S. strategic linkage to their security.

I do not want to leave the impression that w e take their support for 
granted; it has to be earned and then protected in the face of Soviet 
efforts to undermine alliance solidarity. I do want to emphasize, 
however, that the allied leaders appreciate the rationale behind the 
countervailing strategy. I am confident that in the course of our 
continuing consultations their support will be sustained.

Nuclear strategy and doctrine are properly sober subjects. This 
should not, however, obscure the important positive contribution that 
the countervailing strategy makes to our most basic foreign policy 
objectives.

I am confident that the countervailing strategy not only strengthens 
deterrence but also establishes a firmer basis for our diplomacy with 
the Soviets. It underlines our determination to respond to any chal
lenges to our vital interests; at the same time it confirms that we pose 
no threat to the legitimate interests of other states. As such, it leaves 
the Soviets no room for doubt about our will or our peaceful intentions.

The countervailing strategy, of course, will not transform the basi
cally adversarial relationship w e have with the Soviets, but it reduces 
the chances for superpower miscalculation and increases Soviet incen
tives to cooperate on managing and containing the competition be
tween us. It therefore contributes to the prospects for reaching arms 
control agreements that limit the dangers of war.

For like reasons, the countervailing strategy reaffirms to our allies 
and friends that the United States is committed, in equal measure, to 
protecting our mutual security interests and to international stability. I 
expect it will serve to solidify our relationship with them and to 
strengthen our role as leader of the Western alliance.

Let me conclude my opening statement by briefly addressing the 
question of the involvement of the State Department and the Secretary 
of State in the formulation of the countervailing strategy.

I have carefully reviewed the record. I have concluded that Secretary 
Vance and the State Department were involved as the major concepts 
of the policy were being developed and were in a position to make 
their views known.

The development of the main lines of the strategy was substantially 
completed well before I took office and it had already been outlined in 
public statements, especially in Secretary Brown's January 1980 report 
to the Congress.

Given my Senate responsibilities, I was, of course, aware of the 
direction of the administration's strategic thinking. In fact, I had 
addressed some of the same concerns and concepts in a speech I 
delivered last year.

That said, the preparation and issuance of a Presidential directive
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that codifies our nuclear strategy is itself an important action that has a 
significant foreign policy dimension. It therefore is clear that I, as 
Secretary of State, and the State Department, should have been  
appropriately involved in the action.

I consider the situation that developed here to be an unintended  
exception to this administration's record of substantially increased 
State Department involvement in national security issues.

I have discussed this episode with the President, as well as with  
Secretary Brown and Dr. Brzezinski. The President has assured me 
that I, and others at the Department as needed, will be fully consulted 
on the foreign policy implications of such major national security 
policy decisions.

Statement by Secretary of Defense Brown Before the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations: Countervail
ing Strategy, September 16, 1980 ^

Our subject this morning is strategic nuclear policy. As this commit
tee well knows, the principal objective of our strategic nuclear forces is 
to deter nuclear war. Deterrence requires stability, and to achieve 
strategic nuclear stability three requirements must be met:

First, w e must have strategic nuclear forces that can absorb a Soviet 
first strike and still retaliate with devastating effects.

Second, w e must meet our security requirements and maintain an 
overall strategic balance at the lowest and most stable levels made 
possible by our own force planning and by arms control agreements.

Third, w e must have a doctrine and plans for the use of our 
forces— îf they are needed— t̂hat make clear to the Soviets the hard 
reality that by any course leading to nuclear war and in any course a 
nuclear war might take they could never gain an advantage that would  
outweigh the unacceptable price they would have to pay.

I have testified extensively before this committee, and others, on our 
strategic forces themselves and on arms control, most particularly 
during the thorough and searching hearing you conducted on the 
SALT II Treaty last year.  ̂ My conviction that SALT II serves and 
advances our national security interests remains intact and its ratifica
tion at the earliest feasible time is still very important.

Today we are here to examine the third of the three requirements for 
strategic nuclear stability, our strategy itself.

Our doctrine must set forth the requirements that must be met to 
maintain deterrence; guide our procurement strategy for the acquisi-

 ̂ Nuclear War Strategy: Hearing . . on Presidential Directive 59, pp. 7 -9 . Top Secret at 
the time, the hearing was sanitized and printed on Feb. 18, 1981.

 ̂The SALT II Treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff. Secretary 
Brown's testimony may be found ibid., pp. 340-357, 439-455, 618.
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tion of strategic nuclear forces and the corresponding command, 
control and communications systems, and shape our operational 
planning for the use of our forces in war if necessary.

I need not review for the members of this committee the entire 
historical evolution of American nuclear strategy. Let me begin with a 
few basic points and then concentrate on the most recent developments:

The United States has never had a doctrine based simply and solely 
on reflexive, massive attacks on Soviet cities and population. We have 
always planned both more selectively—options limiting urban-industrial 
damage, and more comprehensively—a range of military targets.

Previous administrations, going back almost two decades, recog
nized the inadequacy of a strategic doctrine that would give us too 
narrow a range of options. As former Secretary of State Kissinger 
testified before this committee as recently as July of 1979:

The side that can defend its interests only by threatening to 
initiate the mutual mass extermination of civilians will gradually 
slide toward strategic and, therefore, geopolitical, paralysis. ^

I think you will find my views—although not quite so eloquently 
expressed—are consistent with those.

The fundamental premise of our countervailing strategy today is a 
natural evolution of the conceptual foundation built over a generation 
by men like Robert McNamara and James Schlesinger.

What has changed since then is the composition of Soviet forces and 
some changes in Soviet doctrine.

Because our strategic doctrine, like our strategic forces, is designed  
to deter the Soviets, it must both take into account Soviet perspectives 
and be made clear to the Soviets so as to deter them. Not only must we  
have the forces and the will to retaliate, we must also, if w e are to deter 
them, convince the Soviets that w e do have those forces and that will. 
Thus, while the operational details of our nuclear weapons and plans 
must remain secret, their existence and certain essential information 
about them must be made public and made clear so that deterrence will 
be effected.

With that as a backdrop, let me discuss the analytic and operational 
steps taken by this administration to maintain effective deterrence, as 
well as some of the key issues raised in the context of our countervail
ing strategy. I have already submitted detailed answers to the written 
questions you have raised.  ̂Those answers run 20-odd pages and we  
can explore those further if you wish, but in my brief remarks here I 
will try not to duplicate too much of what I have submitted in writing.

In the summer of 1977, President Carter ordered a fundamental 
review of our targeting policy. Over the course of the next 18 months 
that study was conducted and reviewed by military and civilian experts 
in the various appropriate agencies, taking into account our forces.

3 The SALT II Treaty: Hearings . . . on Ex. Y, 96-1  . . . Pt. 3, p. 164.
 ̂Nuclear War Strategy: Hearing . on Presidential Directive 59, pp. 29-35.
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plans, problems, and capabilities, as well as Soviet perspectives, 
forces, strengths, and vulnerabilities.

Since my report to the President on that analysis we have been 
moving deliberately to implement its basic principles. I outlined the 
major precepts of this countervailing strategy in my defense report in 
early 1979  ̂ and in more detail in January of this year in the 1980 
Report.  ̂In general terms I discussed it during the SALT hearings last 
year before this and other committees.

In June of this year at a meeting of the NATO Nuclear Planning 
Group in Bodo, Norway, I briefed our allies on the conclusions we 
reached and the actions we are taking. They fully support the need for 
the United States to have a wide range of strategic nuclear options.

Our countervailing strategy is fully consistent with NATO's flexible 
response and it indicates our determination to carry out the alliance 
strategy. I have received separate communications from some of my 
NATO counterparts indicating their concurrence in that view.

[Deleted.] ^
On July 25,1980, President Carter signed an implementing directive—  

Presidential Directive No. 59—codifying our restated doctrine and 
giving guidance for further evolution in our planning and systems 
acquisition.

In the public discussion about PD—59 over the last month or so a 
number of misconceptions have appeared. One useful result of today's 
hearing would be to lay these misconceptions to rest.

P D -59  is not a new strategic doctrine; it is not a radical departure 
from U.S. strategic policy over the past decade or so. It is more 
precisely, a refinement, a recodification of previous statements of our 
strategic policy. P D -5 9  takes the same essential strategic doctrine and 
restates it more clearly, more cogently, in the light of current and 
prospective conditions and capabilities—Soviet and United States—  
which have changed during the past 10 years.

P D -59  does not assume that we can win a limited nuclear war, nor 
does it intend or pretend to enable us to do so. It does seek both to 
prevent the Soviets from being able to win such a war and to convince 
them that they could not win such a war. I do not believe that either 
side could win a limited nuclear war; and I want to insure as best we 
can that the Soviets do not believe so either.

P D -59  does not assume that a nuclear war will necessarily be 
protracted over a period of many weeks or even months, because we 
are not at all convinced that it would be, or even could be. P D -59  does 
take into account Soviet literature which considers such a scenario to 
be a real possiblity.

As recently as last year. Marshal Ogarkov—who is the counterpart 
of our Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff— wrote in the Soviet 
Military Encyclopedia:

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 20-28. 
 ̂Jan. 29, ante.
 ̂Brackets in source text.
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The possiblity cannot be excluded that the war could also be 
protracted. Soviet military strategy proceeds from the fact that if a 
nuclear war is foisted imon the Soviet Union, then the Soviet 
people and their armed forces must be ready for the most severe 
and prolonged trials. In this case, the Soviet Union and the 
fraternal Socialist states . . . (have) objective possibilities for 
achieving victory.

We must convince them—and P D -5 9  is a key part of that effort— 
that such beliefs, if they really hold them, are unfounded and dangerous.

PD—59 also does not assume that a nuclear exchange could remain 
limited and I, for one, have very serious doubts that one could. P D -59  
does, however, reconfirm and refine our ability to be able to respond to 
a limited Soviet nuclear strike, should one occur, other than by a 
single, massive, all-out retaliation against Soviet cities, population, and 
industry.

P D -59  does not substitute primarily military for primarily civilian 
targets. It does increase the number and the variety of options available 
to the President in the event of Soviet attack at any level. As in the 
past, these options cover a wide range of kinds of targets. We will 
retain the option of a general attack on the entire target system, 
including the industrial capacity of the U.S.S.R.

P D -59  is not a first-strike strategy; it is a strategy of deterrence 
which deals with what w e could and—depending on the nature of a 
Soviet attack—^would do in response to a Soviet attack. Nothing in 
P D -59  contemplates that nuclear war can be a deliberate instrument of 
achieving our national security goals because it cannot be. But we 
cannot afford the risk that the Soviet leadership might entertain the 
illusion that nuclear war could be an option or its threat a means of 
coercion for them to use to their advantage.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, Presidential Directive 59 is the latest 
formal expression of U.S. strategic doctrine as it has been evolving for 
more than a decade. It is a sound and sensible expression reflecting a 
sound and sensible doctrine.

Address by Secretary of State Muskie: SALT II, a ''Secret 
Weapon'' [Extract], September 18, 1980 ^

Along with these programs— cruise missiles. Trident, the MX—there 
is a fourth program I want to mention—a "secret weapon," if you will. 
Let me list some of its capabilities. By itself, this secret weapon would  
knock out about one-fourth of all long-range Soviet missiles and 
bombers that we project for 1985. It would do that without launching a 
nuclear war; indeed, without even firing a shot. In the process, it 
would eliminate thousands of individual warheads and bombs that the

' Dept, of State, Current Policy No. 220; also Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 1980, p. 
28. The address was delivered before the World Affairs Council of Pittsburgh.
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Soviet arsenal could otherwise have aimed at our country. The secret 
weapon has surveillance capabilities. With it, we will be able to keep 
better track of Soviet forces and programs.

For all of its military effectiveness, there is no incompatibility 
whatsoever between this secret weapon and our other strategic programs. 
MX, Trident, and air-launched cruise missiles can all go ahead as 
planned. Adding this weapon will not require massive new  appropri
ations. In fact, in the long run, money will be saved. Nor does it worry 
our allies. On the contrary, they know about it and they strongly 
support it. Their only concern is that we might not adopt it.

Of course the weapon I am referring to is not a weapon at all. It is an 
agreement—the SALT II Treaty.  ̂But it nonetheless will make all the 
contributions to our security I have just described. There is nothing 
soft or innocent about it. It is an integral part of a hardheaded strategy 
of American defense. And it should be recognized as such. Indeed, it 
may well be that some of those who oppose SALT II would support 
it—even insist on it—if it were a defense expenditure that could buy 
the same results.

Address by Secretary of State Muskie Before the U.N. 
General Assembly [Extract], September 22, 1980 ^

Another obligation of nations is the control and limitation of arms. A  
period of heightened tension in the world makes this obligation more 
difficult to fulfill but also more urgently important. For this reason, let 
me underscore anew today the commitment of my government to arms 
control—to practical measures that contribute to world peace and 
enhance international stability. President Carter voiced this basic 
commitment when he was sworn in as President in January 1977.  ̂ It 
remains equally valid today.

Let me give you several concrete illustrations of this commitment. 
Some of the arms control efforts I will mention involve active participa
tion by the United Nations; others involve negotiations outside the 
U.N. framework. But all are of intense concern to the international 
community—for an unrestrained arms race would darken the horizon 
for all humanity.

First. It is President Carter's intention to move forward as speedily as 
possible toward ratification of the SALT II Treaty.  ̂ Accordingly, the 
President intends to consult with the leadership of the U.S. Senate 
soon after the election with a view to resuming the ratification process 
as soon as feasible.

 ̂For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
 ̂Dept, of State, Current Polio/ No. 225; also Department of State Bulletin, p. 59.
Documents on Disarmament, 1977, p. 20 

5 m d., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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We consider it of cardinal importance to ratify SALT II and move 
forward with the SALT process. The Soviet Union, however, must 
recognize that for many Americans, recent Soviet actions have called 
into question the Soviet Union's commitment to international peace 
and cooperation. Accordingly, we call upon the Soviet Union to act in 
ways that will enhance, not damage, the prospects for SALT II, and for 
other arms control efforts.

Second, We are committed to the pursuit of meaningful and equal 
limitations on theater nuclear forces in the framework of SALT III. We 
are ready to begin talks with the Soviet Foreign Minister this week to 
discuss this subject and to seek agreement on the arrangements for 
beginning these talks promptly.

Third. We are committed to seeking an effective and verifiable 
comprehensive test ban treaty. Substantial progress has been made 
toward this goal, and w e are determined to continue pursuing these 
efforts vigorously.

Fourth. The United States is committed in the Vienna talks to 
achieving mutual and balanced force reductions and limitations to 
diminish the risks inherent in the massive presence of military forces in 
central Europe.

Fifth. We are prepared to develop further the security aspects of the 
Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE). If the 
international situation permits and if there is balanced progress in all 
areas at the CSCE review conference in Madrid—including the human 
rights area—w e are prepared to consider a post-Madrid European 
conference of the CSCE signatory states on developing militarily 
significant confidence-building measures.

Sixth. We support the effort of the newly expanded Committee on 
Disarmament to develop the provisions of an international convention 
on radiological weapons. We also support its work toward a compre
hensive ban on chemical weapons, and we continue to pursue our 
bilateral negotiations with the Soviet Union on an effective prohibition 
against chemical weapons.

Finally, the further spread of nuclear weapons would constitute a 
serious threat to international peace and security. We firmly support 
efforts, therefore, to reduce the risk of nuclear proliferation. The 
Nonproliferation Treaty is a cornerstone of these efforts.  ̂We strongly 
urge nonparties to embrace the treaty for it enhances the security of all 
nations, nuclear and non-nuclear-weapon states alike. At the recently 
concluded Nonproliferation Treaty review conference, there was 
unanimous agreement on the fundamental soundness of the treaty and 
the desirability of universal adherence to it. For those non-nuclear- 
weapon states that have not joined the treaty, we attach particular 
importance to the goal of achieving comprehensive, full-scope interna
tional safeguards coverage. We believe that acceptance of such cover
age should become a condition of new nuclear supply commitments to 
such states. We will continue to work for a world in which all nations

 ̂Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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can share in the peaceful use of nuclear energy without the danger of 
spreading nuclear weapons.

Before I leave this subject, let me emphasize our deep concern over 
another arms control matter. If arms control is to be successful, 
agreements must be fully honored. Questions such as those raised by 
persistent reports that chemical weapons have been used in Afghanistan, 
Laos, and Kampuchea cannot be ignored by the international community. 
To do so would undermine both arms control and international law. The 
United States, therefore, welcomes the emphasis placed by the Commit
tee on Disarmament at its most recent session on the need for 
international efforts to determine the facts behind these reports. We 
believe that an impartial investigation into these reports could most 
appropriately be launched under the auspices of the United Nations.

Important as they are, the obligations I have mentioned by no means 
exhaust the responsibilities which rest upon us as nations, and as a 
community of nations, if w e are to secure peace. By peace, I mean not 
the fragile, artificial stability that comes with repression of a people by 
their government. I mean the true stability of societies that are at peace 
with themselves because the rights of their citizens are protected and 
nurtured.

Soviet Draft Resolution Submitted to the U.N. General 
Assembly: Urgent Measures for Reducing the Danger 
of W ar, September 23, 1980 ^

The General Assembly,
Conscious that under present-day conditions war would bring untold 

misery and sufferings to peoples.
Being profoundly concerned over the aggravation of the international 

situation and over the fact that the ongoing negotiations on arms 
limitation and on disarmament are being protracted and some of them  
have been terminated or suspended.

Reaffirming the importance of the Declaration on the Deepening and 
Consolidation of International Detente adopted by the General Assem 
bly at its thirty-second session.

Being convinced that the process of detente can and must be 
preserved and developed.

Proceeding from the need to take urgent measures for reducing the 
danger of war and strengthening international security,

I

1. Calls upon States belonging to military alliances to refrain from

 ̂A/35/241, Annex. The draft resolution was submitted as an annex to a letter from 
Foreign Minister Gromyko to the Secretary-General. A slightly revised version was 
subsequently submitted to the First Committee as doc. A/C.1/35/L.1.* It was not reported 
out of the Committee.
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actions conducive to the expansion of the existing military-political 
groupings through the admission of new  members;

2. Calls upon States which are not members of the existing military- 
political groupings to refrain from joining such groupings;

3. Calls upon all States to avoid any actions which may lead to the 
formation of new military-political groupings or to the assigning of 
military functions to those regional organizations which at present 
have no such functions;

II

1. Reaffirms that progress in the limitation and subsequent reduction 
of nuclear arms would be facilitated if, parallel to it, political and 
international legal measures are adopted for strengthening the security 
of States and if progress is made in limiting and reducing the armed 
forces and conventional weapons of nuclear-weapon States and of 
other States in the respective regions;

2. Calls upon all States, and above all States permanent members of 
the Security Council and countries which have military agreements 
with them, not to increase their armed forces and conventional 
weapons with effect from 1 January 1981, as a first step towards a 
subsequent reduction of armed forces and conventional weapons;

III

1. Calls upon States participating in talks on the question of provid
ing guarantees to non-nuclear States against the use or threat of use of 
nuclear weapons to make efforts for the speedy elaboration and 
conclusion of an international convention on this matter;

2. Calls upon all nuclear-weapon States to make similar solemn 
declarations concerning the non-use of nuclear weapons against non
nuclear States having no such weapons on their territories, as a first 
step towards the conclusion of such an international convention;

3. Recommends that the Security Council examine declarations which 
may be made by nuclear States regarding the strengthening of security 
guarantees for non-nuclear States and, should all these declarations be 
found consistent with the above-mentioned objective, to adopt an 
appropriate resolution approving them;

IV

1. Stresses the need for a speedy conclusion of an international treaty 
on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests;

2. Calls upon all nuclear-weapon States—as an indication of their 
goodwill and in order to create more favourable conditions for complet
ing the elaboration of the above-mentioned treaty—not to conduct any 
nuclear explosions within a period of one year beginning from a date to 
be agreed upon among them, having made in advance appropriate 
declarations to that effect.
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Soviet Memorandum Submitted to the U.N. General 
Assembly: Peace, Disarmament, and International 
Security Guarantees, September 23, 1980 ^

At present, the States and peoples of the world are living under the 
conditions of a new  aggravation of the international situation.

Detente, which in the 1970s became the predominant trend in the 
development of international relations, has been subjected to attacks 
by certain influential forces. This has resulted in an exacerbation of the 
world situation. The arms race is acquiring even broader dimensions. 
In certain fields it is approaching a point beyond which it may become 
impossible to curb it effectively by means of agreements based on 
mutual verification. Attempts by some States to achieve military 
superiority and upset the military balance of forces in the world are 
becoming increasingly evident.

The negotiations on various aspects of limiting and ending the arms 
race, which intensified in the 1970s and produced certain results, have 
recently been slowed down and on a number of major issues, inter
rupted by the United States of America.

In these circumstances the Soviet Union believes it necessary to draw 
the attention of the State Members of the United Nations and of all the 
peoples of the world to recent developments in major areas of the 
struggle for universal peace, the halting of the arms race and disar
mament and for reliable guarantees of international security, and to 
remind them of the proposals put forward by it and other socialist 
countries in the interests of achieving success in this historic struggle.

The only possible way to prevent a return to the "cold war" and to 
establish normal stable relations between States is, as the Soviet Union 
sees it, to make consistent progress in international detente.

Detente means a willingness to resolve disagreements and disputes 
by peaceful means and not by force, threats or sabre-rattling. Detente 
means a certain measure of trust and the ability to take into account 
each other's legitimate interests.

To proceed along the road of detente means to advance towards 
removing the threat of world war, towards disarmament, towards 
strengthening international security and ensuring the most favourable 
peaceful conditions for a successful solution of the social and economic 
problems facing mankind.

Under current conditions there is no reasonable alternative to the 
policy of international detente. The only option for the world is either 
to foUow the road of renunciation of the use of force, disarmament and 
mutually advantageous co-operation on the basis of equality, or to be 
plunged into the abyss of an unbridled arms race and escalation of 
armed conflicts fraught with the gravest consequences for mankind.

The Soviet Union believes that it is important to strive for the 
settlement of existing regional conflicts and at the same time to

 ̂ A/35/482, Annex. The memorandum was submitted as an annex to a letter from 
Foreign Minister Gromyko to the Secretary-General.



424 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1980

demonstrate concern for taking measures to avert or prevent new  
conflicts of a similar nature.

The Soviet Union is convinced that through the common efforts of 
peace-loving forces, it is possible to stop the unfavourable develop
ment of international events, defend and consolidate detente, and 
extend it to all parts of the world. As in the past, the Soviet Union is 
willing to make a tangible contribution to this noble struggle in the 
interests of strengthening peace and the security of the peoples.

The consistency of the Soviet Union's active peace-loving policy in 
international affairs has been reaffirmed by L.I. Brezhnev, General 
Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union and Chairman of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of 
the USSR, who said: "We shall continue to spare no effort to preserve 
detente and everything positive that was achieved in the 1970s, to 
ensure a turn towards disarmament, to uphold the right of the peoples 
to free and independent development, and to preserve and consolidate 
peace."

Halting of the nuclear arms race and renunciation of the use of force in 
international relations

1. As far back as 1946, the Soviet Union took the initiative of pro
posing the conclusion of an international convention banning forever 
the production and use of atomic weapons so that the great scientific 
discoveries in the field of nuclear fission could be used solely for the 
purposes of improving the well-being and living standards of the 
peoples of the world and developing culture and science for the 
benefit of mankind. ^

At that time, when it was somewhat easier to solve this historically 
vital problem, the Soviet Union proposed that all parties to such a 
convention should assume solemn obligations not to use atomic 
weapons under any circumstances; to ban their manufacture and 
storage; and to destroy all existing stockpiles of finished and unfin
ished atomic-weapon products within a period of three months. It was 
proposed that violation of those obligations should be declared the 
gravest international crime against humanity.

Yet, in response to these proposals by the Soviet Union, which were 
imbued with concern for the fate of mankind, the other Powers 
primarily involved took a decidedly negative stand and embarked 
upon a course of accelerating the nuclear arms race in the naive belief 
that they would succeed in maintaining a monopoly over the produc
tion of those weapons.

As a result, the problem of banning and destroying nuclear weapons 
has become immeasurably more complicated. That does not mean, 
however, that it is insoluble. Nuclear weapons were developed by 
people; and people can and must outlaw and eventually eliminate 
them.

2. In 1978, the Soviet Union and other States parties to the Warsaw 
Treaty again put foward a proposal/or halting the production of all types of

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 17-24.
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nuclear weapons and gradually reducing their stockpiles until they are 
completely destroyed.  ̂ At its special session devoted to disarmament 
and later at its regular sessions in 1978 and 1979, the United Nations 
General Assembly expressed support for that proposal. The Commit
tee on Disarmament has before it the concrete observations of the 
socialist countries regarding the commencement of, and procedure for, 
such talks. The matter brooks no further delay. Those who are evading 
a businesslike consideration of the problem of nuclear disarmament are 
taking on full responsibility for the consequences of that line of action.

3. In advocating radical measures of nuclear disarmament, the 
Soviet Union does not approach the issue from an "all or nothing" 
position. On more than one occasion it has also expressed its readiness 
to follow the path of partial solutions capable of limiting the nuclear 
arms race and blocking, one by one, the channels for its development.

These statements by the Soviet Union are based on practical deeds. 
The USSR took the initiative of, and actively participated in, conclud
ing the important international agreements on banning nuclear weapon 
tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water (1963),  ̂ on the 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons (1968),  ̂ and on the prohibition of the 
placing in orbit around the earth of nuclear weapons or any other kinds of 
weapons of mass destruction and of their installation on celestial bodies (1967)  ̂
or on the sea-bed and the ocean floor (1971). ^

The importance of these agreements lies in the strict and precise 
obligations set forth in them and in the fact that, in their totality, they 
provide a basis for further progress towards limiting and ending the 
nuclear arms race.

4. In recent years the Soviet Union and other socialist countries have 
put forward a whole series of practical proposals, and in the 1970s talks 
between the States concerned were begun on every one of them.

An important place among them belongs to the proposal for the 
complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests. The conclusion of 
a treaty on this subject would mean that no State would ever again 
conduct a single test explosion of nuclear weapons and, consequently, 
no type of nuclear weapons could be improved or developed anew.

In the mid-1970s, certain progress was discernible in the solution of 
the problem of the complete and general prohibition of nuclear- 
weapon tests. Tripartite negotiations began on this matter, with the 
participation of the USSR, the United States and the United Kingdom. 
From the very beginning the Soviet Union has been working for the 
success of the negotiations and to that end it has taken important steps 
to meet its partners half-way. It has agreed to, inter alia, the establish
ment of a moratorium on peaceful nuclear explosions and the entry 
into force of the treaty even if at first not all the five nuclear-weapon 
States but only three of them—the USSR, the United States and the 
United Kingdom—participate in it.

 ̂ Ibid., 1978, pp. 344-356.
Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293. 

 ̂ Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465. 
 ̂Ibid., 1967, pp. 38-43. 

nbid ., 1971, pp. 7-11.
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At present, however, the United States and the United Kingdom are 
clearly pursuing a course of delaying the negotiations and, in a number 
of instances, they are abandoning proposals which they themselves 
introduced.

If the negotiations on the complete and general prohibition of 
nuclear-weapon tests continue to be blocked, this will inevitably open  
the way to the accelerated development and production of new, even  
more lethal types of such weapons. The entire responsibility for this 
will rest with those through whose fault the negotiations are being 
delayed.

5. The Soviet Union has always advocated that the formulation and 
implementation of measures for arms limitation and disarmament in 
the nuclear field should be* inseparably linked with the strengthening 
of political and international legal guarantees of the security of States and of 
the preservation of peace. Such measures would dispel the atmosphere of 
suspicion in relations between States and lead to a general improve
ment in the international climate, and would contribute to efforts to 
end the arms race.

The key requirement is to make renunciation of the use of force a law 
of international life. On the initiative of the USSR, the United Nations 
General Assembly adopted in 1972 a solemn declaration of States Members 
of the Organization on the renunciation of the use of force in international 
relations concurrently with the permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear 
weapons. ® The approval by the United Nations in 1974 of the univer
sally recognized Definition of aggression, which, for nearly half a 
century, the USSR had urged should be elaborated, created an interna
tional legal basis for suppressing this extremely grave crime against 
humanity. ^

These were important steps, but as the course of events demonstrated, 
they were still insufficient. The Soviet Union therefore proposed in 
1976 that a world treaty on the non-use of force in international relations 
should be elaborated and concluded, and submitted to the United 
Nations a draft text of such a treaty for its consideration. The United 
Nations General Assembly supported the proposal. A special body 
was set up to prepare a draft world treaty.

Unfortunately, no progress has been made in practical work on this 
subject for a number of years. Those who are unwilling to renounce the 
use of force and diktat in their relations with independent States are 
frustrating the elaboration of a treaty on the non-use of force in 
international relations.

6. Obstacles are also being raised in the path of the practical 
implementation of other United Nations decisions taken on the initia
tive of the Soviet Union and designed to strengthen peace and 
international security. For example, as far back as 1947, the General 
Assembly adopted a resolution on the prohibition of war propaganda in

® Ibid., 1972, pp. 848-849.
 ̂G. A. res. 3314 (XXIX). For text, see. General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-ninth 

Session, Supp. No. 31 (A/9631), pp. 142-144.
Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 641-643.
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any form whatsoever. Nevertheless, unbridled propaganda of 
aggression, chauvinism and expansion is to this day being conducted 
in many countries.

Notwithstanding the Declaration on the Inadmissibility of Intervention in 
the Domestic Affairs of States and the Protection of Their Independence and 
Sovereignty adopted by the United Nations General Assembly as far 
back as 1965, acts of gross interference in the internal affairs of other 
countries, including armed intervention, are still being committed 
today before the eyes of the whole world.

The Soviet Union has always been and will continue to be on the side 
of the peoples who fall victim to aggression and interference in the 
internal affairs of other States, and is prepared to make a constructive 
contribution to a declaration on the inadmissibility of intervention and 
interference of States in the internal affairs of other States, which is 
being elaborated on the initiative of the non-aligned countries.

7. The countries which bear responsibility for the aggravation of the 
international situation and for the arms race are evading the implemen
tation of such major international instruments adopted on the initiative 
of the USSR as the United Nations Declaration on the Strengthening of 
International Security (1970) and the Declaration on the Deepening and 
Consolidation of International Detente (1977), which determine the 
main directions of the efforts of States to contain the threat of war and 
ensure a stable peace.

The implementation of the principle of the inadmissibility of the policy 
of hegemonism in international relations proclaimed by the General 
Assembly in 1979 on the initiative of the Soviet Union is of great 
importance for the solution of this problem.

These decisions of the United Nations, aimed at consolidating the 
foundations of universal peace and security, should not simply be 
relegated to history; they are designed to serve States as a guide to 
action and to be implemented in practice in inter-State relations. As far 
as the Soviet Union is concerned, its struggle for the strengthening of 
the political and legal guarantees of peace and for international security 
has but one objective—to ensure lasting peace.

Limitation and reduction of strategic arms

8. The halting of the further growth of the strategic nuclear arsenals 
of States and subsequent consistent quantitative reduction and qualita
tive limitation of strategic nuclear-weapon systems are of decisive 
significance for reducing the threat of nuclear war. It is precisely for 
this reason that for many years the Soviet Union has been

G. A. res. 110 (II). See United Nations Official Records of the Second Session of the 
General Assembly, Resolutions, p. 14.

G. A. res. 2131 (XX). See General Assembly Official Records: Twentieth Session, Supp. 
No. 14 (A/6014), pp. 11-12.

G. A. res. 2734 (XXV), ibid., Twenty-fifth Session, Supp. No. 28 (A/8028), pp. 22-24. 
G. A. res. 32/155, ibid., Thirty-second Session, Supp. No. 45 (A/32/45), pp. 59-60.
G. A. res. 34/103, ibid., Thirty-fourth Session, Supp. No. 46 (A/34/46), pp. 68-69.
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consistently seeking the conclusion with the United States of America 
of effective agreements on the limitation of strategic arms.

The first agreements of this kind between the USSR and the United 
States, achieved in 1972— 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 (SALT I)—evoked everywhere 
in the world the hope that the strategic arms race could be halted and 
then reversed.

The Treaty between the USSR and the United States on the Limitation of 
Strategic Offensive Arms (SALT II), signed at the highest level at Vienna 
on 18 June 1979, is intended to become the next major step in this 
direction. The peoples expected that, immediately after the entry 
into force of the SALT II Treaty, negotiations would begin on further 
limitations and reductions of strategic arms.

So far, however, the SALT II Treaty has not come into force. It is well 
known who is responsible for the current situation, in which the 
process of strategic arms limitation was called in question precisely at 
the moment when prospects became discernible for further progress in 
this direction, which is of signal importance from the point of view of 
peace and security.

As for the Soviet Union, it is ready, as before, to participate in the 
process of the limitation and reduction of strategic arms with strict 
observance of the principle of equality and equal security. The Soviet 
Union is prepared to ratify the SALT II Treaty and to comply with all its 
provisions provided that the United States acts likewise. It also 
confirms its willingness to participate—after the SALT II Treaty has 
been ratified—in negotiations on further limitations and reductions of 
strategic arms.

At the same time it should be made clear what serious damage 
would be done to the cause of peace and to further efforts to prevent 
nuclear war should the entry into force of the SALT II Treaty be 
frustrated, and, equally, who would be responsible for such a turn of 
events.

Prevention of a surprise or unauthorized attack

9. The Soviet Union has repeatedly and persistently raised the 
question of the need to elaborate measures to prevent the possibility of a 
surprise attack. N ow  that the arms race is characterized by not only 
quantitative but also qualitative aspects, this question is becoming ever 
more significant and requires an immediate solution.

The problem of preventing the unauthorized or accidental use of 
nuclear weapons, whose importance has been stressed by the Soviet 
Union on numerous occasions, also remains as acute as ever. Recent 
events involving repeated false nuclear alarms in the United States 
armed forces cannot fail to arouse concern.

The Soviet Union is prepared to hold a serious discussion of these

Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff.
Ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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problems on both a multilateral and bilateral basis, and is willing to 
co-operate in any steps aimed at preventing nuclear war.

Consolidation of the regime of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons

10. The elimination of the threat of nuclear war depends to a large 
extent on efforts to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons. The 
Soviet Union has always opposed the spread of nuclear weapons on 
our planet.

No one should have any doubts as to the danger to peace that would  
be brought about by the acquisition of nuclear weapons, in particular, 
by the countries situated in areas of heightened military danger, as 
well as by other States seeking to acquire them for aggressive purposes. 
The results of the recently concluded second Review Conference of the 
Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons testify 
to the fact that this anxiety is shared by the majority of States, which 
have declared themselves to be in favour of further measures to 
strengthen this Treaty and enhance its effectiveness. There is growing 
understanding of the need to prevent the transfer of nuclear equip
ment materials and technology intended for peaceful uses from becom
ing a channel for spreading nuclear weapons. There must be no 
deviations in this matter.

11. Striving to contribute to the strengthening of the regime of 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and thereby to the lessening of 
the threat of nuclear war, the Soviet Union declared in 1978 that it 
would never use nuclear weapons against those States which re
nounced the production and acquisition of nuclear weapons and had 
no such weapons on their territories. It proposed to conclude on that 
basis an international convention on the strengthening of guarantees of the 
security of non-nuclear States. The socialist States parties to the Warsaw 
Treaty proposed in the Warsaw Declaration of 15 May 1980, that this 
question should be solved on a European scale.

The Soviet Union has also urged that agreement be reached on the 
non-stationing of nuclear weapons on the territories of States where there are 
no such weapons at present. Such agreement could envisage a straight
forward clear obligation on the part of the nuclear Powers not to station 
nuclear weapons on the territories of those countries where there are 
no such weapons at present, regardless of whether or not these 
countries are allies of a given nuclear State.

The initiatives of the Soviet Union with regard to the strengthening of 
guarantees of the security of non-nuclear countries have gained wide 
support at the United Nations as well as on the part of world public 
opinion. For two years the Committee on Disarmament has been 
discussing these initiatives with a view to translating them into

The treaty text may be found ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465. 
Ibid., 1978, p. 348.
Ibid., pp. 558-560.
See ante.
Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 772, footnote 24.
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concrete agreements, but owing to the non-constructive stand taken by 
the other nuclear Powers and some of their allies, the progress is slow, 
to say the least. The Soviet Union considers it necessary to bring this to 
the attention of all States Members of the United Nations.

12. Proposals to establish nuclear-free zones are being put forward in 
many regions of the world, for example in Africa, the Middle East, and 
Northern Europe. The desire of the States of those regions thereby to 
spare their peoples the risk of being involved in a nuclear conflict 
deserves all possible support. This is precisely the position of the 
Soviet Union. On that basis, it has signed and ratified Additional 
Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in 
Latin America. ^

Prohibition of other means of mass destruction

13. With all the danger inherent in nuclear weapons, they are not 
the only means in the arsenal of weapons of mass destruction. Other 
types of weapons of mass destruction already exist, and new, even  
more horrible weapons can be developed. The use of scientific and 
technological achievements for the purposes of developing engines of 
death is fraught with calamity for the peoples.

The Soviet Union, other socialist and all peace-loving countries have 
long favoured protecting mankind from this threat. For the time being 
only one real success has been scored in this field: bacteriological 
(biological) and toxin weapons were prohibited in 1972. This is a tangible 
result but it covers only one type of weapon of mass destruction.

In the meantime some countries are intensively developing new  
kinds of chemical weapons—weapons which killed and maimed many 
thousands of people ^ e a d y  in the First World War.

As far back as the early 1970s, the Soviet Union, in close co-operation 
with a number of other States, made a proposal to conclude an 
international convention on the prohibition of the development, production 
and stockpiling of chemical weapons and on their destruction. ^  The negotia
tions on this issue have been conducted for many years. However, 
there is still no agreement, while the danger continues to grow. 
Vigorous steps are required to bring this important endeavour to a 
conclusion.

14. The Soviet Union has been consistently urging that the possibil
ity of adding new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction to the 
arsenals of States be ruled out altogether. It proposes that an appropri
ate international agreement should be concluded to this end.

No headway has been made in the solution of this important 
question, owing to the negative stand taken by some States which  
evidently would like to retain the possibility of developing entirely 
new means of annihilation, clearly counting on changing the strategic

^  Ibid., 1967, p. 83.
Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138. 

^  Ibid., 1970, pp. 533-537.
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balance of forces to their advantage. The adventuristic character of 
these calculations is no less obvious than their futility.

The sooner an end is put to any work in the field of the development 
of ever new means of mass destruction, the greater will be the 
confidence of the peoples in their future.

15. While advocating a comprehensive prohibition of new types and 
systems of weapons of mass destruction, the Soviet Union is also ready 
to agree on the prohibition of individual new types of such weapons. 
This applies, first and foremost to neutron weapons, the threat of 
emergence of which in the arsenals of States is growing.

Jointly with other socialist countries, the USSR has put forward a 
draft international convention on the prohibition of the production, 
stockpiling, deployment and use of neutron weapons. But other 
countries capable of developing such weapons refuse to conduct 
negotiations on their prohibition.

At one time it was stated on the Soviet side that the Soviet Union 
would not begin the production of neutron weapons as long as the 
United States did likewise. Today this position of the USSR remains 
valid with respect to a possible emergence of neutron weapons in the 
arsenal of any other State. However, it is stiU the view of the USSR that 
the prohibition of neutron weapons on a contractual basis and on an 
international scale would be the best solution.

16. The Committee on Disarmament is working on the preparation 
of a treaty banning another type of weapon of mass destruction—  
radiological weapons, that is to say, weapons which affect living organ
isms hy radiation resulting from the non-explosive decay of radio
active material. The USSR sees no reason w hy this work could not be 
completed in the immediate future.

Reduction of armed forces and conventional armaments

17. Soon after the end of the Second World War, in 1948, the Soviet 
Union made a proposal in the United Nations to the effect that, parallel 
with the prohibition of nuclear weapons, the permanent members of 
the Security Council should significantly reduce their ground, naval 
and air forces within one year. In the years that followed, the USSR 
and other Warsaw Treaty States put forward concrete proposals 
concerning the reduction of armed forces and conventional armaments 
by States and, first of all, by large States.

This issue has been examined from different angles at various stages 
of the disarmament negotiations, and at present there is no aspect to it 
that could not become the subject of agreement if all States displayed 
the same political will as did the Soviet Union.

However, there is no progress in the solution of this issue. Some big 
Powers refuse even to start serious negotiations on the subject. That is 
why the Soviet Union deems it necessary to reaffirm the full validity of 
its proposals made two years ago— to cease the production of new types of

Ibid., 1978, pp. 167-168.
Ibid., 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 176-177.



432 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1980

conventional armaments of great destructive capability, to agree on the 
renunciation, by the permanent members of the Security Council and by 
countries which have military agreements with them, of the expansion of their 
armies and the build-up of their conventional armaments.

18. Some time ago efforts were made to achieve agreement on the 
limitation of the sale and supply of conventional armaments the cost of which 
at present runs into billions and leads to the saturation of the crisis 
areas with dangerous means of warfare. At the Soviet-American 
negotiations in 1978 on this subject, a start was made in formulating 
political-legal and military-technological criteria for the admissibility or 
inadmissibility of sales of arms. Agreement seemed to be within reach.

However, the American side suspended the negotiation and then 
refused to continue them altogether. Simultaneously, exports of Ameri
can weapons sharply increased. All this runs directly counter to the 
interests of peace.

19. This autumn, 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 scheduled to 
finish its work. The Soviet Union made its contribution to achieving 
progress at the previous stages of the international consideration of the 
matter. It will assist in bringing the negotiations to a successful 
conclusion.

Ending the arms race and disarmament at the regional level

20. The threat of war can be eliminated by radical disarmament 
measures taken on the global scale. It can be significantly lessened by 
the limitation or cessation of the arms race in individual areas. It can 
and should be dealt with also on the scale of individual regions of the 
world.

Of particular importance in this context is, of course, Europe, where 
the most numerous and powerful armed forces and armaments of the 
two military and political groupings of States are concentrated and 
confront each other. At present there are several basic courses of action 
to be vigorously followed here with respect to the European continent. 
As regards each and every one of them, the Soviet Union in co
operation with the other socialist States parties to the Warsaw Treaty 
takes an active and constructive attitude.

21. On the proposal of the USSR and other European States, the 
Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe considered the 
question of confidence-building measures, including notification of major 
military exercises and invitation of observers to attend certain military 
manoeuvres. The appropriate arrangements, as provided for in the 
Final Act, have been scrupulously carried out for five years already, 
thus helping to a certain extent to raise the level of confidence in 
Europe.

The Soviet Union and the other socialist countries advocate the

28 Ibid., 1978, pp. 344-356.
These arrangements may be found ibid., 1975, pp. 304-308.
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broadening and deepening of confidence-building measures, the imple
mentation of effective steps towards lessening military tension on the 
European continent, and the convening of a conference on military detente 
and disarmament in Europe. This initiative has met with wide response 
from nearly all States participating in the European Conference, and 
now many of the favour the adoption by the forthcoming all-European 
meeting in Madrid of a decision to convene such a conference. This is 
an important and promising endeavour. It requires first of all the 
overcoming of the opposition of those forces which would like to 
hamper the lessening of military tension in Europe.

22. The Soviet Union and the other socialist countries, supported by 
broad peace-loving circles in Europe, favour the conclusion by all States 
participating in the European Conference of a treaty on the non-first use 
against each other of either nuclear weapons or conventional arms. It is quite 
obvious how beneficial such a step would be for the peaceful life of the 
peoples of Europe, and not only Europe, especially in view of the fact 
that the two world wars that brought untold suffering to marJdnd 
started on the European continent. Here, a response is due from the 
United States and its Western European allies.

23. The Vienna talks on the reduction of armed forces and armaments in 
Central Europe that started also on the initiative of the socialist countries 
have now been going on for seven years. Hopes for progress fre
quently emerged in the course of the talks but every time the NATO 
countries raised new obstacles in the way to success. Recently the 
socialist States participating in the Vienna talks have taken new major 
steps to bring the positions of the sides closer together. What is 
required now is a constructive response from the Western countries. 
The Vienna talks can and must be brought to a successful conclusion.

24. As a result of the dangerous NATO actions aimed at undermin
ing the military balance in Europe, the question of nuclear systems in 
that region has of late become particularly acute. A year ago the Soviet 
Union declared its readiness to reduce the number of medium-range 
nuclear-missile systems deployed in the western areas of the USSR, 
provided no additional nuclear-missile systems of that kind are de
ployed in Western Europe. The rejection by the United States and its 
allies of that proposal and the NATO decision to produce and deploy 
in some Western European countries new medium-range United States 
missiles have seriously aggravated the situation in Europe.

Recently the USSR put forward a new proposal — to discuss concur
rently and on the basis of their organic link the issues pertaining to both 
medium-range nuclear-missile systems in Europe and United States 
forward-based nuclear systems. This constructive step on the Soviet 
part has aroused a new hope among the nations which have a stake in 
avoiding the further exacerbation of military tension on the European 
continent.

This is another question awaiting the response of the United States 
of America.

25. In the view of the Soviet Union and other socialist countries, it 
would be of particular importance for strengthening peace to adopt
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measures for the relaxation of military tension in the area of the Mediterra
nean Sea, which washes the coasts of three continents—Europe, Africa 
and Asia. On 15 May 1980, the States parties to the Warsaw Treaty 
proposed in their declaration a broad programme of action to that 
effect. It includes the extension to the Mediterranean area of confidence- 
building measures, the reduction of armed forces in that area, the 
withdrawal from the Mediterranean Sea of warships carrying nuclear 
weapons and the renunciation of the deployment of nuclear weapons 
on the territories of European and non-European non-nuclear coun
tries in the Mediterranean area.

The socialist countries are awaiting the reaction to these proposals of 
the other States concerned.

26. In recent years, it has become increasingly urgent to deal with 
the problem of strengthening security and lessening military tension in the 
region of the Indian Ocean, the coasts of which are inhabited by peoples 
who have liberated them selves from colonial domination. Their right 
to a peaceful and tranquil life and their desire to pool efforts and 
resources for their countries' economic and social development are 
challenged as a result of a dramatic expansion in the military presence 
and military activities of the United States and some of its allies in the 
region of the Indian Ocean.

The Soviet Union has invariably supported the desire of the littoral 
States of the Indian Ocean to make their region a zone of peace where 
all foreign military bases would be dismantled and where no one 
would jeopardize the security, independence and sovereignty of the 
littoral States. In the period 1977—1978, the Soviet Union conducted to 
that end bilateral talks with the United States on the limitation and 
subsequent reduction of military activities in the Indian Ocean. Those 
talks have also been broken off by the American side. The current 
build-up by the United States of its military presence in the Indian 
Ocean and the setting up of its military bases there, in particular on the 
island of Diego Garcia, run counter to the will of the peoples of that 
part of the world, increase tension and pose the risk of dangerous 
military conflicts.

The Soviet Union supports the United Nations decision to hold an 
international conference on the Indian Ocean in 1981. It is taking an 
active part in its preparation and is ready together with other countries 
to contribute to turning the Indian Ocean into a zone of peace.

Reduction of military expenditure

27. The reduction of military expenditure is one of the simplest and 
at the same time most effective ways to end the arms race and move on 
to disarmament. Agreement on the reduction by States of their military 
budgets would lead to the scaling down of military programmes and 
would release enormous funds for the needs of economic and social 
development.

As is known, the question of reducing military expenditure is on the 
agenda of the United Nations and of almost all forums where disar
mament questions are discussed. But there is no progress; rather, the
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opposite is taking place: over the past two decades the aggregate 
annual military expenditure of States has at least doubled.

The Soviet Union proposed many years ago a reduction of the 
military budgets of all States, and first of all of major Powers. Today 
this is still its position. The United Nations has repeatedly pronounced 
itself in support of those initiatives. But some States, including 
permanent members of the Security Council, openly frustrate all the 
decisions and appeals to decrease military expenditure under various 
kinds of contrived pretexts.

For its part, the Soviet Union reaffirms its willingness at any moment 
to enter into negotiations with other States possessing a large economic 
and military potential, including all the other permanent members of 
the Security Council, on specific reductions in their own military 
budgets, either in terms of a percentage or in absolute figures. The 
Soviet Union is also ready to agree on the amount to be allocated for 
increased economic assistance to developing countries by each State 
which reduces its military budget.

International experience indicates that there is only one way to 
lasting peace and to the elimination of the threat of another world 
war—that of ending the arms race and moving to measures of real 
disarmament, ultimately to general and complete disarmament.

There are no insurmountable objective obstacles in the path of a 
durable and guaranteed peace. The main obstacle is the lack of political 
will on the part of certain specified States. This obstacle must be 
removed. Detente can be preserved and consolidated and the security 
of States can be reliably guaranteed if the States Members of the United 
Nations and the leaders of all States without exception display the 
necessary sense of responsibility, goodwill, commitment to the cause 
of peace and resolve to defend it.

History leaves no choice other than that of peaceful co-existence and 
mutually beneficial co-operation among States. The Soviet Union is 
convinced that life itself dictates the need to mobilize the efforts of all 
States, large and small, for achieving tangible results in curbing the 
arms race and in strengthening political and international legal guaran
tees for the preservation of peace. To that end, the United Nations can 
and must use the full weight of its authority.

The Soviet Union calls upon all States to cast aside all considerations 
and calculations of expediency, whether domestic or external, to 
renounce attempts to achieve military-strategic supremacy and striving 
for hegemony, global or regional, and to realize that the vital interests 
of all nations demand the elimination of the threat of a nuclear 
catastrophe and the ensuring of a peaceful future.

The Soviet Union is confident that this appeal, imbued with a 
concern for peace, is consonant with the hopes and aspirations of all 
the peoples of the world.

^  Ibid., 1973, p. 642.
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Joint Communique by the United States and the Soviet 
Union: Theater Nuclear Forces Talks, September 25, 
1980^

At their meeting on September 25, Mr. Muskie and Mr. Gromyko 
had an exchange of views regarding the beginning of discussions on 
questions of limiting nuclear arms which were raised in previous 
contacts between the parties. As a result, an agreement was reached 
that representatives of the United States and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics would meet in Geneva the week beginning October
13, 1980 in order to begin the discussion of this question.

Interview W ith Governor Reagan: Strategic Arms 
Limitation, September 30, 1980 ^

Q. If you were elected, would you withdraw the SALT II treaty from 
Senate consideration?

A. Yes. But, at the same time I did, I would make it plain that I was 
prepared to sit down with the Russians for as long as it might take to 
negotiate a legitimate arms limitation agreement. My objection to 
SALT II is it is not arms limitation. It legitimizes arms race. It begins by 
letting the Soviet Union build 3,000 more warheads, then we can build 
some to catch up, only w e can't catch up until 1990.1 think it is a fatally 
flawed treaty, and it isn't arms limitation. If we're really going to try to 
remove the danger to the world today, let's sit down with the intention 
voiced and the agreement of the other side that we're going to find a 
way to fairly reduce the strategic weapons so that neither one of us can 
threaten the other.

Q. To parity, to equality? A. To whatever is necessary that we 
cannot be a threat to each other.

ARMS TALKS WITH SOVIETS

Q. Would you want to begin arms talks with the Soviet Union at the 
present military strength, or would you want to wait until the United 
States was able to build up its strength to a point where you thought 
there was military parity with the Soviet Union?

A. I'd have to look to see whether it would be sufficient just for us to 
start, but I don't think that w e should sit at the table the way we have 
in the past. This is one of the things that's been wrong. We have been 
unilaterally disarming at the same time we're negotiating supposedly 
arms limitation with the other fellow, where all he has to do is sit there 
and not give up anything and his superiority increases. He will be far

 ̂ ACDA files.
 ̂New York Times, Oct. 2, 1980. The Times printed excerpts from an Associated Press 

interview in New York, Tuesday, Sept. 30, 1980. The portions printed here are all of those 
that ran in the Times. ' 1980 by the New York Times Company. Reprinted by permission.
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more inclined to negotiate in good faith if he knows that the United 
States is engaged in building up its military.

Q. So you wouldn't wait to start new negotiations?
A. No, I think that if you start, they know our industrial strength. 

They know our capacity. The one card that's been missing in these 
negotiations has been the possibility of an arms race. N ow  the Soviets 
have been racing, but with no competition. N o one else is racing. N ow  
they know the difference between their industrial power and ours. 
And so I think that we'd get a lot farther at the table if they know that 
as they continue, they're faced with our industrial capacity and all that 
we can do.

Q. Would an absolute reduction in the existing levels of arms in the 
United States and Soviet Union be a requirement for a treaty?

A. It's either that or a buildup on our side to the point that once 
again the possibility of a preemptive strike has beem eliminated.

LIMITATION ON ARMS

Q. The theory behind the treaty that the President submitted was 
that you put a lid somewhere, even on the increase. But you seem to be 
saying that you want an absolute reduction.

A. The only choice between that then would be parity by our 
matching what we know them to have. And it would, I think, make a 
lot more sense for both our countries to reduce it down.

Q. It would have to be a Soviet reduction to our level. A. Yes.

Q. Given the hard line that you've taken with the Soviet Union and 
the political realities in the Kremlin, how long do you think it would  
take to convince the Soviet Union to come to the bargaining table?

A. Well, I don't know, the Soviet Union wouldn't be confused about 
where I stood, and I think sometimes they'd feel better if they know  
what the game is and w ho the players are.

News Conference Statement by the Belgian Representa
tive (Smolderen) to the Mutual and Balanced Force 
Reductions Talks, October 9, 1980 ^

Ambassador Smolderen pointed out that, during the nearly 7 years 
since these negotiations on force reductions began, the question of the 
amount of the forces to be reduced on each side has naturally been a 
central topic of these talks. He noted that this same question of the size 
of reductions played a central role in the Western proposals of 
December 20, 1979.

Ambassador Smolderen noted that it was the continuing view of 
Western participants that the main element of instability in Central

 ̂ ACDA files. Ambassador Smolderen spoke on behalf of Western participants on the 
Eastern proposals presented on July 10, 1980.
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Europe was the superiority of the East in numbers of ground force 
personnel and tanks. This is the rationale for the basic position of the 
West: That the main objective of the Vienna talks should be to achieve 
agreement on parity in ground force manpower at a lower level 
through reductions to a common collective ceiling.

But, for years, even despite its subsequent agreement in principle in 
1978 to the common collective ceiling, the East refused either to accept 
the overall common ceiling indicated by Western data on Eastern 
forces, or to provide sufficient further information to come to an 
agreement on data for those forces.

Finally, in the interest of rapid progress toward a first agreement, the 
West, in its December 1979 proposals, dropped the requirement for 
agreement in Phase I on the size of overall Eastern reductions to the 
common ceiling. Obviously, this move represents the postponement of 
the major Western objective in these talks to the necessarily more 
uncertain outcome of Phase II talks. Consequently, it is a major 
concession to the East. As you know, the West's proposals of Decem
ber 1979 contained a second major Western concession to the East on 
the issue of the size of reductions, a radical cut in the size of Soviet 
Phase I reductions. In its proposals of November 1973, the West 
requested the withdrawal in Phase I of an entire Soviet tank army 
comprising 68,000 men.

The Soviet Union is the strongest military power in the Warsaw 
Treaty, and its ground forces make up more than half of the Eastern 
total. The withdrawal to the Soviet Union of an entire Soviet tank army 
in Phase I would have been an important contribution to reaching the 
common ceiling and a convincing demonstration of constructive Soviet 
intentions toward Western Europe.

Regrettably, Eastern participants rejected this proposal. So, in the 
interest of movement to agreement, in April 1978, the West made a 
significant concession to the East by dropping the Western require
ment for withdrawal of an entire Soviet tank army, and asking only for 
withdrawal of 68,000 men in five divisions of Eastern choice.

But, in its proposals of June 1978, the East proposed to reduce Soviet 
ground forces by only 30,000 men in Phase I. In its December 1979 
proposals, again in the interest of moving to agreement, the West cut 
its requirements for Soviet Phase I reductions and reluctantly agreed to 
the reduction of only 30,000 personnel in Phase I, as proposed by the 
East in June 1978. ITiis is less than half the number of Phase I Soviet 
reductions originally proposed by the West and therefore a very 
important Western concession.

Given the fact that the East had proposed substantially the same 
amount of Soviet and U.S. reductions in its June 1978 proposal, the 
West thought it could assume that its December 1979 proposal would  
mean East-West agreement on the important issue of the size of Phase I 
reductions. Unfortunately, this was not so. Instead, in February 1980, 
the East suddenly withdrew from its own proposal of June 1978 on the 
size of Soviet Phase I reductions and began an effort to decrease the 
size of Soviet reductions under a Phase I agreement.
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In fact, it is obvious that, in its July 10, 1980 proposals, the East is 
actually offering to cut the Soviet reductions taken under a negotiated 
Phase I agreement by one-third to only 20,000 men of the 30,000 which 
the East itself had proposed in June 1978 and to which the West agreed 
in its December 20, 1979, proposals.

Presenting the reply of the participating Western governments to 
this newest proposal of the East, Ambassador Smolderen said that, 
despite this proposed further cut in the size of negotiated Soviet Phase 
I reductions, the West is willing to consider changes in the Western 
position regarding the size of Phase I reductions, but the West would  
only be able to do this after agreement is reached on data for Soviet 
ground forces.

The East argues that it is in reality offering a generous deal when its 
unilateral withdrawals are taken into account. But the West has a valid 
position of principle that any reductions credited in these talks have to 
be subject to all the conditions and obligations of an agreement, 
including an agreed data base and associated measures for the purpose 
of verification. In fact, w e are not sure, because of the lack of 
agreement on Soviet data and the present state of Soviet forces in the 
reduction area, whether their unilateral withdrawals will actually 
result in a net decrease of Soviet forces in the reduction area. So it is 
natural that the West is now insisting that agreement be reached on the 
data for Soviet ground forces in the area before the West can reach a 
decision on the East's proposal to put Soviet reductions at 20,000 in a 
Phase I agreement.

Given the Western objective of sizable Soviet Phase I reductions, and 
the fact that the size of Soviet reductions to be taken under a Phase I 
agreement was already quite small at 30,000 men when the West 
agreed in December 1979 to the East's June 1978 proposals, this 
statement of Western willingness to consider the East's proposal for a 
still lower figure of negotiated Soviet reductions, provided agreement 
can be reached on data, is a forthcoming move on the part of the West, 
and we hope it is so recognized by the East.

Ambassador Smolderen said that, as regards the Eastern proposal 
that, after Phase II reductions, no direct participant should have more 
than 50 percent of the 900,000-man combined common collective 
ceiling of ground and air force personnel in the area of reductions. 
Western participants did not consider that this proposal was of 
immediate relevance for a Phase I agreement, and it would be referred 
to at a later stage in the discussions since it concerned the nature of 
manpower ceilings in Phase II, which, as Western participants have 
pointed out, had to be in conformity with the collectivity principle.

Noting that the East's proposal of July 10 had dealt with only two 
specific topics, only one of them, as I have noted, immediately relevant 
to a Phase I agreement. Ambassador Smolderen called on Eastern 
participants to make a comprehensive reply to the Western proposals 
of December 1979, which contain a fully articulated approach to an 
interim Phase I agreement. He asked Eastern participants to take a 
more comprehensive and clear position on the entire range of associ-
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ated measures proposed by the West last December—the East's 
position on this topic is still incomplete—and he urged the East to 
contribute decisively on the question of data for Soviet ground forces.

In sum, against the background of developments on the issue of the 
size of Soviet Phase I reductions, this Western reply of willingess to 
consider still smaller Soviet reductions for Phase I under conditions of 
agreed data can bring participants closer to a first Phase agreement if 
the East will make a real contribution to resolving the issue of data on 
Soviet ground forces and further movement on associated measures.

Convention and Protocols Adopted by the U.N. Confer
ence on Prohibitions or Restrictions of Use of Certain 
Conventional Weapons Which May Be Deemed To Be 
Excessively Injurious or To Have Indiscriminate Effects, 
October 10, 1980^

The High Contracting Parties,
Recalling that every State has the duty, in conformity with the 

Charter of the United Nations, to refrain in its international relations 
from the threat or use of force against the sovereignty, territorial 
integrity or political independence of any State, or in any other manner 
inconsistent with the purposes of the United Nations.

Further recalling the general principle of the protection of the civilian 
population against the effects of hostilities.

Basing themselves on the principle of international law that the right of 
the parties to an armed conflict to choose methods or means of warfare 
is not unlimited, and on the principle that prohibits the employment in 
armed conflicts of weapons, projectiles and material and methods of 
warfare of a nature to cause superfluous injury or unnecessary 
suffering.

Also recalling that it is prohibited to employ methods or means of 
warfare which are intended, or may be expected, to cause widespread, 
long-term and severe damage to the natural environment.

Confirming their determination that in cases not covered by this 
Convention and its annexed Protocols or by other international 
agreements, the civilian population and the combatants shall at all 
times remain under the protection and authority of the principles of 
international law derived from established custom, from the principles 
of humanity and from the dictates of public conscience.

Desiring to contribute to international detente, the ending of the 
arms race and the building of confidence among States, and hence to 
the realization of the aspiration of all peoples to live in peace. 

Recognizing the importance of pursuing every effort which may 
contribute to progress towards general and complete disarmament 
under strict and effective international control.

 ̂ A/CONF.95/15, Annex I, pp. 2 -17 .
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Reaffirming the need to continue the codification and progressive 
development of the rules of international law applicable in armed 
conflict.

Wishing to prohibit or restrict further the use of certain conventional 
weapons and believing that the positive results achieved in this area 
may facilitate the main talks on disarmament with a view to putting an 
end to the production, stockpiling and proliferation of such weapons. 

Emphasizing the desirability that all States become parties to this 
Convention and its annexed Protocols, especially the militarily signifi
cant States,

Bearing in mind that the General Assembly of the United Nations and 
the United Nations Disarmament Commission may decide to examine 
the question of a possible broadening of the scope of the prohibitions 
and restrictions contained in this Convention and its annexed Protocols.

Further bearing in mind that the Committee on Disarmament may 
decide to consider the question of adopting further measures to 
prohibit or restrict the use of certain conventional weapons.

Have agreed as follows:

ARTICLE 1

Scope of application

This Convention and its annexed Protocols shall apply in the 
situations referred to in Article 2 common to the Geneva Conventions 
of 12 August 1949 for the Protection of War Victims,  ̂ including any 
situation described in paragraph 4 of Article 1 of Additional Protocol I 
to these Conventions.

ARTICLE 2

Relations with other international agreements

Nothing in this Convention or its annexed Protocols shall be 
interpreted as detracting from other obligations imposed upon the 
High Contracting Parties by international humanitarian law applicable 
in armed conflict.

ARTICLE 3

Signature

This Convention shall be open for signature by all States at United 
Nations Headquarters in N ew  York for a period of twelve months from 
10 April 1981.

ARTICLE 4

Ratification, acceptance, approval or accession

1. This Convention is subject to ratification, acceptance or approval

2 6 UST 3516, TIAS 3365; 6 UST 3316, TIAS 3364.
 ̂Article 1 of Additional Protocol I may be found in International Legal Materials: Current 

Documents, vol. XVI (1977), pp. 1396-1397.
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by the Signatories. Any State which has not signed this Convention 
may accede to it.

2. The instruments of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession 
shall be deposited with the Depositary.

3. Expressions of consent to be bound by any of the Protocols 
annexed to this Convention shall be optional for each State, provided 
that at the time of the deposit of its instrument of ratification, 
acceptance or approval of this Convention or of accession thereto, that 
State shall notify the Depositary of its consent to be bound by any two 
or more of these Protocols.

4. At any time after the deposit of its instrument of ratification, 
acceptance or approval of this Convention or of accession thereto, a 
State may notify the Depositary of its consent to be bound by any 
annexed Protocol by which it is not already bound.

5. Any Protocol by which a High Contracting Party is bound shall 
for that Party form an integral part of this Convention.

ARTICLE 5

Entry into force

1. This Convention shall enter into force six months after the date of 
deposit of the twentieth instrument of ratification, acceptance, ap
proval or accession.

2. For any State which deposits its instrument of ratification, 
acceptance, approval or accession after the date of the deposit of the 
twentieth instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession, 
this Convention shall enter into force six months after the date on 
which that State has deposited its instrument of ratification, acceptance, 
approval or accession.

3. Each of the Protocols annexed to this Convention shall enter into 
force six months after the date by which twenty States have notified 
their consent to be bound by it in accordance with paragraph 3 or 4 of 
Article 4 of this Convention.

4. For any State which notifies its consent to be bound by a Protocol, 
annexed to this Convention after the date by which twenty States have 
notified their consent to be bound by it, the Protocol shall enter into 
force six months after the date on which that State has notified its 
consent so to be bound.

ARTICLE 6

Dissemination

The High Contracting Parties undertake, in time of peace as in time 
of armed conflict, to disseminate this Convention and those of its 
annexed Protocols by which they are bound as widely as possible in 
their respective countries and, in particular, to include the study 
thereof in their programmes of military instruction, so that those 
instruments may become known to their armed forces.
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ARTICLE 7

Treaty relations upon entry into force of this Convention

1. When one of the parties to a conflict is not bound by an annexed 
Protocol, the parties bound by this Convention and that annexed 
Protocol shall remain bound by them in their mutual relations.

2. Any High Contracting Party shall be bound by this Convention 
and any Protocol annexed thereto which is in force for it, in any 
situation contemplated by Article 1, in relation to any State which is 
not a party to this Convention or bound by the relevant annexed 
Protocol, if the latter accepts and applies this Convention or the 
relevant Protocol, and so notifies the Depositary.

3. The Depositary shall immediately inform the High Contracting 
Parties concerned of any notification received under paragraph 2 of 
this Article.

4. This Convention, and the annexed Protocols by which a High 
Contracting Party is bound, shall apply with respect to an armed 
conflict against that High Contracting Party of the type referred to in 
Article 1, paragraph 4, of Additional Protocol I to the Geneva Conven
tions of 12 August 1949 for the Protection of War Victims:

(a) where the High Contracting Party is also a party to Additional 
Protocol I and an authority referred to in Article 96, paragraph 3, of 
that Protocol  ̂has undertaken to apply the Geneva Conventions and 
Additional Protocol I in accordance with Article 96, paragraph 3, of the 
said Protocol, and undertakes to apply this Convention and the 
relevant annexed Protocols in relation to that conflict; or

(b) where the High Contracting Party is not a party to Additional 
Protocol I and an authority of the type referred to in subparagraph (a) 
above accepts and applies the obligations of the Geneva Conventions 
and of this Convention and the relevant annexed Protocols in relation 
to that conflict. Such an acceptance and application shall have in 
relation to that conflict the following effects:

(i) the Geneva Conventions and this Convention and its rele
vant annexed Protocols are brought into force for the parties to the 
conflict with immediate effect;

(ii) the said authority assumes the same rights and obligations 
as those which have been assumed by a High Contracting Party to 
the Geneva Conventions, this Convention and its relevant an
nexed Protocols; and

(iii) the Geneva Conventions, this Convention and its relevant 
annexed Protocols are equally binding upon all parties to the 
conflict.

The High Contracting Party and the authority may also agree to accept 
and apply the obligations of Additional Protocol I to the Geneva 
Conventions on a reciprocal basis.

Ibid., pp. 1431-1432.
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ARTICLE 8

Review and amendments

1.(a) At any time after the entry into force of this Convention any 
High Contracting Party may propose amendments to this Convention 
or any annexed Protocol by which it is bound. Any proposal for an 
amendment shall be communicated to the Depositary, who shall notify 
it to all the High Contracting Parties, and shall seek their views on 
whether a conference should be convened to consider the proposal. If a 
majority, that shall not be less than eighteen of the High Contracting 
Parties so agree, he shall promptly convene a conference to which all 
High Contracting Parties shall be invited. States not parties to this 
Convention shall be invited to the conference as observers.

(b) Such a conference may agree upon amendments which shall be 
adopted and shall enter into force in the same manner as this 
Convention and the annexed Protocols, provided that amendments to 
this Convention may be adopted only by the High Contracting Parties 
and that amendments to a specific annexed Protocol may be adopted 
only by the High Contracting Parties which are bound by that Protocol.

2. (a) At any time after the entry into force of this Convention any 
High Contracting Party may propose additional protocols relating to 
other categories of conventional weapons not covered by the existing 
annexed Protocols. Any such proposal for an additional protocol shall 
be communicated to the Depositary, who shall notify it to all the High 
Contracting Parties in accordance with subparagraph 1 (a) of this 
Article. If a majority, that shall not be less than eighteen of the High 
Contracting Parties so agree, the Depositary shall promptly convene a 
conference to which all States shall be invited.

(b) Such a conference may agree, with the full participation of all 
States represented at the conference, upon additional protocols which 
shall be adopted in the same manner as this Convention, shall be 
annexed thereto and shall enter into force as provided in paragraphs 3 
and 4 of Article 5 of this Convention.

3.(a) If, after a period of ten years following the entry into force of 
this Convention, no conference has been convened in accordance with 
subparagraph 1 (a) or 2 (a) of this Article, any High Contracting Party 
may request the Depositary to convene a conference to which all High 
Contracting Parties shall be invited to review the scope and operation 
of this Convention and the Protocols annexed thereto and to consider 
any proposal for amendments of this Convention or of the existing 
Protocols. States not parties to this Convention shall be invited as 
observers to the conference. The conference may agree upon amend
ments which shall be adopted and enter into force in accordance with 
subparagraph 1 (b) above.

(b) At such conference consideration may also be given to any 
proposal for additional protocols relating to other categories of conven
tional weapons not covered by the existing annexed Protocols. All 
States represented at the conference may participate fully in such 
consideration. Any additional protocols shall be adopted in the same
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manner as this Convention, shall be annexed thereto and shall enter 
into force as provided in paragraphs 3 and 4 of Article 5 of this 
Convention.

(c) Such a conference may consider whether provision should be 
made for the convening of a further conference at the request of any 
High Contracting Party if, after a similar period to that referred to in 
subparagraph 3 (a) of this Article, no conference has been convened in 
accordance with subparagraph 1 (a) or 2 (a) of this Article.

ARTICLE 9

Denunciation

1. Any High Contracting Party may denounce this Convention or 
any of its annexed Protocols by so notifying the Depositary.

2. Any such denunciation shall only take effect one year after receipt 
by the Depositary of the notification of denunciation. If, however, on 
the expiry of that year the denouncing High Contracting Party is 
engaged in one of the situations referred to in Article 1, the Party shall 
continue to be bound by the obligations of this Convention and of the 
relevant annexed Protocols until the end of the armed conflict or 
occupation and, in any case, until the termination of operations 
connected with the final release, repatriation or re-establishment of the 
person protected by the rules of international law applicable in armed 
conflict, and in the case of any annexed Protocol containing provisions 
concerning situations in which peace-keeping, observation or similar 
functions are performed by United Nations forces or missions in the 
area concerned, until the termination of those functions.

3. Any denunciation of this Convention shall be considered as also 
applying to all annexed Protocols by which the denouncing High 
Contracting Party is bound.

4. Any denunciation shall have effect only in respect of the denounc
ing High Contracting Party.

5. Any denunciation shall not affect the obligations already incurred, 
by reason of an armed conflict, under this Convention and its annexed 
Protocols by such denouncing High Contracting Party in respect of any 
act committed before this denunciation becomes effective.

ARTICLE 10

Depositary

1. The Secretary-General of the United Nations shall be the Deposi
tary of this Convention and of its annexed Protocols.

2. In addition to his usual functions, the Depositary shall inform all 
States of:

(a) signatures affixed to this Convention under Article 3;
(b) deposits of instruments of ratification, acceptance or approval of 

or accession to this Convention deposited under Article 4;
(c) notifications of consent to be bound by annexed Protocols under 

Article 4;
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(d) the dates of entry into force of this Convention and of each of its 
annexed Protocols under Article 5; and

(e) notifications of denunciation received under Article 9, and their 
effective date.

ARTICLE 11

Authentic texts

The original of this Convention with the annexed Protocols, of which 
the Arabic, Chinese, English, French, Russian and Spanish texts are 
equally authentic, shall be deposited with the Depositary, who shall 
transmit certified true copies thereof to all States.

P r o t o c o l  o n  N o n -D e t e c t a b l e  F r a g m e n t s  (P r o t o c o l  I)

It is prohibited to use any weapon the primary effect of which is to 
injure by fragments which in the human body escape detection by 
X-rays.

P r o t o c o l  o n  P r o h ib it io n s  o r  R e s t r ic t io n s  o n  t h e  U se  o f  M in e s , 
Bo o b y  T r a p s  a n d  O t h e r  D e v ic e s  (P r o t o c o l  II)

a r t ic l e  1

Material scope of application

This Protocol relates to the use on land of the mines, booby-traps 
and other devices defined herein, including mines laid to interdict 
beaches, waterway crossings or river crossings, but does not apply to 
the use of anti-ship mines at sea or in inland waterways.

ARTICLE 2

Definitions

For the purpose of this Protocol:

1. "Mine" means any munition placed under, on or near the ground 
or other surface area and designed to be detonated or exploded by the 
presence, proximity or contact of a person or vehicle, and "remotely 
delivered mine" means any mine so defined delivered by artillery, 
rocket, mortar or similar means or dropped from an aircraft.

2. "Booby-trap" means any device or material which is designed, 
constructed or adapted to kill or injure and which functions unexpect
edly when a person disturbs or approaches an apparently harmless 
object or performs an apparently safe act.

3. "Other devices" means manually-emplaced munitions and de
vices designed to kill, injure or damage and which are actuated by 
remote control or automatically after a lapse of time.

4. "Military objective" means, so far as objects are concerned, any 
object which by its nature, location, purpose or use makes an effective 
contribution to military action and whose total or partial destruction.



CERTAIN CONVENTIONAL WEAPONS CONVENTION, OCTOBER 10 447

capture or neutralization, in the circumstances ruling at the time, offers 
a definite military advantage.

5. "Civilian objects" are all objects which are not military objectives 
as defined in paragraph 4.

6. "Recording" means a physical, administrative and technical oper
ation designed to obtain, for the purpose of registration in the official 
records, all available information facilitating the location of minefields, 
mines and booby-traps.

ARTICLE 3

General restrictions on the use of mines, booby-traps and other devices

1. This Article applies to:

(a) mines;
(b) booby-traps; and
(c) other devices.

2. It is prohibited in all circumstances to direct weapons to which 
this Article applies, either in offence, defence or by way of reprisals, 
against the civilian population as such or against individual civilians.

3. The indiscriminate use of weapons to which this Article applies is 
prohibited. Indiscriminate use is any placement of such weapons:

(a) which is not on, or directed at, a military objective; or
(b) which employs a method or means of delivery which cannot be 

directed at a specific military objective; or
(c) which may be expected to cause incidental loss of civilian life, 

injury to civilians, damage to civilian objects, or a combination thereof, 
which would be excessive in relation to the concrete and direct military 
advantage anticipated.

4. All feasible precautions shall be taken to protect civilians from the 
effects of weapons to which this Article applies. Feasible precautions 
are those precautions which are practicable or practicaUy possible 
taking into account all circumstances ruling at the time, including 
humanitarian and military considerations.

ARTICLE 4

Restrictions on the use of mines other than remotely delivered mines, 
booby-traps and other devices in populated areas

1. This Article applies to:

(a) mines other than remotely delivered mines;
(b) booby-traps; and
(c) other devices.

2. It is prohibited to use weapons to which this Article applies in any 
city, town, village or other area containing a similar concentration of 
civilians in which combat between ground forces is not taking place or 
does not appear to be imminent, unless either;
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(a) they are placed on or in the close vicinity of a military objective 
belonging to or under the control of an adverse party; or

(b) measures are taken to protect civilians from their effects, for 
example, the posting of warning signs, the posting of sentries, the 
issue of warnings or the provision of fences.

ARTICLE 5

Restrictions on the use of remotely delivered mines

1. The use of remotely delivered mines is prohibited unless such 
mines are only used within an area which is itself a military objective or 
which contains military objectives, and unless:

(a) their location can be accurately recorded in accordance with 
Article 7(l)(a); or

(b) an effective neutralizing mechanism is used on each such mine, 
that is to say, a self-actuating mechanism which is designed to render a 
mine harmless or cause it to destroy itself when it is anticipated that 
the mine will no longer serve the military purpose for which it was 
placed in position, or a remotely-controlled mechanism which is 
designed to render harmless or destroy a mine when the mine no 
longer serves the military purpose for which it was placed in position.

2. Effective advance warning shall be given of any delivery or 
dropping of remotely delivered mines which may affect the civilian 
population, unless circumstances do not permit.

ARTICLE 6

Prohibition on the use of certain booby traps

1. Without prejudice to the rules of international law applicable in 
armed conflict relating to treachery and perfidy, it is prohibited in all 
circumstances to use:

(a) any booby-trap in the form of an apparently harmless portable 
object which is specifically designed and constructed to contain explo
sive material and to detonate when it is disturbed or approached, or

(b) booby-traps which are in any way attached to or associated with:

(i) internationally recognized protective emblems, signs or 
signals;

(ii) sick, wounded or dead persons;
(iii) burial or cremation sites or graves;
(iv) medical facilities, medical equipment, medical supplies or 

medical transportation;
(v) children's toys or other portable objects or products specially 

designed for the feeding, health, hygiene, clothing or education 
of children;

(vi) food or drink;
(vii) kitchen utensils or appliances except in military establish

ments, military locations or military supply depots;
(viii) objects clearly of a religious nature;
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(ix) historic monuments, works of art or places of worship 
which constitute the cultural or spiritual heritage of peoples;

(x) animals or their carcasses.

2. It is prohibited in all circumstances to use any booby-trap which is 
designed to cause superfluous injury or unnecessary suffering.

ARTICLE 7

Recording and publication of the location of minefields, mines and booby-traps

1. The parties to a conflict shall record the location of:

(a) all pre-planned minefields laid by them; and
(b) all areas in which they have made large-scale and pre-planned 

use of booby-traps.

2. The parties shall endeavour to ensure the recording of the 
location of all other minefields, mines and booby-traps which they 
have laid or placed in position.

3. All such records shall be retained by the parties who shall:

(a) immediately after the cessation of active hostilities:

(i) take all necessary and appropriate measures, including the 
use of such records, to protect civilians from the effects of 
minefields, mines and booby-traps; and either

(ii) in cases where the forces of neither party are in the territory 
of the adverse party, make available to each other and to the 
Secretary-General of the United Nations all information in their 
possession concerning the location of minefields, mines and 
booby-traps in the territory of the adverse party; or

(iii) once complete withdrawal of the forces of the parties from 
the territory of the adverse party has taken place, make available 
to the adverse party and to the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations all information in their possession concerning the location 
of minefields, mines and booby traps in the territory of the adverse 
party;

(b) when a United Nations force or mission performs functions in 
any area, make available to the authority mentioned in Article 8 such 
information as is required by that Article;

(c) whenever possible, by mutual agreement, provide for the release 
of information concerning the location of minefields, mines and booby 
traps, particularly in agreements governing the cessation of hostilities.

ARTICLE 8

Protection of United Nations forces and missions from the effects of minefields, 
mines and booby-traps

1. When a United Nations force or mission performs functions of 
peace-keeping, observation or similar functions in any area, each party 
to the conflict shall, if requested by the head of the United Nations 
force or mission in that area, as far as it is able:
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(a) remove or render harmless all mines or booby traps in that area;
(b) take such measures as may be necessary to protect the force or 

mission from the effects of minefields, mines and booby traps while 
carrying out its duties; and

(c) make available to the head of the United Nations force or mission 
in that area, all information in the party's possession concerning the 
location of minefields, mines and booby traps in that area.

2. When a United Nations fact-finding mission performs functions 
in any area, any party to the conflict concerned shall provide protection 
to that mission except where, because of the size of such mission, it 
cannot adequately provide such protection. In that case it shall make 
available to the head of the mission the information in its possession  
concerning the location of minefields, mines and booby-traps in that 
area.

ARTICLE 9

International co-operation in the removal of minefields, mines and booby 
traps

After the cessation of active hostilities, the parties shall endeavour to 
reach agreement, both among themselves and, where appropriate, 
with other States and with international organizations, on the provi
sion of information and technical and material assistance—^including, 
in appropriate circumstances, joint operations—necessary to remove 
or otherwise render ineffective minefields, mines and booby-traps 
placed in position during the conflict.

T e c h n ic a l  A n n e x  t o  t h e  P r o t o c o l  o n  P r o h ib it io n s  o r  R e s t r ic t io n s  
ON THE U se  o f  M in e s , Bo o b y  T r a p s  a n d  O t h e r  D e v ic e s  (P r o t o c o l  II)

GUIDELINES ON RECORDING

Whenever an obligation for the recording of the location of minefields, 
mines and booby traps arises under the Protocol, the following 
guidelines shall be taken into account.

1. With regard to pre-planned minefield and large-scale and pre
planned use of booby traps:

(a) maps, diagrams or other records should be made in such a way 
as to indicate the extent of the minefield or booby-trapped area; and

(b) the location of the minefield or booby-trapped area should be 
specified by relation to the co-ordinates of a single reference point and 
by the estimated dimensions of the area containing mines and booby 
traps in relation to that single reference point.

2. With regard to other minefields, mines and booby traps laid or 
placed in position:

In so far as possible, the relevant information specified in paragraph 
1 above should be recorded so as to enable the areas containing 
minefields, mines and booby traps to be identified.
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P r o t o c o l  o n  P r o h ib it io n s  o r  R e s t r ic t io n s  o n  t h e  U se  o f  
In c e n d ia r y  W e a p o n s  (P r o t o c o l  III)

ARTICLE 1

Definitions

For the purpose of this Protocol:
1. "Incendiary weapon" means any weapon or munition which is 

primarily designed to set fire to objects or to cause burn injury to 
persons through the action of flame, heat, or a combination thereof, 
produced by a chemical reaction of a substance delivered on the target.

(a) Incendiary weapons can take the form of, for example, flame 
throwers, fougasses, shells, rockets, grenades, mines, bombs and 
other containers of incendiary substances.

(b) Incendiary weapons do not include:

(i) Munitions which may have incidental incendiary effects, 
such as illuminants, tracers, smoke or signalling systems;

(ii) Munitions designed to combine penetration, blast or frag
mentation effects with an additional incendiary effect, such as 
armour-piercing projectiles, fragmentation shells, explosive bombs 
and similar combined-effects munitions in which the incendiary 
effect is not specifically designed to cause burn injury to persons, 
but to be used against military objectives, such as armoured 
vehicles, aircraft and installations or facilities.

2. "Concentration of civilians" means any concentration of civilians, 
be it permanent or temporary, such as in inhabited parts of cities, or 
inhabited towns or villages, or as in camps or columns of refugees or 
evacuees, or groups of nomads.

3. "Military objective" means, so far as objects are concerned, any 
object which by its nature, location, purpose or use makes an effective 
contribution to military action and whose total or partial destruction, 
capture or neutralization, in the circumstances ruling at the time, offers 
a definite military advantage.

4. "Civilian objects" are all objects which are not military objectives 
as defined in paragraph 3.

5. "Feasible precautions" are those precautions which are practica
ble or practically possible taking into account all circumstances ruling 
at the time, including humanitarian and military considerations.

ARTICLE 2

Protection of civilians and civilian objects

1. It is prohibited in all circumstances to make the civilian popula
tion as such, individual civilians or civilian objects the object of attack 
by incendiary weapons.

2. It is prohibited in all circumstances to make any military objective 
located within a concentration of civilians the object of attack by 
air-delivered incendiary weapons.
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3. It is further prohibited to make any military objective located 
within a concentration of civilians the object of attack by means of 
incendiary weapons other than air-delivered incendiary weapons, 
except when such military objective is clearly separated from the 
concentration of civilians and all feasible precautions are taken with a 
view to limiting the incendiary effects to the military objective and to 
avoiding, and in any event to minimizing, incidental loss of civilian 
life, injury to civilians and damage to civilian objects.

4. It is prohibited to make forests or other kinds of plant cover the 
object of attack by incendiary weapons except when such natural 
elements are used to cover, conceal or camouflage combatants or other 
military objectives, or are themselves military objectives.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Troyanovsicy) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly, Octo
ber 17, 1980 ^

States and peoples of the world live today in the conditions of an 
aggravated international situation where the policy of detente is 
being put to a severe test and where the danger of war is mounting. In 
these circumstances it is essential to multiply efforts to arrest such a 
course of developments. Guided by this, the Soviet Union has pro
posed the inclusion in the agenda of the current United Nations 
General Assembly of an important and urgent item entitled "Certain 
Urgent Measures for Reducing the Danger of War" and has submitted 
a relevant draft resolution (Document A/C.1/35/L.1). ^

Within the framework of the initiative advanced by the Soviet 
Union, it has been proposed that a number of priority practical 
measures be taken. This is a minimum of what should be done without 
delay in order to slow down the arms race somewhat, prevent the 
world sliding to a new cold war and to preclude the danger of a nuclear 
conflict. The Soviet Union is acting on the assumption that through 
joint efforts of States and active moves by peace-loving forces, it is 
possible to reduce tension in international relations, to preserve and to 
give a new impetus to the process of international detente and 
strengthen universal peace.

The timeliness of the Soviet Union* s new initiatives is obvious to any 
unbiased person. In the current circumstances, which are character
ized by the aggravation of the international situation brought about 
JTiy [by] imperialist forces, the struggle against the danger of war 
becomes particularly important. Having embarked upon the course 
towards hegemony in world affairs and having worked out to this end  
a sort of "anti-detente doctrine", the United States, with the support 
of some other North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) countries

 ̂ A/C.1/35/PV.5, pp. 6-17. 
 ̂Sept. 23, printed ante.
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and the present leaders in Peking, is deliberately whipping up tension  
in various parts of the world, working to expand existing military blocs 
and create new ones, accelerating the build-up of its armies, stockpil
ing nuclear and conventional armaments on an ever increasing scde, 
adopting new  military programmes and stepping up military 
preparations.

In this connexion it is to be recalled that not so long ago, in the 
summer of 1979, during the meeting in Vienna between the General 
Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union and President of the Praesidium of the Supreme Soviet of 
the USSR, Mr. Brezhnev, and the United States President, Mr. Carter, 
the American side also recognized the need to preserve the existing 
approximate parity of military power between East and West. Leaders 
of other NATO countries recognized this as well. But leaders of this 
military bloc, primarily the United States, are stepping up their 
attempts to upset the approximate strategic balance between the East 
and the West to their advantage and to the detriment of the USSR and 
other socialist countries.

A sort of nostalgia about the past and, to put it bluntly, about the 
irrecoverable superiority of the United States in military power has of 
late been actively cultivated in the West. The former United States 
Secretary of State Mr. Cyrus Vance also noted this dangerous phenom e
non in a speech he made at Harvard University on 5 June 1980. This 
nostalgia, he cautioned, "may lead to an error, if not to a disaster". ^

In the field of disarmament such a course has resulted in the United 
States, its NATO associates and the Chinese hegemonists working to 
slow down artificially or even to disrupt efforts and concrete negotia
tions on limiting the arms race. Consequently, what w e are facing 
today is a situation where the momentum of the arms race by far 
exceeds the productiveness of talks designed to put an end to i t . .

Similarly, the ill-fated Presidential Directive 59 adopted by Washing
ton which elevates the "new nuclear strategy" to the rank of official 
policy, and with w hose help certain quarters would wish peoples to 
get accustomed to the idea that it is permissible and possible not only 
to threaten with nuclear weapons but also to use them, cannot fail to 
give rise to serious concern throughout the world.

Also typical are attempts to justify this militaristic course by assert
ing that the Soviet Union is building up its military potential on a scale 
that goes beyond its defence requirements. These attempts constitute a 
deliberate deception of peoples. The Soviet Union is not doing any
thing that goes beyond its own defence requirements and those of its 
allies and friends. Firmly committed to the principle of equal security, 
it believes that approximate equality and parity are sufficient to satisfy 
these requirements. The socialist countries have not, do not and will 
not espouse any strategic doctrine other than the defensive one, and 
they have not, do not and will not intend to acquire a first nuclear

 ̂New York Times, June 6, 1980.
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Strike capability. These are irrefutable facts and the Soviet Union has 
made repeated statements on that score.

Take, for instance, Europe. In the last decade the number of 
medium-range nuclear-weapon delivery system s in the European part 
of the USSR has not been increased by a single missile or aircraft. On 
the contrary, the number of launchers of medium-range missiles and 
their nuclear yields has even been somewhat reduced. For several 
years now the numerical strength of Soviet troops in Central Europe 
has not increased. What is more, in 1979-1980 the Soviet Union 
unilaterally withdrew from the territory of the German Democratic 
Republic 20,000 troops, 1,000 tanks and other material. Yet w e have 
seen no concrete steps on the part of the West in response to those 
peaceful actions by the USSR.

In this connexion it should be noted that sometimes assertions are 
made, in particular in this Organization, about th^ equal responsibility 
of the great Powers for the arms race and the absence of adequate 
progress in the field of disarmament. It would be appropriate, however, 
to ask the proponents of that allegedly objective point of view the 
following questions:

Who froze the process of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT 
II)  ̂ ratification, thus endangering its entry into force? Who took a 
decision in May 1978 on an annual automatic increase in military 
expenditures? Who took a decision in December 1979 to deploy in 
Western Europe qualitatively new medium-range nuclear missile 
systems,  ̂thus seriously endangering the approximate military-strategic 
balance and stability in Europe and throughout the world? Who 
unilaterally suspended talks on limiting and subsequently reducing 
military activities in the Indian Ocean? Who unilaterally suspended  
talks on limiting international arms trade and supplies? Who refuses to 
engage in serious talks on ending the production of all types of nuclear 
weapons and gradually reducing their stockpiles up to and including 
their total destruction? Who is creating artificial obstacles in the talks 
on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests? Who 
for several years now has been sabotaging agreement on reducing 
armed forces and armaments in Central Europe?

This far from exhaustive list of questions should make it totally clear 
that all the talk about so-called equal responsibility not only distorts the 
actual state of affairs but also serves as a convenient cover for the 
continuation of the militaristic policies so dangerous for the peoples of 
the world and for world peace.

In the present complex international situation, the Soviet Union 
believes it to be necessary to multiply our efforts to preserve and 
strengthen detente and prevent war. It is precisely for this purpose 
that the Soviet Union has proposed the adoption of a number of urgent

 ̂The text of the SALT II Treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp.
189 ff.

5 Ibid., pp. 814-816.
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steps to be taken to reduce the danger of war. These steps should  
include the limiting of both the nuclear and conventional arms races 
and improving the international climate as a whole.

What specific measures are we proposing? First, an important step 
would be for States members of military alliances to renounce the 
expansion of existing military-political groupings through the admis
sion of new members, and for countries which are not members of 
such groupings to renounce the idea of joining them. It is our profound 
conviction that all States without exception should avoid any action 
liable to lead to the establishment of new military alliances or to the 
assigning of military functions to regional organizations which have no 
such functions at present.

A policy of blocs is inherently alien to the Soviet Union and other 
States parties to the Warsaw Treaty. Those States have repeatedly 
declared their readiness to dissolve their alliance if at the same time the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) bloc were also to be 
dissolved. They have proposed as a first step the dismantling of the 
military organizations of the two groupings beginning with a mutual 
reduction of their military activities. Naturally this position of the 
socialist countries remains fully valid today. We believe that it is the 
overcoming of the division of the world into military-political groupings, 
a reduction of confrontation between them and the strengthening of 
confidence in relations among all States, rather than the expansion of 
military alliances and the assigning of military functions to regional 
organizations, that is in the vital interest of all peoples and in the 
interests of maintaining world peace.

The non-expansion of military alliances and the renunciation of the 
establishment of new military groupings is of no small importance for 
the solution of the entire range of disarmament problems. It is clear 
that the trend towards the expansion of military blocs would under
mine the existing approximate military-strategic balance in the world 
and would thus erect one more barrier to an early solution of the 
pressing problems of disarmament. It is clear that expanding of 
military blocs or assigning military functions to regional organizations 
which have no such functions at present would expand the whole 
geography of the arms race by actively involving in that race new  
countries, and even entire regions, would result in the possible 
deployment of nuclear weapons on the territories of those countries 
where there are no such weapons at present and would lead to greater 
military expenditures and an increasing flow of arms throughout the 
world.

On the other hand, the adoption of the Soviet proposal would  
reduce the possibilities for expanding the arms race and would  
promote progress in the field of disarmament.

I should like to note yet another important aspect of the Soviet 
initiative. The proposal of the USSR that agreement be reached on the 
non-expansion of military groupings and the renunciation of the 
establishment of new ones is a further confirmation of the Soviet 
Union's consistent policy of supporting the noble anti-imperialist
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objectives of the Non-Aligned Movement, since the process of the 
proliferation of military blocs and the expansion of the geography of 
those blocs would certainly affect this Movement both directly and 
indirectly.

Secondly, the Soviet Union proposes that all States—and primarily 
the permanent members of the Security Council and countries which  
have military agreements with them—should, with effect from a 
certain date, say 1 January 1981, not increase their armed forces and 
conventional arms, as a first step towards subsequently reducing 
them.

It is our firm belief that such an action would facilitate progress in 
nuclear disarmament as well. In this connexion we believe it to be 
important to stress once again that, as was stated in the Final 
Document of the special session of the United Nations General 
Assembly devoted to disarmament, progress in limiting and subse
quently reducing nuclear weapons would be facilitated both by parallel 
political or international legal measures and by progress in the limita
tion and reduction of armed forces and conventional armaments of 
nuclear-weapons States and other States in the regions concerned. Of 
considerable importance too is the fact that the renunciation by States of 
building up their armed forces and conventional weapons would  
create more favourable conditions for the solution of problems of 
economic and social development, and other global problems of the 
day which face mankind.

Thirdly, the Soviet Union believes that an early conclusion of an 
appropriate convention, with the participation of all States, nuclear 
and non-nuclear, would best serve to strengthen security guarantees 
for non-nuclear States. At the same time, guided by the desire for an 
early settlement of this problem, the Soviet Union is also prepared to 
consider other possible solutions provided that the other nuclear 
Powers adopt a similar approach.

The Soviet Union has appealed to the other nuclear Powers to make 
identical solemn declarations concerning the non-use of nuclear weap
ons against non-nuclear States which have no such weapons on their 
territories, and it believes it useful for the General Assembly to support 
that appeal. If they serve that objective, such declarations could be 
strengthened by an authoritative decision of the United Nations 
Security Council. As to the content of the identical statements, in this 
area too the Soviet Union is prepared to adopt a flexible and construc
tive approach. We would be ready to consider possible compromise 
alternatives which would take into account the different approaches of 
nuclear Powers to this question and which would be designed to bring 
about a mutually acceptable formula.

Fourthly, it is our belief that if our partners in the talks on the 
complete and general prohibition of nuclear weapons tests—the United 
States and Great Britian—evince the necessary readiness, it would be 
realistic to expect a successful completion of the elaboration of a 
relevant treaty within a short time. To facilitate this, the Soviet Union 
proposes that all nuclear-weapon States renounce the carrying out of
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nuclear explosions for a certain period of time and make appropriate 
declarations to this effect. We propose that agreement be reached on a 
one-year moratorium on all nuclear explosions with effect from a date 
to be agreed upon.

It is imperative to reach from the very outset mutual understanding 
concerning the time frame for the proposed moratorium. The absence of 
such a framework would, in our view, enable certain States to continue 
delaying indefinitely solution of the problem of a complete and general 
prohibition of nuclear-weapons tests. We should also like to stress that 
the proposed moratorium should be extended to embrace all nuclear- 
weapon States. Indeed, it is difficult to conceive of a situation in which 
some nuclear Powers would completely renounce for a specific period 
of time the carrying out of nuclear explosions while others would  
continue testing and improving their nuclear weapons, being bound 
by no obligations whatsoever. We feel that such a situation would run 
counter to the fundamental principle of equality and undiminished 
security of all sides.

Naturally, the declaration of a one-year moratorium on any nuclear 
explosions would be of great importance in itself, in terms of lessening 
tension in the world. Moreover, such a step would unquestionably 
have a positive effect on international efforts to bring about a complete 
and general nuclear-weapons test ban.

In our view, those are some of the measures which, if implemented 
urgently, would have a restraining influence on the growing danger of 
war and would contribute to an easing of tension in inter-State 
relations and take the edge off some acute problems in international 
relations.

In advancing these proposals the Soviet Union has been guided by 
the mandate that the United Nations gave to all States of the world in 
the Final Document of the United Nations General Assembly special 
session devoted to disarmament.  ̂The essence of that mandate is that 
disarmament and the strengthening of international security are insepara
bly linked and mutually complementary—and this, incidentally, has 
found its expression in the new functions assigned to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly.

The Soviet Union thought it necessary to submit these questions for 
discussion by the world's broadest forum, the United Nations General 
Assembly, for the danger of war threatens not only a particular country 
or group of countries, but all countries and continents. This danger is 
growing from year to year. It cannot be overlooked, either, that the 
implementation of these proposals could contribute to reducing the 
burden of military expenditures, strengthening the nuclear-weapons 
non-proliferation regime and creating favourable conditions for prog
ress in other avenues of limitation of the arms race, as well.

In the present-day complex international situation the Soviet Union 
continues to believe that the necessary possibilities exist to prevent the 
slide towards a new cold war, ensure the normal peaceful coexistence

 ̂The Final Document may be found ibid., 1978, pp. 411-439.
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of States with different social systems and avert the threat of a nuclear 
conflict. This is precisely the objective pursued by the new Soviet 
initiative in the United Nations.

It is imperative to reverse, while there is still time, the trend towards 
exacerbating international tension, towards whipping up the arms race 
and towards a greater military threat. To achieve this, all States should  
pursue a realistic policy and resume constructive co-operation in 
solving acute international problems—above all, those concerning the 
limitation and reduction of armaments. "Such a policy"—as the 
General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of 
the Soviet Union and President of the Presidium of the USSR Supreme 
Soviet, Leonid Brezhnev, recently emphasized—"will always meet 
with a positive response from the Soviet Union."

We express the hope that the draft resolution submitted by the Soviet 
Union will be supported by United Nations Member States and by the 
General Assembly. In supporting it the General Assembly will be 
making an important and useful contribution to reducing the danger of 
war and to strengthening peace and the security of peoples.

Communique of the Committee of Ministers of Foreign 
Affairs of the Warsaw Pact, October 20, 1980 ^

On October 19-20 , 1980, a regular meeting was held in Warsaw of 
the Committee of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the states mem
bers of the Warsaw Treaty on friendship, cooperation and mutual 
assistance.

The meeting was attended by: Minister of Foreign Affairs of the 
People's Republic of Bulgaria Petur Mladenov; Mirdster of Foreign 
Affairs of the Hungarian People's Republic Frigyes Puja; Minister of 
Foreign Affairs of the German Democratic Republic Oskar Fischer; 
Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Polish People's Republic Jozef 
Czyrek; Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Socialist Republic of Romania 
Stefan Andrei; Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics Andrey Gromyko; Minister of Foreign Affairs of 
the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic Bohuslav Chnoupek.

In keeping with the instruction of the Political Consultative Commit
tee of the states members of the Warsaw Treaty, the Committee of 
Ministers of Foreign Affairs has examined questions having to do with  
preparations for the Madrid meeting of representatives of states 
participants in the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe, 
and with the convening of the conference on military detente and 
disarmament in Europe.

1. During the exchange of opinions held in this connection, it was 
pointed out unanimously that the development of events in Europe 
and in the world in the recent period confirms the substantiated nature 
and correctness of the appraisals of the current international situation

 ̂ Moscow Tass in English; FBIS, Daily Report, Oct. 21, 1980, vol. Ill, pp. BB1-BB4. 
Portions were published in the Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. )0(XII, no. 42 
(Nov. 19, 1980), p. 20.
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given in the Warsaw declaration of the Political Consultative Commit
tee of May 15, 1980,  ̂ and makes still more topical the proposals, 
contained in the declaration of the concrete steps to lessen interna
tional tensions, to continue and deepen the policy of detente, to 
consolidate security and cooperation in Europe and in the whole 
world, to check the arms race and to achieve disarmament, to respect 
the independence of the peoples and to improve relations between  
states.

On behalf of their states, the ministers expressed their concern over 
the continued international tensions resulting from the further activization 
of the imperialist power politics, confrontation and hegemonism, viola
tion of independence and sovereignty of states, interference in their 
internal affairs, the absence of progress in settling international prob
lems and from the emergence of new conflicts. They stressed the 
dangers inherent in the new spiral of the arms race in Europe and in 
the world as a whole, the desire for military superiority and the 
emergence of military-political doctrines and concepts jeopardizing 
peace.

At the same time, the ministers pointed out that an increasing 
number of states, broad circles of the public, the democratic forces and 
the peoples of the world are becoming resolutely opposed to the 
international tensions, favouring detente and peace, respect for the 
right of the peoples to decide their future destinies themselves. As a 
result, it has been possible to prevent the destruction of the traditional 
normal political contacts and ties between states. In practically all 
European countries, the awareness is gaining strength that the policy 
of detente has no reasonable or acceptable alternative, and interest is 
growing in continuing this policy and in developing the process begun  
by the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe.

2. The meeting participants reaffirmed the fact that the states 
represented by them are resolved to work for ending the arms race, 
extending the detente to all the areas of the world, pursuing a policy of 
respect for the independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of all 
states, non-use of force or the threat of force, non-interference in 
internal affairs, a strict observance of all the principles of relations 
between states, contained in the Final Act of the Conference on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe. ^

They favour an intensification of contacts and the dialogue with  
these aims in mind with all states of Europe and the world. They are 
convinced that the Helsinki Final Act provides a reliable foundation for 
joint efforts by states and peoples, designed to overcome the difficul
ties that have arisen in the international relations, to make further 
headway along the path of consolidating the security and expanding the 
cooperation in Europe.

In all of their activities, the states represented at the meeting proceed

 ̂Ante.
^ For the arms control portion of the Final Act, see Documents on Disarmament, 1975,

pp. 304-308.
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from the fact that it is necessary to consistently work for settling all the 
international questions by peaceful political means, through negotiations, 
on the basis of equality and respect for the legitimate interests of each 
people. They are also of the view that there are no types of armaments 
whose limitation and reduction could not be agreed upon on the basis 
of reciprocity and with the strict observance of the principle of equality 
and equal security as well as that of undiminished security of each 
state.

3. The meeting participants consider that in the current complex 
international situation the importance of the meeting of the representa
tives of states-parties to the Conference on Security and Cooperation in 
Europe, due to begin its deliberations on November 11 of this year, in 
Madrid, is further enhanced. They wish to see the use of the possibili
ties opening up in connection with Madrid meeting for reaffirming the 
course of detente as the main direction for the shaping up of the 
situation in Europe, so that the meeting could elaborate agreements on 
further practical steps in all the basic directions on consolidating 
security and cooperation on the European Continent.

In this connection the states represented at the meeting are of the 
view that the success of the Madrid meeting will depend on the 
political will of all its participants to set up at the meeting a constructive 
atmosphere, a climate of cooperation and of the desire to achieve 
generally acceptable agreements, on their determination not to under
take any actions capable of leading to a situation of political confrontation.

For their part, the states represented at the meeting will be prepared 
to make, at the Madrid meeting, their contribution both to assuring its 
holding in a positive political atmosphere and to elaboration of practical 
agreements on the substance of the issues to be discussed.

4. Proceeding from the fact that a lessening of the military tensions 
in the present-day conditions has a decisive importance for a progress 
in the inter-state relations in the direction of peace and detente, the 
meeting participants consider that the necessary attention must be 
given at the Madrid meeting to examining the military aspects of 
European security and concrete steps that can be taken in this field in 
keeping with the provisions of the Final Act. Of special importance in 
this context would be the adoption by the Madrid meeting of the 
decision on convening a conference on military detente and disar
mament in Europe as an important component of the development of 
the all-European process begun by the Helsinki conference, on the 
procedure, the date and the venue for the holding of that conference.

The meeting participants noted that the idea of convening such a 
conference enjoys an ever-broadening support. Although differences 
still remain in the view of the states as regards some of the aspects of 
the question of its convening and its tasks, still there is no small 
amount of aspects capable of bringing the positions closer together.

The states represented at the meeting reaffirm that they favour a 
stage-by-stage holding of the conference, the emergence of a continu
ity as between its successive stages. At the first stage of its deliberations, 
the conference ought to concentrate on broadening the confidence-
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building measures on the understanding that, as a next step, the 
conference will be able to get down to agreeing on measures in the field 
of lowering the level and the density of the military confrontation in 
Europe, including limitation of military activity and a reduction of the 
armed forces and armaments. In the positions of many other states 
there are emerging more or less similar elements regarding the con
tents of the conference's deliberations.

Considering the observations already put forward by different states 
regarding the contents of the work of the conference on military 
detente and disarmament in Europe, the meeting participants proceed 
from the fact that the agreement to convene it must give all the 
conference participants equal rights and possibilities for submitting 
practical proposals at it. It is important that this approach be reflected 
in the decision of the Madrid meeting regarding the convening of the 
conference. The specific proposals of the states-members of the War
saw Treaty for consideration by that conference are well-known. They 
are also prepared to examine at the conference the respective proposals 
of other states.

The ministers state again the support by their countries of the 
proposal to the effect that the conference on military detente and 
disarmament in Europe be held in Warsaw.

5. The meeting participants reaffirmed the intention of their states to 
make their contribution to the achievement at the Madrid meeting of 
agreements within the frameworks of all sections of the Final Act.

They also pronounced themselves as favouring the adoption by the 
Madrid meeting of viable measures for intensifying cooperation in the 
field of economy, science and engineering and environment. They 
attach a major importance to intensifying cooperation in the field of 
energy, and to convening an all-European meeting on this major issue. 
They favour the development of a broad and unobstructed trade 
exchange, industrial co-production, cooperation in the field of agriculture, 
transport and scientific research.

The meeting participants deem it desirable and possible to make 
headway at the Madrid meeting in the implementation of the Helsinki 
agreements in the field of culture, education, information and contacts— 
on that principled stand defined by the Final Act which constitutes one 
single whole.

The states represented at the meeting also attach a major significance 
to implementing the provisions of the Final Act as regards continuing 
the all-European process begun in Helsinki with a view  to a consistent 
progress along the path of strengthening detente and consolidating the 
security and the development of equal cooperation between all the 
states participants of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in 
Europe. Meetings of representatives of these states and other forms of 
contacts between them, provided for by the Final Act, are called upon  
to play a positive role in implementing these objectives. The meeting 
participants noted in this connection that the achievement, at the 
Madrid meeting, of real progress in the direction of strengthening 
detente, consolidating security and developing cooperation on the
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European Continent is of special importance for the continuation of the 
process begun by the all-European conference.

With account for this, the states represented at the meeting will be 
prepared to define at the Madrid meeting the adequate conditions for 
holding a regular meeting of this kind. In this context, the ministers 
pointed out that their countries will be prepared to support the 
proposal of the Socialist Republic of Romania that this meeting be held 
in the city of Bucharest.

6. The states members of the Warsaw Treaty, guided by the interests 
of eliminating the threat of a nuclear war, as well as by the concern for 
ensuring a peaceful life for the European peoples, support the proposal 
of the Soviet Union on negotiations regarding the medium-range 
nuclear weapons in Europe simultaneously and in an organic link with 
the U.S. forward-based nuclear means.

The meeting participants noted with satisfaction that between the 
Soviet Union and the United States of America there have begun 
practical discussions of these questions, and expressed the hope for 
their success which would constitute a step in the direction of 
eliminating the threat of a nuclear war on the European Continent.

7. The meeting participants stressed that the socialist states—  
participants in the Vienna talks on mutual reduction of armed forces 
and armaments in central Europe had made, in their proposals of 10 
July, 1980, major new steps to meet the positions of the Western 
coimtries. In these conditions, to achieve a change at the Vienna talks 
in the direction of the achievement of mutually acceptable agreements 
it is necessary that the Western countries participating in these 
negotiations display the political will to resolve the questions under 
discussion.

8. The meeting participants also stressed the importance of other 
concrete proposals on questions of limiting the arms race, consolidat
ing the peace and strengthening the international security, contained 
in the Warsaw declaration of the Political Consultative Committee of 
May 15, 1980. All these proposals preserve their validity, and the 
states-members of the Warsaw Treaty are prepared to embark on  
serious business like negotiations on each of them with other inter
ested states.

The meeting of the Committee of Ministers of Foreign Affairs was 
held in an atmosphere of fraternal friendship and close comradely 
cooperation.

Statement by the Chinese Representative (Lai Yaii) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly, October 
22, 1980^

During the past year the numerous small and medium-sized coun
tries have made tremendous efforts to oppose super-Power arms

' A/C.1/35/PV.10, pp. 21-32.
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expansion, war preparations, aggression and expansion, to strive for 
genuine disarmament and to defend international peace and security. 
At the meetings of the Committee on Disarmament in Geneva and the 
United Nations Disarmament Commission many countries strongly 
condemned a super-Power for carrying out armed aggression and 
military occupation against sovereign States, either directly by sending 
its own troops or through its proxies. They clearly pointed out that the 
Soviet armed invasion of Afghanistan has heightened international 
tension, poisoned the atmosphere for disarmament negotiations and 
made progress in disarmament more difficult to achieve. At the 
meetings of the United Nations Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian 
Ocean quite a number of countries accused the super-Powers of 
stepping up their rivalry for control of the Indian Ocean and pointed 
out, in particular, that, as a result of the military invasion and 
occupation of a land-locked hinterland State, there had been a serious 
breach of the peace in the Indian Ocean region. At the Second Review  
Conference on the Non-Proliferation Treaty held not long ago the 
non-nuclear States sharply attacked the super-Powers for their 
refusal to carry out obligations undertaken in the "treaty" concerning 
the implementation of nuclear disarmament and for attempting, under 
the banner of non-proliferation, to deprive the non-nuclear States of 
their right to the peaceful use of nuclear energy. They sternly and 
solemnly demanded that the super-Powers cease the vertical prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons and extend effective security guarantees to 
non-nuclear States. The just demands put forward at those conferences 
have also been strongly reflected in statements made during the general 
debate at the current session of the General Assembly. All this serves 
to demonstrate the profound concern of the peoples of the world at the 
deterioration of the world situation and the intensification of the arms 
race, as well as their urgent wish for the defence of world peace and 
the independence, sovereignty and security of States. It also shows 
that the voices calling for checking aggression and ceasing arms expan
sion are gaining ground on the international scene.

However, quite contrary to the aspirations and demands of the 
peoples of the world, super-Power rivalry has intensified, the arms 
race has continued to be stepped up and international peace and 
security are seriously threatened. Despite repeated calls upon the 
super-Powers to stop the arms race and reduce military expenditures, 
their military expenditures have increased every year. Their enormous 
arsenals continue to expand, the quality of their weapons is continually 
improved and their destructive power augmented. In particular, that 
super-Power which emerged at a later stage has shown more vigorous 
momentum in its arms expansion. After having achieved rough 
military parity with its opponent in the 1970s, it is now striving for 
over-all military superiority. According to reports received, its military 
expenditures now account for 15 per cent of its gross national product. 
Its nuclear strength has been considerably increased by the possession  
of new types of medium-range missiles and strategic bombers. There 
has been a substantial increase in a whole new generation of tanks.
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artillery and combat aircraft. N ew  aircraft carriers and nuclear-powered 
cruisers carrying missiles are being built at an accelerated pace and sent 
into the world's oceans. That super-Power makes an arrogant show of 
force everywhere and makes no secret of its intention to fight a 
full-scale or limited nuclear war. It relies upon its unprecedented 
military might to strengthen its global strategic deployment and step 
up its policy of southward expansion. The fact that it has gone from 
instigating proxy wars to sending its own troops to invade a sovereign 
third-world country is an important signal that its global activities in 
seeking hegem ony have escalated to a new  dangerous stage.

One cannot fail to notice that since the beginning of this year it is that 
very same super-Power which has been preaching the gospel of peace 
with even greater zeal, going on and on about "efforts to defend 
detente" and to build "durable peace". Is that not the greatest 
mockery? Member States of the United Nations are not unfamiliar with 
the Soviet Union's tactics of using the rhetoric of "detente" and 
"disarmament" to cover up its acts of aggression and expansion. 
Everyone remembers that the Soviet Union's proposals on "the strength
ening of international security" and "the non-use of force in interna
tional relations" were put forward in the United Nations after it had 
carried out armed aggression either directly or by supporting its 
proxies. After the Afghan incident, people predicted that it would  
launch a new "detente" offensive at this session of the General 
Assembly. Precisely as was expected, during his speech in the General 
Assembly the head of the Soviet delegation energetically trumpeted 
detente and disarmament, came up with an interminably long memo
randum on "peace and disarmament", and added a draft resolution on 
"reducing the war danger" for good measure. But how can people 
forget that the flames of war and aggression are blazing across Afghani
stan and that innocent people are being butchered? One cannot help 
asking, if the Soviet Union truly wishes to "reduce the war danger" 
and "safeguard international security", w hy it does not first stop its 
own armed aggression against Afghanistan. Would that not be the 
most "urgent" and practical action for reducing the war threat at the 
present time? The Member States of the United Nations urgently 
demand that the Soviet Union implement the resolution of the sixth 
emergency special session of the United Nations General Assembly 
and withdraw totally and immediately its troops which invaded 
Afghanistan. Ceaseless empty talk about "peace and disarmament" 
cannot cover up its aggressive actions.

The Chinese Government and people have always been concerned 
about the cause of safeguarding world peace and have actively striven 
for genuine arms reduction. This year China participated for the first 
time in the work of the Committee on Disarmament. The Chinese 
delegation adopted a serious and conscientious attitude in discussing 
and exploring various issues in the field of disarmament together with 
other delegations. We advanced our views and some proposals on 
disarmament questions and carefully listened to and studied the 
reasonable views and proposals of many countries. We are pleased to
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see that, with the impetus given and the efforts made by participating 
medium and small-sized countries, the new negotiating body for 
disarmament has begun to engage in discussions and negotiations of a 
substantive nature. The medium and small-sized countries have begun 
to have more say in various issues and the control of disarmament 
negotiations by the big Powers has begun to be broken through. This is 
a positive development.

N ow  I should like to make a few observations on several disar
mament issues of common concern to all.

I wish to start with some remarks on nuclear disarmament. Since the 
super-Powers are stepping up their nuclear arms race and strengthen
ing their deployment and preparations for nuclear war, the peoples of 
the world are faced with an increasingly grave nuclear threat. It is 
therefore natural and right that the numerous small and medium-sized 
countries should demand that nuclear disarmament be dealt with as a 
priority issue. Everyone is concerned with the question as to where the 
first step towards nuclear disarmament should be taken. We are of the 
view that in a situation where the two super-Powers possess the most 
enormous nuclear arsenals, the correct first step should be for the 
super-Powers to take the lead, in reducing their nuclear weapons, 
thereby narrowing the tremendous gap between them and other 
nuclear States. That would in turn create conditions for the reduction 
and destruction of nuclear weapons jointly by all nuclear States.

Quite a number of peace-loving countries, proceeding from their 
opposition to the nuclear arms race and desire to prevent the prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons, hope for a comprehensive ban on nuclear 
tests at an early date. Such good intentions are quite understandable. 
However, a super-Power has been trumpeting the cessation of all 
nuclear tests, and has expressed so-called "concern" at the damage 
done to the natural environment and the endangering of the "animal 
and plant kingdom" as a result of the testing of nuclear and other 
weapons. This is nothing more than crocodile's tears. Everyone knows 
that it is precisely the two super-Powers which have been conducting 
more than a thousand nuclear tests of all kinds. Therefore, as far as the 
super-Powers are concerned, there is no reason whatsoever for them to 
continue nuclear tests. They should not only immediately cease the 
tests, but should also never conduct tests again. As for other nuclear 
States, after the super-Powers have ceased nuclear tests once and for 
all and have substantially reduced and destroyed their nuclear weapons, 
they will certainly reduce and destroy nuclear weapons and cease 
nuclear tests together with the super-Powers. If the super-Powers were 
genuinely concerned about the natural environment of mankind and 
willing to shoulder their "historical responsibility" towards future 
generations, then there would be no reason for them to refuse to do the 
following: the permanent cessation of nuclear tests and the reduction 
and destruction of nuclear weapons.

The prohibition of chemical weapons has been the wish of the 
peoples of the world for a long time. But the merciless facts are that the 
chemical weapons of the super-Powers still continue to be increased
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and renewed and are moreover being used to massacre people who are 
victims of aggression. This adds to the importance and urgency of the 
question of the complete prohibition of chemical weapons. This year, 
as a result of the impetus given by the medium and small-sized 
countries, the Committee on Disarmament established a working 
group on the prohibition of chemical weapons, and useful discussions 
were carried out. This is a gratifying development. But it is necessary 
to point out that because of super-Power delaying tactics and obstruc
tion the working group still has a very long way to go before a 
convention on the complete prohibition of chemical weapons can be 
concluded. We hope that the Committee on Disarmament will manage 
to eliminate the obstacles and proceed to the drawing up of a 
convention on the complete prohibition of chemical weapons at an 
early date.

Many news reports indicate that certain countries have been using  
chemical weapons in Afghanistan, Laos and Kampuchea. This has 
aroused the serious concern of the peoples of the world. In our view, 
the international community should take all effective measures firmly 
to curb any actions that violate the 1925 Geneva Protocol on the 
Prohibition of the Use in War of Asph3odating, Poisonous or other 
Gases and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare.  ̂I wish to point out 
that Democratic Kampuchea, as a victim of chemical weapons, is fully 
entitled to submit its complaint against the user of these weapons at 
the relevant meetings. But one super-Power tried by every means 
possible to obstruct the participation of Democratic Kampuchea in the 
meetings which carried out discussions on chemical weapons at the 
Committee on Disarmament. This only shows its overweening arro
gance and its guilty conscience.

For many years, in order to defend their independence, sovereignty 
and security, the countries of the Indian Ocean region have been  
calling for the establishment of a zone of peace for the Indian Ocean. 
Many obstacles have been encountered in efforts to realize the goal of a 
zone of peace, owing to the intense rivalry of the super-Powers in that 
important strategic region. The present armed invasion of Afghanistan 
has added to the turbulence of the Indian Ocean region and seriously 
threatens peace and security in that region and throughout the world. 
The development of the situation proves that the peace and security of 
the Indian Ocean itself is closely related to the independence and 
security of the littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean. Thus, 
in working towards the achievement of the goal of a zone of peace for 
the Indian Ocean, the super-Powers' military expansion and activities 
in quest of hegem ony in the Indian Ocean region must be curbed. They 
must be called upon to cease their threats, interference, subversion and 
aggression towards that region, which includes all its littoral and 
hinterland States, and reduce and ultimately eliminate all forms of 
military presence in the region. The countries of the Indian Ocean 
region demand the convening of a conference on the Indian Ocean to

 ̂For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764- 765.
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discuss the implementation of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a 
Zone of Peace. We support their legitimate demand and hope that the 
Conference will play a positive role in checking aggression and in 
safeguarding peace and security in the region.

The super-Powers possess the most enormous arsenals of conven
tional weapons, and a super-Power is using conventional forces to 
carry out armed interference and aggression. Conventional war is a 
real threat which people face at present. Conventional armaments 
account for a major portion of world military expenditures and 
consume huge amounts of resources. Therefore, in our view, conven
tional disarmament should be placed on a level of equal importance to 
that of nuclear disarmament. The Final Document adopted by the 
special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament 
provides that

States with the largest military arsenals have a special responsibil
ity in pursuing the process of conventional armaments reductions. 
{General Assembly resolution S-lOH, para. 81) ^

This is quite correct. Conventional disarmament must be carried out in 
accordance with the spirit of this provision in order to be truly 
conducive to reducing the threat posed by the m odem  conventional 
weapons of the super-Powers against the peoples of the world.

People have noticed that the super-Powers frequently use the sale of 
arms to control other countries and to reap profits. According to 
statistics, the value of conventional arms sales of that super-Power 
which emerged at a later stage has been rising for a number of years, 
culminating last year in its accession to the throne as the world's 
biggest arms merchant. At present w e should oppose the super-Power 
practice of interference in and control of other States through the sale 
of armaments and also oppose their getting rich through being 
merchants of death.

Recently, through the efforts of many small and medium-sized 
countries, the United Nations Conference on the prohibition of specific 
conventional weapons achieved some results. This is something which  
we welcome. Super-Powers, colonialists and racists must be prevented 
from using incendiary weapons and other conventional weapons 
which have indiscriminate effects to kill and harm people that are the 
victims of aggression and oppression.

Faced with the stark reality of accelerated arms expansion and 
intensified military expansion abroad by the super-Powers, many 
people predict that the 1980s will be a period of turbulence and 
insecurity, and that the middle of the 1980s will be the climax of this 
dangerous period. This is not a groundless prediction. The hegemorusts 
will never lay down their butchers' knives and renounce their ambi
tions of aggression and expansion. They will see how the wind blows 
and wait for an opportune moment to start new  adventures in order to 
achieve their strategic goal of global hegem ony. At this critical juncture

3 Ihid., 1978, p. 426.
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in the development of the international situation, the struggle for 
disarmament must be closely combined with the struggle against 
hegemonist aggression, expansion and war preparations if it is to be 
conducive to the defence of world peace. Historical experience has 
shown us that if w e divorce ourselves from reality and indulge in 
empty rhetoric about disarmament, if w e do not expose and condemn 
the frenzied arms expansion of the aggressors and vigorously hold 
back aggression, if we do not firmly strike back against war provocations, 
then such appeasement and retreat can only result in the imminent 
disaster of war. We should learn from previous experience and avoid 
the mistakes of the past. We are convinced that, provided that all 
peace-loving countries of the world join hands and struggle together, it 
is entirely possible to check the aggressive drive by the hegemonists, 
upset their global strategic plan and prevent their launching a new  
world war. Let us strengthen our solidarity, co-ordinate our actions 
and make joint efforts to oppose hegemonism, strive for genuine 
disarmament and safeguard world peace.

In his statement on 20 October, the Vietnamese representative, by 
his usual means of lies and vilification, levelled malicious attacks 
against China, slanderously accusing China time and again of practis
ing hegemonism. But the iron-clad fact is that China does not have one 
single soldier stationed anywhere in the world outside its own territory, 
while the Soviet Union and Viet Nam have dispatched massive troops 
numbering hundreds of thousands of men to carry out frenzied 
aggression against and occupation of two sovereign States. The people 
of the world can be the judge as to who is practising hegemonism. The 
efforts on the part of the Vietnamese representative to fabricate all 
kinds of lies once again prove that the big-Power and small-Power 
hegemonists are engaged in mutual adulation and collusion. Such 
efforts are beneath refutation. The best reply to the fabrication of lies is 
to point out the following: the Vietnamese representative has lied 
through his teeth in a vain attempt to divert attention from the 
condemnation of the people of the world of Viet Nam's crime of 
aggression. Such attempts are utterly futile.

Presidential Campaign Debate Between President 
Carter and Governor Reagan: Strategic Arms Limita
tion [Extract], October 28, 1980 ^

Mr. Stone. Governor Reagan, arms control: The President said it was 
the single most important issue. Both of you have expressed the desire 
to end the nuclear arms race with Russia, but by methods that are vastly 
different. You suggest that w e scrap the SALT II treaty,  ̂ already

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Nov. 3,1980, pp. 2490-2493. The debate 
was conducted in Cleveland.

 ̂For text of the treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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negotiated, and intensify the buildup of American power to induce the 
Soviets to sign a new treaty, one more favorable to us.

Governor Reagan. Yes.
Mr. Stone. President Carter, on the other hand, says he will again try 

to convince a reluctant Congress to ratify the present treaty on the 
grounds it's the best w e can hope to get.

Now, both of you cannot be right. Will you tell us w hy you think you 
are?

Governor Reagan. Yes. I think I'm right, because I believe that we 
must have a consistent foreign policy, a strong America, and a strong 
economy. And then, as w e build up our national security, to restore 
our margin of safety, w e at the same time try to restrain the Soviet 
buildup, which has been going forward at a rapid pace and for quite 
some time.

The SALT II treaty was the result of negotiations that Mr. Carter's 
team entered into after he had asked the Soviet Union for a discussion  
of actual reduction of nuclear strategic weapons, and his emissary, I 
think, came home in 12 hours having heard a very definite nyet. But 
taking that one no from the Soviet Union, we then went back into 
negotiations on their terms, because Mr. Carter had cancelled the B-1 
bomber, delayed the MX, delayed the Trident submarine, delayed the 
cruise missile, shut down the Minuteman missile production line, and 
whatever other things might have been done. The Soviet Union sat at 
the table knowing that w e had gone forward with unilateral conces
sions without any reciprocation from them whatsoever.

N ow, I have not blocked the SALT II treaty, as Mr. Carter and Mr. 
Mondale suggest that I have. It has been blocked by a Senate in which 
there is a Democratic majority. Indeed, the Senate Armed Services 
Committee voted 10 to 0, with 7 abstentions, against the SALT II treaty, 
and declared that it was not in the national security interests of the 
United States—^besides which, it is illegal, because the law of the land, 
passed by Congress, says w e cannot accept a treaty in which w e are 
not equal. And we're not equal in this treaty for one reason alone: Our 
B-52 bombers are considered to be strategic weapons; their Backfire 
bombers are not.

Mr. Smith. Governor, I have to interrupt you at that point. The time 
is up for that. But the same question now to President Carter.

Mr. Stone. Yes, President Carter. Both of you have expressed the 
desire to end the nuclear arms race with Russia, but through vastly 
different methods. The Governor suggests w e scrap the SALT II treaty, 
which you signed in Vienna—intensify the buildup of American 
power to induce the Soviets to sign a new treaty, one more favorable to 
us. You, on the other hand, say you will again try to convince a 
reluctant Congress to ratify the present treaty on the grounds it is the 
best w e can hope to get from the Russians.

You cannot both be right. Will you tell us w hy you think you are?
The President. Yes, I'd be glad to.
Inflation, unemployment, the cities—all very important issues, but 

they pale into insignificance in the life and duties of a President when
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compared with the control of nuclear weapons. Every President who  
has served in the Oval Office since Harry Truman has been dedicated 
to the proposition of controlling nuclear weapons, to negotiate with 
the Soviet Union—^balanced, controlled, observable, and then reducing 
levels of atomic weaponry.

There is a disturbing pattern in the attitude of Governor Reagan. He 
has never supported any of those arms control agreements—the 
limited test ban,  ̂SALT I, nor the antiballistic missile treaty,  ̂nor the 
Vladivostok Treaty  ̂ negotiated with the Soviet Union by President 
Ford—and now he wants to throw into the wastebasket a treaty to 
control nuclear weapons on a balanced and equal basis between  
ourselves and the Soviet Union, negotiated over a 7-year period, by 
myself and my two Republican predecessors.

The Senate has not voted yet on the strategic arms limitation treaty. 
There have been preliminary skirmishings in the committees of the 
Senate, but the treaty has never come to the floor of the Senate for 
either a debate or a vote. It's understandable that a Senator in the 
preliminary debates can make an irresponsible statement, or, maybe, 
an ill-advised statement. You've got 99 other Senators to correct that 
mistake, if it is a mistake. But when a man who hopes to be President 
says, "Take this treaty, discard it, do not vote, do not debate, do not 
explore the issues, do not finally capitalize on this long negotiation" 
—that is a very dangerous and disturbing thing.

Mr. Smith. Governor Reagan, you have an opportunity to rebut that.
Governor Reagan. Yes, I'd like to respond very much.
First of all, the Soviet Union— îf I have been critical of some of the 

previous agreements, it's because we've been out-negotiated for quite 
a long time. And they have managed, in spite of all of our attempts at 
arms limitation, to go forward with the biggest military buildup in the 
history of man.

Now, to suggest that because two Republican Presidents tried to 
pass the SALT treaty—that puts them on its side—I would like to say 
that President Ford, w ho was within 90 percent of a treaty that w e 
could be in agreement with when he left office, is emphatically against 
this SALT treaty. I would like to point out also that Senators like Henry 
Jackson and Hollings of South Carolina—they are taking the lead in the 
fight against this particular treaty.

I am not talking of scrapping; I am talking of taking the treaty back 
and going back into negotiations. And I would say to the Soviet Union, 
we will sit and negotiate with you as long as it takes, to have not only 
legitimate arms limitation but to have a reduction of these nuclear 
weapons to the point that neither one of us represents a threat to the 
other. That is hardly throwing away a treaty and being opposed to 
arms limitation.

Mr. Smith. President Carter?

 ̂Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
 ̂Ibid., 1972, pp. 197-204.

5 Ibid., 1974, pp. 746-750.
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The President.Yes. Governor Reagan is making some very misleading 
and disturbing statements. He not only advocates the scrapping of this 
treaty— ând I don't know that these men that he quotes are against the 
treaty in its final form— b̂ut he also advocates the possibility— ĥe said 
it's been a missing element—of pla)dng a trump card against the Soviet 
Union of a nuclear arms race and insisting upon nuclear superiority by 
our own Nation as a predication for negotiation in the future with the 
Soviet Union.

If President Brezhnev said, "We will scrap this treaty, negotiated 
under three American presidents over a 7-year period of time; w e insist 
upon nuclear superiority as a basis for future negotiations; and w e  
believe that the launching of a nuclear arms race is a good basis for 
future negotiations," it's obvious that I, as President, and all Ameri
cans would reject such a proposition. This would mean the resumption 
of a very dangerous nuclear arms race.

It would be very disturbing to American people. It would change the 
basic tone and commitment that our Nation has experienced ever since 
the Second World War, with all Presidents, Democratic and Republican, 
and would also be very disturbing to our allies, all of whom  support 
this nuclear arms treaty. In addition to that, the adversarial relation
ship between ourselves and the Soviet Union would undoubtedly 
deteriorate very rapidly.

This attitude is extremely dangerous and belligerent in its tone, 
although it's said with a quiet voice.

Mr. Smith. Governor Reagan?
Governor Reagan. I know the President's supposed to be replying to 

me, but sometimes, I have a hard time in connecting what he's sa)dng 
with what I have said or what my positions are. I sometimes think he's 
like the witch doctor that gets mad when a good doctor comes along 
with a cure that'll work.

My point I have made already, Mr. President, with regard to 
negotiating. It does not call for nuclear superiority on the part of the 
United States; it calls for a mutual reduction of these weapons, as I say, 
that neither of us can represent a threat to the other. And to suggest 
that the SALT II treaty that your negotiators negotiated was just a 
continuation, and based on all of the preceding efforts by two previous 
Presidents, is just not true. It was a new negotiation, because, as I say. 
President Ford was within about 10 percent of having a solution that 
could be acceptable. And I think our allies would be very happy to go 
along with a fair and verifiable SALT agreement.

Mr. Smith. President Carter, you have the last word on this question.
The President. I think, to close out this discussion, it would be better 

to put into perspective what we're talking about.
I had a discussion with my daughter, Amy, the other day, before I 

came here, to ask her what the most important issue was. She said she 
thought nuclear weaponry and the control of nuclear arms.

This a formidable force. Some of these weapons have 10 megatons of 
explosion. If you put 50 tons of TNT in each one of railroad cars [sic], 
you would have a trainload of TNT stretching across this Nation.
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That's one major war explosion in a warhead. We have thousands, 
equivalent of megaton, or million tons, of TNT warheads. The control 
of these weapons is the single major responsibility of a President, and 
to cast out this commitment of all Presidents because of some slight 
technicalities that can be corrected, is a very dangerous approach.

Statement by the Israeli Representative (Eilan) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Disarmament 
and Security and Regional Disarmament, October 30, 
1980^

In discussions on a wide range of items on disarmament such as those 
conducted in this Committee year in and year out my delegation has in 
the past chosen to address itself in its annual statements to one specific 
aspect of the problem, such as the role of science or the impact of 
petrodollars in the spiral of production, transfer and use of conven
tional weapons. This year w e should like to turn our attention to the 
link between disarmament and security arrangements.

We are aware that a study on the relationship between disarmament 
and international security is being prepared by a group of experts. The 
submission of their report, however, has again been postponed and in 
its absence we permit ourselves to say a few words on the subject.

Disarmament or arms control has been the subject of multilateral 
discussions since the end of the First World War and has undergone 
several conceptual changes. In this respect, it is interesting to note the 
difference between the Articles of the Covenant of the League of 
Nations devoted to disarmament and the relevant provisions of the 
Charter. To start with, the Covenant saw in arms control a duty which  
each Member State undertook to perform on joining the League. There 
is no such stipulation in the Charter of the United Nations. Furthermore, 
the Covenant devoted the whole of Article 8 to disarmament. Its 
wording is worth recalling:

1. The Members of the L ea ^ e  recognize that the maintenance 
of peace requires the reduction of national armaments to the 
lowest point consistent with national safety and the enforcement 
by common action of international obligations.

2. The Council, taking account of the geographical situation and 
circumstances of each State, shall formulate plans for such reduc
tion for the consideration and action of the several Governments.

3. Such plans shall be subject to reconsideration at least every 
ten years.

4. After these plans shall have been adopted by the several 
Governments, the limits of armaments therein fixed shall not be 
exceeded without the concurrence of the Council.

' A/C.1/PV.20, pp. 16-26.
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5. The Members of the League agree that the manufacture by 
private enterprise of munitions and implements of war is open to 
grave objections. The Council shall advise how the evil effects 
attendant upon such manufacture can be prevented, due recard 
being had to the necessities of those Members of the League wnich  
are not able to manufacture the munitions and implements of war 
necessary for their safety.

6. The Members of the League undertake to interchange full 
and frank information as to the scale of their armaments, their 
military, naval and air programmes and the condition of such of 
their industries as are adaptable to war-like purposes.

The Charter's reference to disarmament, compared to that of the 
Covenant, is somewhat less hom ogeneous and less imperative.

The difference between the attitudes of the Covenant and the 
Charter on the subject of disarmament is a reflection of two very 
different views prevalent in Europe after the end of the two world 
wars. After 1918 it was widely believed that the First World War was to 
a large extent the result of an arms race, notably between Germany and 
Great Britain, in the field of naval armament. After 1945, on the other 
hand, the causes of the outbreak of the Second World War were 
ascribed to the lack of military preparedness on the part of the Allies 
and the USSR which is supposed to have goaded Hitler, with his 
unbridled ambitions, into risldng a military solution. In other words, 
after the Second World War the drafters of the Charter tacitly assumed  
the inevitability of the existence of armaments among Member States 
but saw in the balance of power a prerequisite for the introduction of 
arms control and, finally, disarmament.

This is not the place to enter into a comparative analysis of the two 
schools of thought about the role of armament as a cause of war. 
Suffice it to say that they were formed on the basis of a purely European 
experience in the first half of this century. The problem of the 
armaments race and its link with security in the 1970s and 1980s is not 
confined to Europe but is global and entails novel elements which did 
not exist in the past.

As stated before in previous debates in this Committee and in such 
publications as those of the Stockholm International Peace Research 
Institute (SIPRI), 135 wars have been waged the world over since 1945. 
From the commencement of the tenth special session, on disarmament, 
in 1979 until the present session, four wars have been and are still 
being waged with varying degrees of intensity in Africa, the Middle 
East and South-East Asia. Each of these conflicts involves the super- 
Powers directly or indirectly and is of political and economic conse
quence not only to States adjacent to the area of conflict but to 
countries of other regions as well.

Before continuing, I should like to make it unmistakably clear that 
the remarks that are going to follow address themselves to the 
situation in the world as such and that they have no particular 
application to Israel. My country, in terms of industrial development, 
does not fit easily into any of the established categories. It is in some
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fields still a developing country and yet it is highly developed in 
others; though it imports arms, it is capable of producing locally much 
of its weaponry and spare parts for imported equipment.

This cannot be said of most countries which have been involved in 
military conflicts for the last 30 years. This is where w e are facing a 
novel aspect in the proliferation of conventional weapons and the 
proliferation of wars. To understand fully the character of some 
modern conflicts one may have to compare them to those of the past.

Both world wars were waged between opponents which by and 
large were themselves the producers of armaments, were fiighly 
developed industrially and possessed both the industrial and the 
logistical infrastructure to provide their armies at a rapid rate with 
regular replacements for losses suffered in combat. In addition, the 
armies of the two opposing sides in the two world wars also possessed  
the capacity to integrate new system s of weapons with great speed in 
the conduct of warfare.

In the case of so many of the wars that have erupted since 1945, both 
parties have found themselves, or sometimes one of the sides to a 
conflict has found itself, completely dependent on aid from exporting 
countries not only for the main instruments of war but also for spare 
parts. The growing sophistication of conventional weapons demands a 
highly developed technological infrastructure for their constant 
maintenance.

I should like to quote from an article by Mary Kalder entitled "Arms 
and Dependence":

The increased vulnerability of all weapon platforms—ships, 
tanks, aircraft—calls into question the utility of eauip>ment which 
is difficult to hide and expensive to replace. In addition, modern 
equmment entails considerable logistical problems. A squadron of 
F-4 rhantoms, for example, requires an inventoiy of 70,000 spare 
parts to be kept operational under wartime conditions.

Almost the same considerations apply, no doubt, to the maintenance 
of a MIG-21 or 23.

It can therefore be said that hand in hand with the growing 
sophistication of conventional weapons goes their transfer to an ever 
increasing number of recipient countries which are not always in a 
position to provide for their adequate deployment or use in case of war 
without continued aid from supplier countries. The proliferation of 
sophisticated weapons all over the globe serves, therefore, to create an 
illusion of military power, which itself endangers world peace. This 
illusion prompts States parties to a regional conflict to opt for military 
solutions instead of seeking pacific means of negotiations and settlement.

My delegation is not really surprised that for the second year the 
group of experts established by the resolution of the General Assembly 
at its thirty-second session to undertake a study on the interrelation
ship between disarmament and Internationa! securit}" has asked for 
additional time for the submission of its report. Its task is well-nigh 
impossible.
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It was not clear what the group of experts was expected to determine. 
Surely the very existence of the link between security and disarmament 
is too evident to demand further inquiry. As to the nature of the 
link—that is to say, whether armament causes insecurity or insecurity 
causes armament— b̂oth propositions are equally true or untrue de
pending on the specific case under study. The application of artificial 
academic paradigms to a bewildering variety of situations will not 
advance the cause of disarmament or peace. In the light of the 
recognized constraints of United Nations poUtics, one can only commiser
ate with the experts, w ho have to find answers to questions too general 
in character to allow of an honest answer.

A more realistic approach is obviously needed and perhaps has been 
found in the framework of a regional approach to arms control. This 
approach is more promising, since most military conflicts are of a 
regional nature. To quote the representative of Finland in this debate:

In arms control, the significance of a regional approach is 
rapidly increasing. Disarmament is, of course, of global interest. 
Yet in many cases politico-ceographical conditions call for a 
regional approach. Tne global approach can be usefully supple
mented with unrelenting and systematic efforts at the level of 
different regions and subregions. There is scope for independent 
action in each region. Lack of progress at the global level should 
not impede but, on the contrary, encourage this approach. 
(AIC.1I35IPV.10, pp. 12 and 13)

Thus, the study on all aspects of regional disarmament contained in 
document A/35/416 is a timely effort to deal with a problem of great 
complexity. Though the study itself is thoughtfully prepared and 
presented with great expertise, it is perhaps regrettable that so little 
space is devoted to the regional aspect of the control of conventional 
weapons. The reason for this is painfully obvious: there is little to 
report except for some promising developm ents in Latin America.

Both in the field of the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones 
and in the control of conventional weapons Latin America has set an 
example for the world to follow. One can only welcome the Declaration 
of Ayacucho, Peru, of 9 December 1974,^ its reaffirmation in 1978  ̂and 
the meeting in Mexico City of August 1978, where the representatives 
from 20 Latin American countries discussed the establishment of a 
regional consultation mechanism relating to disarmament matters in 
the field of conventional weapons.

The time has come for us to admit that there exists no wonder drug 
to cure the ills of the arms race. The experience of the recent past 
clearly points in the direction of the establishment of confidence- 
building measures within the context of regional agreements. A 
pre-condition of the attainment of the reduction of tensions and of 
arms control within this framework is, of course, the existence of the

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 38-43.
 ̂Ibid., 1978, pp. 400-401.
 ̂Ibid,, pp. 533-536, 536-538.
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political will on the part of the opposing sides in a dispute to come to 
terms with each other.

Two agreements, very different in character and in origin, the Camp 
David agreement and the military provisions of the Helsinki agreement, 
may perhaps serve as a guide for the future. Both the agreements 
between Israel and Egypt, ̂  which led up to the signing of the 
peace treaty, and the Helsinki accords contain clauses providing for the 
reduction of tension through military confidence-building measures.^ 
The other feature that these two agreements have in common and that 
should be of particular interest to this Committee is that both were 
reached outside the framework of the United Nations.

At the beginning of my statement I spoke of States that suffer from 
an illusion of power as a result of the proliferation of sophisticated 
weapons and regretted that some Member States do not choose the 
way of pacific settlement of their disputes. The United Nations is 
largely to be blamed for being unable to provide parties to a dispute 
with the necessary machinery for negotiations, arbitration and conciliation. 
Had this Committee devoted its time to establishing the tools for peace 
rather than engaging in abstract discussion, it could at least have 
reduced the num for of conflicts that have erupted in the past.

The Permanent Representative of Israel, in his communication to the 
Secretary-General of 16 April 1979, in expressing Israel's views on a 
Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament, made the following 
proposals:

With a view to promoting progress wherever possible on local 
and regional levels, it is suggested that the United Nations 
establish regional disarmament commissions, corrmosed of all 
Member States in the region, the task of which would be to review  
ideas and proposals for intergovernmental regional agreements on 
arms reduction and control. These commissions should address 
themselves, inter alia, to finding appropriate solutions to two 
specific problems related to a 'comprehensive programme of 
disarmament":

(a) To create by common agreement of all Member States of the 
region the necessary modalities for the limitation of military 
budgets in conformity with resolution 331677

(bj To implement within a regional basis the terms of the 
decisions adopted by the General Assembly during its tenth 
special session in paragraph 93 of the Final Document with  
reference to confidence-building measures. (A/CN.10/1, p, 28f

The group of experts and the Secretariat staff who were responsible 
for compiling the "Study on all aspects of regional disarmament" are to 
be congratulated for posing the problem in its proper context. If this 
Committee were to agree to the establishment of regional disarmament

 ̂Ibid., 1975, pp. 438-446. 
 ̂Ibid., pp. 304-308.
 ̂Ibid., 1978, pp. 736-738. 

® Ibid., p. 428.
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commissions, as suggested by the Permanent Representative of Israel, 
we would at least give Member States a viable alternative to hostilities, 
and give practical substance to Article 33 of the Charter of the United 
Nations.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Vanden Heuvel) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly, Octo
ber 30, 1980^

During the observance of Disarmament Week, which is now coming 
to a close, w e have had occasion to reflect on the purposes of the 
United Nations set forth in the eloquent preamble to its Charter. The 
very first of those purposes—"to save succeeding generations from the 
scourge of war"—is the stimulus that has shaped the agenda of this 
Committee.

In recent days we have heard dire assessments of where efforts for 
peace and security stand and where they are now heading. Sadly, it is 
true that the noble aspirations of the founders of the United Nations 
thus far have eluded the grasp of the world community. As w e proceed 
with our work in the First Committee this year, w e cannot ignore the 
climate of fear and suspicion that grips the world today. But w e can try 
to ensure that our actions do not contribute to it and, indeed, we 
should search unceasingly for opportunities to alleviate it.

The clash of national positions is, of course, an inevitable element of 
debate in a forum such as this. Clear and vigorous defence of the 
points of view of the sovereign States represented here can make a 
useful contribution to mutual understanding. But the cause of peace 
and the effective limitation of arms can best be served by avoiding 
gratuitous attacks on other countries, by searching for the threads of 
commonality that run through our wide-ranging discussions and by 
seeking constantly to find a basis for consensus where it might be 
possible.

In that vein, I should like to set forth the main strands of United 
States policies in the area of arms control and security.

The United States has always sought to control arms rather than to 
pursue an unrestrained build-up. From the first concrete proposal to 
try to stop the spread of nuclear armaments— the proposal of 1946 
known as the Baruch Plan^—through the anti-ballistic missile treaty^ 
and the initiation of the SALT process, to the most recent talks aimed at 
limiting long-range theatre nuclear forces, the United States has taken 
initiatives consistently aimed at the achievement of realistic, effective 
and verifiable arms control agreements. We have avoided ill-defined 
and unrealistic proposals in the belief that a step-by-step approach is

 ̂ A/C.1/35/PV.21, pp. 46-55.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 7-16.
 ̂Ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.
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the only practical way to achieve progress in limiting and reducing 
arms. The achievement of such progress has been and remains the 
objective of the United States.

In the current circumstances, however, w e have had to live with 
reality, and reality means living in a heavily armed world so long as 
there are no international agreements in effect which substantially 
reduce armaments. Reality also means that significant progress on 
arms control can only be made in an international climate where there 
is an underlying confidence among nations, despite inevitable policy 
differences. Such a climate clearly depends not on what Governments 
say, but rather on what they do. And here, I must be blunt. The Soviet 
Union, while laying down a barrage of propagandistic proposals for 
instant disarmament, dissolution of alliances and the like, has contin
ued the steady build-up of its military strength. In contrast to western 
governments, the Soviet Government takes decisions on such matters 
without public analysis and scrutiny. The consequences of those 
decisions become known at best only after the decisions have been 
implemented.

Some preceding speakers have criticised the policy of nuclear 
deterrence as a means of preventing the outbreak of war. The fact 
remains, nevertheless, that until conditions are right for finding some 
more effective alternative measures, deterrence is the most reliable 
means at our disposal. United States nuclear policy is premised on the 
maintenance of adequate forces to assure that deterrence does not fail. 
It is not premised on the initiation of nuclear war, limited or otherwise.

It is to be regretted that some in this room have sought to portray our 
policy as aimed at conditioning the world to accept the concept of 
nuclear war or as deliberately planning for a limited nuclear conflict. 
These charges have stemmed from irresponsible speculation on the 
implications of the United States nuclear targeting doctrine about 
which there was so much public discussion earlier this year.

To set the record straight, I should like to quote from the testimony 
of Secretary of State Muskie before the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee on 16 September 1980. Secretary Muskie said:

The countervailing strategy underscores and unmistakably com
municates to the Soviets two fundamental truths. First, they could 
derive no conceivable benefit from initiating the use of nuclear 
weapons, no matter how  limited or extensive the attack and no 
matter at what stage in a conflict they might be launched. Second, 
nuclear conflict cannot be an instrument for achieving national 
policy goals, either for us or for the Soviet Union; there surely will 
be no victor in a nuclear war.

Secretary Muskie went on to say:

I do not want anyone to wrongly conclude that w e suddenly have 
become eomident about cur abili^' to orchestrate nuclear p x -  

changes and control escalation or tnat w e have become compla
cent about the use of nuclear weapons.^

 ̂Ante.
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Secretary Muskie also stressed that the United States Government does 
not regard the countervailing strategy as in any way a substitute for 
arms control or as a symptom of disenchantment with the arms control 
process. On the contrary, the countervailing strategy is fully consistent 
with the SALT II treaty and our longer-term arms control objectives.

Despite the shadow that has been cast by the events in Afghanistan 
and elsewhere, the United States recognizes that it is precisely now, 
when international tensions are greatest, that efforts to achieve peace 
and stability and steps aimed at preserving and promoting arms 
control become all the more urgent. Grandiose schemes whose chances 
of fulfilment are virtually zero offer little hope for success. It is 
practical, effective and verifiable arms control measures that enhance 
the security of the countries directly concerned and of the world at 
large. The record of my Government in this regard is clear.

President Carter is committed to ratification of the SALT II treaty and 
intends to consult with the leadership of the United States Senate soon  
after the election with a view  to resuming the ratification process as 
soon as feasible. And w e remain committed, following SALT II 
ratification, to enter into negotiations with the Soviet Union on further 
mutual limitations on and reduction in nuclear weaponry. In the 
meantime, pending ratification, as w e have stated before, w e believe it 
desirable that neither side take any action inconsistent with the 
provisions of that treaty.

Just recently, in Geneva, w e began preliminary discussions looking 
forward to meaningful and equal limitations of United States and 
Soviet theatre nuclear forces within the framework of SALT III.

My Government is also fully committed to the early achievement of 
an effective and verifiable comprehensive test-ban treaty. As the report 
of the three negotiating parties presented to the Committee on 
Disarmament on 31 July demonstrates,^ substantial progress has been 
made. The remaining issues are, with few exceptions, matters of 
considerable technical complexity and political sensitivity, and solu
tions simply do not come easily. But we are continuing our efforts in 
the current round of the negotiations which began on 6 October.

The United States, in concert with its North Atlantic Treaty Organiza
tion (NATO) allies, is pursuing its long-standing commitment to seek 
mutual and balanced force reductions and Umitations in Central 
Europe.

In regard to chemical weapons, w e are continuing bilateral negotia
tions with the Soviet Union and have given our full support to the 
work of the Committee on Disarmament on that subject.

A joint United States-Soviet Union initiative on radiological weapons^ 
has been submitted to the Committee on Disarmament and w e look 
forward to further work in the Committee to convert that initiative into 
a multilateral treaty.

 ̂The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
 ̂Ante, July 30.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 357-361.
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The United States made a major effort to contribute to a successful 
conclusion 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 Indiscriminate Effects. 
As a result of intense negotiations that Conference reached consensus 
earlier this month on useful accords that extend the laws governing 
armed conflict.®

In the light of this record it is strange that the Soviet Union and 
certain other countries have accused the United States of breaking off 
arms-control negotiations or putting obstacles in the path of achieving 
positive results. A sober examination of the facts leads to a rather 
different conclusion.

The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan has drastically altered the 
political climate in which arms control negotiations are taking place. 
The Soviet actions have violated the fundamental principles of non
intervention, sovereignty and self-determination. Recent attempts by 
some speakers here to distort the record cannot mask that fact, nor its 
damaging consequences to efforts to promote peace and security. A  
State seeking to reduce the dangers of war can best prove it is in 
earnest by stopping its own aggression, not by introducing resolutions 
that attempt to divert international attention from the fact of its 
aggressive actions. One such resolution has already been circulated by 
the Soviet Union.^ The United States finds it completely unacceptable. 
In that connexion w e commend to the Committee the views that the 
nine States members of the European Community, speaking through 
the representative of the Netherlands on 28 October, have expressed 
on that proposition.

Actions such as those that the world has been witnessing in 
Afghanistan cannot but have a profound impact on how the people 
and leaders of the United States view the matter of negotiating and 
entering into agreements affecting national and international security. 
For example, in 1978 the Soviet Union engaged in a build-up of naval 
forces in the Indian Ocean area in connexion with its own involvement 
in the Horn of Africa conflict, even though at the same time it was 
engaged in talks with the United States on the limitation of force levels 
in the Indian Ocean. The Soviet naval build-up was inconsistent with 
the spirit of those talks and w e had no choice but to suspend them. In 
the intervening period, increasing regional instabilities further less
ened the chances for productive talks on Indian Ocean force limitations. 
But again, it was Soviet actions— t̂his time the invasion and occupation 
of Afghanistan, a hinterland State of the Indian Ocean area—that 
virtually destroyed prospects for such talks.

The brief summary I have given today of the tangible efforts the 
United States is making in the field of arms control and disarmament is 
of course only a partial accounting, but it does serve to emphasize the

® Ante, Oct. 10.
 ̂Ante, Sept. 23. 

A/C.1/35/PV.17, pp. 36-37.
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point that, in spite of the difficulties brought on by the deterioration of 
the international climate, the United States is determined to work 
towards the achievement of effective and verifiable arms-control agree
ments to assure a more peaceful world. But if the goal of arms control is 
to succeed we must not only seek new measures: w e must also be 
diligent in ensuring that existing arms-control measures are fully 
observed.

For some months now we have been intensely concerned about 
reports that chemical weapons may have been used in Afghanistan, 
Laos and Kampuchea. The reports alone, while numerous and persistent, 
are not sufficient to permit definite conclusions to be drawn. For that 
very reason w e believe that an impartial investigation to determine the 
facts behind all those reports is essential. The issue is too serious to be 
ignored by the world community. It would be in the best interests of all 
to have it clarified. Not to do so would undermine both arms control 
and international law. Besides helping to ascertain the facts, action by 
the world community through the United Nations will also help to 
deter the use of chemical weapons and serve to strengthen the 1925 
Geneva Protocol.

We note in that connexion that the Committee on Disarmament, at 
its most recent session, emphasized the need for international efforts 
to determine the facts behind those reports of chemical-weapon use. It 
is now up to us as members of this Committee to make every effort to 
clarify those disturbing reports.

Prevention of the spread of nuclear weapons is one of the most 
serious and challenging tasks that the world community faces. A  
comer-stone of the international effort is the Non-Proliferation Treaty. 
Many among us here participated in the recent Conference to review  
that Treaty. Despite the absence of a final declaration, there was 
unanimous agreement on the fundamental soundness of the Treaty 
and the desirability of universal adherence. The Conference fulfilled its 
basic purpose of providing the Parties an extended opportunity to 
review together the operation of the Treaty and the progress made 
towards achieving its objectives. There was virtually no criticism of the 
Treaty itself nor of its objectives. There were of course serious concerns 
expressed about the slow progress towards fulfilling the objectives of 
article VI relating to nuclear-arms control and disarmament. As we 
made clear at the Review Conference, the United States shares the 
strong and widely felt desire for a more rapid achievement of concrete 
results. If we are to succeed in our efforts, however, w e must accept 
that there are no short-cuts to realizing effective and enduring arms 
control agreements. They require steady, patient, hard and painstak
ing effort, and to that w e pledge ourselves.

There are, of course, many other issues on the agenda of this 
Committee. The views of the United States on most of those issues are

The text of the protocol may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp.
764-765.

Ibid., 1968, pp. 461—465.
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well known and I shall not dwell on them at this time. My delegation 
will set them forth when w e begin considering the relevant draft 
resolutions.

Before closing I should like to turn from the present to the future. 
Just over two years ago, on the initiative of the non-aligned States, w e  
gathered here for a special session of the General Assembly devoted to 
disarmament and reached a consensus agreement on a Final Document 
that included a Programme of Action—a broad guide for future 
a c t io n s .T h i s  Generd Assembly will take the first preparatory steps 
for the second special session devoted to disarmament, scheduled to 
take place in 1982.

As we begin those preparations w e need to consider carefully what 
we expect the second special session to accomplish. Clearly w e shall 
want to review the progress towards the implementation of the 
Programme of Action laid out at the first special session. What w e can 
usefully accomplish in addition to that review, however, will take 
much more thought and study.

Whatever w e decide, the success of the second special session will 
depend on the degree to which w e all avoid superficial and impractical 
proposals and concentrate on serious consideration of constructive, 
effective and verifiable arms-control measures that enhance security 
and stability. Clearly also its success will be affected by the state of the 
international political climate. There are no mysteries about what 
needs to be done to improve that climate. A world free of aggression 
would provide a much more favourable setting for a constructive 
dialogue on the limitation and elimination of armaments.

In the meantime we must do what w e can here to keep faith with the 
objectives of the United Nations Charter that I recalled at the beginning 
of my remarks. Let us make good use of this session of the General 
Assembly to explore the basis for a broad consensus that will carry us 
towards the goals w e seek. In that way too w e can help to begin the 
process of restoring the climate of trust among nations that is essential 
to reaching our ultimate objective—a world free of the arms that make 
aggression possible.

Statement by the Pakistani Representative (Ghafoor) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: South 
Asian Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone and Security Assur
ances to Non-Nuclear-Weapon States, November 10, 
1980^

The purpose of my delegation's statement today is to introduce two 
draft resolutions in documents A/C.1/35/L.3, on the "Establishment of a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia",^ and A/C.1/35/L.5, on the

The Final Document may be found ibid., 1978, pp. 411-439. 
 ̂ A/C.1/35/PV.30, pp. 2-10 .
 ̂Adopted as G.A. res. 35/148, Dec. 12, 1980.
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"Conclusion of an international convention to assure non-nuclear- 
weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons".^

First of all, I shall take up the draft resolution on the "Establishment 
of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia", which is an initiative in 
pursuance of Pakistan's abiding policy to keep our region free from the 
menace of nuclear weapons and its commitment to the objectives of 
nuclear non-proliferation. It is our conviction that the establishment of 
a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia consistent with the decisions 
of the tenth special session, devoted to disarmament, will greatly 
enhance the security of all States of the region against the nuclear 
threat.

The tenth special session, devoted to disarmament, recommended 
the creation of nuclear-weapon-free zones in appropriate regions of the 
world as an effective measure to contain nuclear proliferation and to 
reduce the threat of a nuclear holocaust. The special session in this 
regard pointedly referred to three regions of the world, namely, Africa, 
the Middle East and South Asia. My delegation is convinced that the 
creation of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia is a realistic 
objective for the attainment of which all countries of the region should  
make earnest efforts. From the point of view of geographical, historical, 
cultural and other relevant considerations, the South Asian region is 
distinct and qualifies for the pursuit of the objective of the estabishment 
of a nuclear-weapon-free zone. Moreover, the respective Governments 
of the countries of the region have more than once declared unilaterally 
their commitment to nuclear non-proliferation. The next step in this 
regard can be a joint endeavour to translate these unilateral commit
ments into a regional declaration which is binding on successive 
Governments. Pakistan has already initiated a proposal towards this 
end and is willing to undertake any discussions or consultations in its 
pursuit. Such a joint declaration would, in our view, be an important 
milestone towards the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in 
our region.

As is obvious from the text of the present draft resolution submitted 
by my delegation in document A/C.1/35/L.3, it is almost identical to 
that submitted last year on this subject."* In its operative paragraphs the 
draft resolution reaffirms its endorsement in principle of the concept of 
a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia and once again urges the 
States of South Asia and such other neighbouring 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. We hope that this 
draft resolution will receive the support of this Committee, reflecting 
the desire of the international community to pursue in all aspects the 
goal of nuclear disarmament as well as that of reducing the menace of 
nuclear weapons through every possible measure.

N ow  I should like to offer certain comments in respect of the draft

 ̂A revised version was adopted as G.A. res. 35/155, Dec. 12, 1980.
 ̂The draft resolution referred to was adopted by the G.A. as res. 34/78 on Dec. 11,

1979; see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 763-765.
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resolution submitted by Pakistan under item 46 on "Conclusion of an 
international convention to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against 
the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons" in document A/C.1/35/L.5.

The concern of non-nuclear-weapon States over the use or threat of 
use of nuclear weapons by nuclear-weapon Powers has been a major 
preoccupation in the disarmament negotiations carried out in the 
United Nations forums since the very beginning. The threat posed by 
the presence of nuclear weapons in the arsenals of nuclear-weapon 
Powers is in no manner or degree the creation of the non-nuclear- 
weapon States. Yet this threat affects the security and indeed the 
survival of non-nuclear-weapon States as gravely as those of the 
nuclear Powers. Moreover, while the nuclear-weapon Powers are 
relentlessly enhancing their nuclear destructive capabilities, no mean
ingful progress has been made in evolving effective means to deter a 
nuclear threat. My delegation, therefore, wishes to emphasize that the 
nuclear-weapon Powers are under a special obligation to give assur
ances in a credible way that their nuclear weapons will not be used  
against non-nuclear-weapon countries.

It has been generally recognized that the most effective assurances 
against nuclear threat for the non-nuclear-weapon States and, indeed, 
for all nations are nuclear disarmament and the complete prohibition of 
the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. However, this goal 
remains a distant possibility. Until it comes about, some effective and 
interim steps are imperative to insure the non-nuclear-weapon States 
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.

Deeply convinced that such assurances are possible politically, 
legally and technically, my country has been dedicatedly pursuing the 
objective of evolving binding and effective arrangements for what have 
been called "negative security guarantees" for non-nuclear-weapon 
States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. We are 
encouraged that some progress has been made on this issue in the 
deliberations of the Committee on Disarmament and particularly in the 
Ad Hoc Working Group last year. The elements involved in the 
negative security guarantees have been identified. There has been  
considerable discussion on the form of such guarantees, particularly 
for the conclusion of an international convention. While we do not 
preclude consideration of any other internationally binding effective 
arrangements, w e believe that an international convention remains the 
most effective form in which the assurances of the non-use of nuclear 
weapons can be extended to non-nuclear-weapon States. However, I 
may mention that the Pakistan delegation maintains a flexible ap
proach on the question of the form of such guarantees and this 
approach is implicit in the draft resolution submitted by us in docu
ment A/C.1/35/L.5. It is for this reason that w e have proposed a change 
in the nomenclature of our agenda item and have recommended a new  
formulation: "Conclusion of effective internatiunal ctndiigements to 
assure non-nuclear States against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons".

The other important aspect of this question is the nature of assur



GHAFOOR STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 10 485

ances to non-nuclear-weapon States. We feel that the nuclear Powers 
must assure all the non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat 
of use of nuclear weapons. Unfortunately, the major nuclear Powers 
do not find it possible to provide unqualified and categorical assur
ances to non-nuclear-weapon States because of their strategic doctrines 
and their commitments in the context of their nuclear security alliances, 
primarily the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) alliance and 
the Warsaw Treaty. With a view to circumventing these difficulties, 
Pakistan has submitted a formulation calling for assurances from 
nuclear-weapon Powers for those non-nuclear-weapon States which  
are not parties to. the nuclear security guarantees, that is, mainly the 
non-aligned countries. This formulation was endorsed by an over
whelming majority of the General Assembly in resolution 31/189 C  ̂as 
recalled in the preamble of our draft resolution. It is also contained in 
article I of the draft convention submitted by my country in the 
Committee on Disarmament.

While my delegation has an open mind on the question of both the 
form and the nature of negative guarantees, w e remain convinced that 
a common and uniform approach can be evolved to meet the concerns 
of all States. Along with other countries, w e will pursue our efforts to 
evolve a common formula. At the same time, however, we cannot 
agree with the proposals that a Security Council resolution, or much 
less a General Assembly resolution, noting the unilateral declarations 
by the nuclear-weapon Powers could serve as an effective arrangement 
as called for by the special session on disarmament for assurances 
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons by nuclear-weapon 
Powers against non-nuclear-weapon States. Moreover, these unilateral 
declarations are different from each other in scope conditions and 
qualifications and are susceptible of varying interpretations.

We have to pursue our efforts with greater determination and 
political will to implement the specific recommendation of the Final 
Document of the tenth special session with regard to negative security 
guarantees to non-nuclear-weapon States.^ The extension of effective 
assurances to non-nuclear-weapon States will have a salutary impact 
on nuclear non-proliferation and will make an important contribution 
to international peace and security. With these words, I would express 
the hope that the draft resolution contained in document A/C.1/35/L.5 
will receive wide support in this Committee and will thus underline 
the need for the urgent conclusion of effective international arrange
ments to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of 
use of nuclear weapons.

 ̂Ibid., 1976, pp. 948-949. 
 ̂Ibid., 1978, p. 422.
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Statement by the Egyptian Representative (Abdel Meguid) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly: Middle 
East Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone, November 10, 1980 ^

In the statements I have already made in the First Committee during 
the current session I have emphasized that the possession of nuclear 
weapons by any State in the Middle East region would put an end to 
our efforts to establish a nuclear-weapon-free zone and would entail 
not only a nuclear arms race but would expose the region to dangers of 
unforeseeable consequences. Therefore, during the past six sessions, 
Egypt has urged the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in 
the region of the Middle East, a goal in keeping with our objective to 
put an end to nuclear horizontal proliferation and to avoid a nuclear 
arms race in that region of the world.

In this context, Egypt took the initiative in signing the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty  ̂and reaffirmed its readiness to ratify that Treaty if 
Israel acceded to it.

During the past few years, the support of the international conunu- 
nity for any serious demarche aimed at achieving the objective of 
creating a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East has become 
apparent for various reasons, the most important of which is that that 
region has characteristics which are different from those prevailing in 
other regions of the world. Moreover, there is the fact that the present 
dangerous situation there demands that full priority be given to this 
question, in view of the possible dangers that would go beyond the 
limits of the region if nuclear weapons were to be introduced in the 
Middle East. That situation was reflected in the overwhelming support 
given to all draft resolutions submitted earlier on the subject, the latest 
being resolution 34/77,^ on which all States voted except Israel.

My delegation today wishes to introduce the draft resolution con
tained in document A/C.1/35/L.6 on agenda item 38.^ It broadly 
outlines the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region 
of the Middle East and, in particular, includes questions relating to the 
need for all States to accede to the Non-Proliferation Treaty and to 
submit all their nuclear activities to the safeguards of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency.

The draft resolution takes into account the situation resulting from 
the difficulty of bringing all countries in the region to the negotiating 
table in order to conclude the necessary arrangements relating to the 
establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East, by 
inviting States in the region to declare solemnly their support for the 
establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone, in order that w e may 
achieve that objective, and their decision to refrain on a reciprocal basis 
from producing, acquiring or possessing nuclear weapons, and also by

 ̂ A/C.1/35/PV.30, pp. 16-17.
 ̂For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968 pp. 461-465. 
 ̂Ibid., 1979, pp. 762- 763.
 ̂Adopted as G.A. res. 35/147. Dec. 12, 1980.
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inviting them to deposit those declarations with the Security Council, 
in keeping with paragraphs 60 to 63 of the Final Document of the tenth 
special session of the General Assembly, devoted to disarmament.^ 
The role of the Security Council is important at this stage of the 
establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone, and in particular in 
regions where a special situation reigns, such as the Middle East. That 
is why the draft resolution calls on the Security Council to consider the 
declarations as appropriate in order to preserve peace in this sensitive 
region of the world, and in keeping with the special situation that 
prevails there.

We must assume our responsibilities and co-operate seriously with a 
view to the achievement of these objectives. The draft resolution 
submitted by Egypt should be supported by the Committee.

Interview With Governor Reagan: Strategic Arms Limi
tation [Extract], November 17, 1980 ^

Q. Whoever your Secretary of State is, he will be bringing you some 
complicated news about dealings with the Soviets. How are you going 
to make the Soviets more amenable on SALT or other issues?

A. I believe that in the Soviet Union right now, there is an element 
of confusion about the vacillation of our recent foreign policy, the 
threats and then the backdowns, and so forth. I honestly believe that 
the Soviet Union would prefer consistency. That you can be firmer 
with them, make it clear that you would not be pushed around, and 
they would know what to expect. They would know what our policy 
is. They do not want to accidentally make a move that would bring 
them into a confrontation they don't want. I believe that they would be 
happier with someone—even though it was someone who is firmer, 
someone who opposed some of the things they did—^who let them  
know what they were dealing with. And this would be my approach.

Q. How do you intend to open this dialogue?
A. We could open it telling them that we have to renegotiate SALT 

IL We could take what is usable out of SALT II, and then tell them that 
we are not going to ratify the treaty the way it is and then make it plain 
that we are ready to sit down to legitimate negotiations. I will say this 
right away.

Q. Would you welcome an early meeting with Brezhnev?
A. I remember a happier time when there was a tradition that the 

President of the U.S. never left our shores, but I don't say that you  
could do that today. Still, the first job is to let them see the course we 
were going to follow domestically, getting hold of our economy.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 422—424.
' Time, Nov. 17, 1980.
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straightening out our energy problems. And the fact that we have the 
will and determination to add to our defensive stature.

Q. Henry Kissinger recently proposed that the U.S. should seek an 
interim arms control agreement while a longer-term SALT III is being 
worked out, and that during this process there should also be broad 
political negotiations to get the Soviets back on the track toward 
detente. Does his proposal reflect your thinking?

A. Yes, very much. I agree that there has to be linkage between arms 
control and other areas of difference, and there has not been. The 
Soviets have wanted to discourage that so that they could go their own  
way with a free hand, such as in Afghanistan, or in the other things 
they are doing. I think if w e are going to sit down and negotiate on 
arms or anything else, the whole package has to be on the table. You 
cannot sit there and negotiate arms and pretend that the Soviet Union 
is not invading Afghanistan. Broad negotiations are the kind that I 
would support and believe in.

Q. During the Ford Administration, Kissinger tried that approach 
with only limited success. H ow do you see that changing now?

A, I think that in negotiations you are going to have to make it plain 
to the Soviets that there are some disadvantages for them if they do not 
go along. Maybe the disadvantage would be that you wouldn't 
negotiate. I think that they have a very great stake in those negotiations.

Q. Would you, for instance, make a pullout from Afghanistan one 
price of serious arms control negotiations?

A. I'd make no commitment at this time on specific things because 
it's bad diplomacy to go into a negotiation having said everything that's 
on your mind in advance. But let's put it this way: their overall policy of 
aggression must be a part of what is going on at the negotiating table.

Statement by the U.S. Delegation to the Theater Nuclear 
Forces Talks, November 17, 1980 ^

As agreed by foreign ministers of the United States and the Soviet 
Union in N ew  York on September 25, delegations of the United States 
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics met in Geneva from 
October 17 to November 17 to begin discussions on questions of 
limiting certain United States and Soviet theater nuclear forces. The 
meetings were conducted in a serious and constructive manner, and 
resulted in substantially enhanced understanding of each side's position. 
The date for resumption of these meetings next year will be deter
mined subsequently by mutual consultations.

 ̂ ACDA files.
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Statement by the U.S. Representative (Petree) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Indian Ocean 
as a Zone of Peace, November 19, 1980 ^

For the first time in its history, the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian 
Ocean has been able to formulate a draft resolution which, w e believe, 
should be able to command unanimous support in this body.^ All 
countries who participated in the lengthy Ad Hoc Committee discus
sions of the past year share the credit for this achievement, but praise is 
most especially due to Chairman Balasubramaniam and his group of 
friends, whose tireless efforts played a key role in negotiating the 
present consensus draft resolution.

It is well recognised that this draft resolution may not be entirely 
satisfactory to all members of the Ad Hoc Committee. Indeed, the 
lengthy substantive discussions undertaken in the Committee and at 
the meetings of the "Friends of the Chairman" have clearly demon
strated that a wide divergence of views on a number of fundamental 
issues remains.

As this Committee is aware, the United States itself over the years 
has voiced its concerns on fundamental issues relating to the work of 
the Ad Hoc Committee. Indeed, our difficulties with aspects of the 
mandate of the Ad Hoc Committee precluded our participation in its 
work until this year w hen, after lengthly consultations, the United 
States accepted the invitation extended to it to join the Ad Hoc 
Committee.

On a number of occasions, w e have stated our view that General 
Assembly resolution 2832 (XXVI),^ as well as the conclusions in the 
Final Document of the Meeting of Littoral and Hinterland States of the 
Indian Ocean,^ held in 1979, do not constitute a sole or sufficient basis 
for establishing the consensus necessary for practical progress towards 
our common goals. In this connexion, I should note that resolution 
2832 (XXVI) was passed almost a decade ago and received only 61 votes 
in the General Assembly as against 55 abstentions. In fact, less than 
half of the present membership of the Ad Hoc Committee actually voted 
in favour of that resolution. Likewise, some of the original members of 
the Ad Hoc Committee were not able to endorse the conclusions in the 
Final Document of the Littoral and Hinterland States.

Most importantly, we believe that many of the goals and views set 
forth in those two documents have been rendered obsolete by drastic 
changes in the international situation. Future Committee work must 
reflect the reality that today the most immediate threat to regional 
security comes not from great Power naval forces, but from the 
intensification of conflict among the regional States themselves, and 
above all from the presence of Soviet land and air forces, as most

 ̂ A/C.1/35/PV.35, pp. 18-22.
 ̂Adopted as G.A. res. 35/150, Dec. 12, 1980.
 ̂ Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 901-903.
General Assembly, Official Records: Thirty-fourth Session, Supp. No. 45 (A/34/45), pp. 

10-16.
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dearly demonstrated by the Soviet invasion and occupation of Afghani
stan, a hinterland State.

In order to bring these and related points to the attention of the Ad 
Hoc Committee, and to the United Nations as a whole, the United 
States put forward positions on several key issues during its participa
tion in the Committee's work. I should like briefly to review these now.

First, we have sought to ensure that the results of the work of the Ad 
Hoc Committee are in strict conformity with the basic provisions of 
international law and the purposes and principles of the United 
Nations Charter. In particular, w e have expressed our concern that the 
work of the Committee not contravene the basic rights of all States to 
the freedoms of navigation and overflight as provided for in interna
tional law, and the right of all States to make appropriate arrangements 
for individual or collective self-defence, as provided for in the United 
Nations Charter.

Secondly, the United States has, on many occasions, made the point 
that while naval forces most certainly play a part in the security 
equation for the Indian Ocean area, any valid discussion of Indian 
Ocean security matters must also consider the role of regional forces, 
and above all the role of Soviet military forces and other external 
military forces associated with them, in the Indian Ocean region and 
adjacent areas. This issue must be a major focus of Committee work 
next year, particularly in view of the fact that Soviet troops continue to 
occupy Afghanistan, even though an overwhelming number of States 
have called for their withdrawal, both at the United Nations through 
resolution ES-6/2 and in other international forums.

Thirdly, on other substantive issues the United States has noted that 
much work needs to be done before there can be agreement on the 
principles underlying a zone of peace in the Indian Ocean. These 
include not only the geographic limits of the Indian Ocean as a zone of 
peace, but also the issues of foreign military presence, regional forces, 
nuclear weapons, international security, and peaceful settlement of 
disputes.

Fourthly, because of the continuing existence of wide differences 
within the Committee on substantive issues, and because of the 
deteriorating security situation over the past year in the Indian Ocean 
area, the United States has continued to take the position that it would  
be premature to schedule a conference on the Indian Ocean under 
these conditions.

We are encouraged by the fact that over the past year the Ad Hoc 
Committee has engaged in lengthy and often productive discussions 
on those four fundamental issues and that our concerns, as well as 
those of others, are reflected in the current consensus draft resolution. 
Thus, the present draft resolution, while by no means perfect from our 
point of view, does nevertheless provide a firm basis for continuing 
productive discussions in the Ad Hoc Committee on the fundamental 
security problems facing the Indian Ocean region.

As w e continue detailed examination of these important questions, 
the United States remains committed to enhancing the security and
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Stability of regional States and will continue to lend its full support to 
efforts to increase security in the Indian Ocean area.

Congressional Conference Committee Report on the 
International Security and Development Cooperation 
Act of 1980: M ilita ry  and Related Assistance and 
Sales Programs [Extracts], November 20, 1980 ^

The conference substitute contains authorizations for appropriations 
for international security assistance and other assistance programs for 
fiscal year 1981 of $665.1 million. This is $1.5 million above the Senate 
figure and $262 million below the House figure. The disproportionate 
reduction from the House figure is due to conference acceptance of the 
Senate provision concerning the Foreign Military Sales (FMS) Guaranty 
Reserve Fund, which eliminates the requirement in present law that 
funds for FMS guaranty loans be obligated at 10 percent of the face 
value of loans extended under the FMS guaranty program. Adoption 
of this provision significantly reduces the funds required to be author
ized and appropriated to run the FMS credit and guaranty program.

GRANT MILITARY ASSISTANCE
Sudan ceiling

The Senate amendment amended section 504  ̂of the Foreign Assis
tance Act of 1961  ̂to authorize and set a ceiling of $1.7 million for grant 
military assistance to Sudan in fiscal year 1981.

The House bill contained no comparable provision.
The conference substitute (sec. 112(b)) is the same as the Senate 

provision.

INTERNATIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION AND TRAINING (IMET)

Programs in human rights

The House bill created a new section 544 of the Foreign Assistance 
Act requiring that a human rights program be established in the IMET 
program as a prerequisite for completion of all other courses. The 
House bill further required a Presidential report on the implementation 
of this new human rights program.

The Senate amendment had no comparable provision.
The conference substitute is the same as the Senate position. The 

conferees emphasize the adoption of the Senate position should in no 
way be construed as implying a weakening of congressional interest in

 ̂ International Security and Development Cooperation Act of 1980: Conference Report (H. 
Rept. 96-1471; 96th Cong., 2d sess.), pp. 40-50, 57.

2 22 U.S.C. 2312.
3 P.L. 87-195; 75 Stat. 424.
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making human rights considerations an integral part of the IMET 
program. Full implementation of present efforts in this regard is urged.

IMET training rates

The House bill amended section 21  ̂of the Arms Export Control Act^ 
to allow IMET recipients to purchase FMS training on an incremental 
cost basis (i.e. only those additional costs that are incurred by the U.S. 
Government in furnishing such training).

The Senate amendment had no comparable provision, although both 
the House and the Senate provided for incremental costing for grant 
IMET courses.

The conference substitute (sec. 115(b)(2)) is the same as the House 
provision.

During the H ouse-Senate conference, the importance of Brazil and 
Venezuela to U.S. security interests was discussed. Given the impor
tance of Brazil and Venezuela to U.S. security interests and given the 
need to strengthen our military relations with them, the Conferees 
urged the administration to consider including a modest IMET pro
gram for both Brazil and Venezuela sufficient to permit a small number 
of their officers to attend our professional-level service schools.

FOREIGN MILITARY SALES (FMS) CREDIT AND GUARANTY PROGRAM 

Guaranty reserve

The Senate amendment amended several sections of the Arms 
Export Control Act to do the following:

Eliminate the requirement in existing law that FMS financing 
funds be obligated at 10 percent of the face value of loans and held  
in a single reserve for payment of claims;

Maintain availability of existing guaranty reserve funds for 
future payment of claims;

Provide for a Presidential report if any future claim payment 
reduces guaranty reserve funds below $750 million; ,

Allow for replenishment of the reserve fund should future claim 
payments be made;

Require an annual report on the amount and adequacy of 
guaranty reserve funds;

Require that credits and principal amount of loans may be 
extended or guaranteed only to the extent and in such amounts as 
provided in advance in appropriations acts.

The House bill had no comparable provision.
The conference substitute (sec. 104) is the same as the Senate 

provision with minor changes.
In adopting the Senate amendment, the committee of conference 

expresses its strong opposition in principle to the alarming and 
growing congressional practice of legislating in appropriations acts.

 ̂22 U.S.C. 2761. 
 ̂P.L. 94-329.
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Aggregate ceilings

The House bill amended section 31  ̂of the Arms Export Control Act 
to set aggregate ceilings totalling $3,116 billion on the amount of FMS 
credits and guaranties which can be extended in fiscal year 1981.

The Senate amendment set aggregate ceilings of $3,090 billion.
The conference substitute (secs. 106(b)(1) and 106(b)(2)) is the same as 

the House aggregate ceilings.
In adopting the House aggregate ceiling, the conferees recommend 

the following amounts in FMS guaranties to the following countries; 
Zaire, $6 million; Sudan, $55 million; Morocco, $45 million; Tunisia, 
$30 million; and the Philippines, $50 million.

The House Foreign Affairs Committee voted to defer $5 million of 
the $50 million FMS request for the Philippines in order to send a signal 
to the Marcos government on the violations of human rights in that 
country. The Senate Foreign Relations Committee, while fully in 
accord with the House committee's human rights concerns, voted to 
provide the full $50 million. The committee of conference agreed to 
fund the $50 million program requested by the executive branch with  
the explicit understanding that this action in no way diminishes 
congressional concerns about the human rights policies of the Marcos 
government. In particular, the committee of conference is concerned 
about the continuation of martial law (now in its eighth year), the 
continued suspension of civil and political liberties, and the unwilling
ness of President Marcos to hold free and fair national elections. Both 
committees shall continue to monitor closely the human rights situa
tion in the Philippines, and reserve the right to take appropriate action 
on future assistance requests.

Specific country ceilings

The House bill amended section 31 of the Arms Export Control Act 
to set ceilings of $45 million and $70 million on FMS guaranties for the 
Philippines and Thailand, respectively.

The Senate amendment had no comparable provision.
The conference substitute is the same as the Senate position.

Korea earmark

The Senate amendment earmarked $175 million in FMS guaranties 
for Korea.

The House bill had no comparable earmark.
The conference substitute is the same as the House position.

Favorable repayment terms for Somalia

The Senate amendment gave the President discretionary authority to 
provide FMS guaranties to Somalia on favorable repayment terms in 
fiscal year 1981. Repayment terms call for repayment in 30 years with a 
10-year grace period on repayment of principal.

 ̂22 U.S.C. 2771.
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The House bill had no comparable provision.
The conference substitute (sec. 106(d)) is the same as the Senate 

amendment. This action should not be construed as constituting 
congressional endorsement of the executive agreement under which  
the United States is obtaining access to military facilities in Somalia.

PERFORMANCE OF DEFENSE SERVICES

The Senate amendment amended section 21(c) of the Arms Export 
Control Act to prohibit the sale of defense services involving training 
and advising that may engage U.S. personnel in combat activities. 
(Existing section 21(c) prohibits the sale of defense services involving 
training, advising,'or otherwise providing assistance regarding combat 
activities.) The Senate amendment also provided for a Presidential 
report 48 hours after the outbreak of hostilities in countries where U.S. 
personnel are performing defense services.

The House bill had no comparable provision although the House 
report on H.R. 6942 delineated the defense services permitted and 
prohibited under existing section 21(c) of the Arms Export Control Act.

The conference substitute (sec. 102) is the same as the Senate 
provision.

The report language in the House bill, which established the 
following guidelines with respect to activities permitted and prohibited 
under section 21(c), will be used to implement the conference substitute:

Activities permitted Activities barred

Continue to help organize and train No trainers, advisers, or other personnel 
ground force units, including training with units engaged in combat, 
for combat, in support areas.

Continue to help organize and train air No flight line activities with combat units,
force units, including training for com- such as arming or refueling aircraft for
bat; continue to help repair and main- combat sorties,
tain combat equipment; assist in opera
tion and maintenance of airfield facili
ties, such as hydrant refueling systems 
and munitions storage and repair facili
ties.

Continue to help organize and operate No personnel with or delivering equip- 
vehicle repair and maintenance activi- ment to units engaged in combat,
ties in support areas.

Continue to help train personnel in use of No personnel with units engaged in com- 
highly technical equipment in support bat. 
areas.

Continue to provide advice on military Do.
strategy and doctrine at headquarters 
about unit level.

NONRECURRING RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT COSTS

The House bill amended section 21(e)(2) of the Arms Export Control 
Act to remove existing Presidential authority to waive reimbursement 
for certain plant and production equipment and research and develop
ment costs for foreign military sales to non-NATO countries which, if 
made, would encourage foreign procurement in the United States 
under coproduction arrangements.



CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEE REPORT, NOVEMBER 20 495

The Senate amendment has no comparable provision.
The conference substitute is the same as the Senate position.
In retaining the present Presidential authority the conferees believe 

that the executive branch should review the question to determine 
whether removal of such authority is warranted.

RECIPROCAL TRAINING AGREEMENTS

The Senate amendment amended section 21(g) of the Arms Export 
Control Act to add Japan, Australia, and N ew  Zealand to NATO 
countries already eligible for reduced U.S.-sold training rates on the 
basis of reciprocity.

The House bill has no comparable provision.
The conference substitute (sec. 103) is the same as the Senate 

provision.

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION

The House bill added a new chapter to the Arms Export Control Act 
authorizing the President to make sales of design and construction 
services (heretofore sold under the Arms Export Control Act as "defense 
services") and to procure such services for sale to eligible foreign 
countries. It also provided for congressional notification and possible 
legislative veto of sales of design and construction services of $200 
million or more, and made conforming changes to relevant sections of 
the Arms Export Control Act to accommodate the new  chapter.

The Senate amendment has no comparable provision.
The conference substitute (sec. 105) is the same as the House 

provision.
It is the intent of the conferees that design and construction services 

sales cases are not to be divided so as to avoid any one case exceeding 
the $200 million threshold and thereby circumvent congressional 
notification requirements.

REPORTS TO CONGRESS

The House bill amended several sections of the Arms Export Control 
Act to exempt NATO and its members, Japan, Australia, and N ew  
Zealand from congressional reporting requirements on third-country 
transfers, on arms sales through FMSA procedures and on commercial 
arms export licenses. The House bill also Umited advance congres
sional notification and possible legislative veto of third-country trans
fers to countries other than NATO members, Japan, Australia, and 
N ew  Zealand to only those third-country transfers valued at $7 million 
or more for major defense equipment or valued at $25 million or more 
for defense articles and defense services based on original acquisition 
cost.

The Senate amendment has no comparable provision.
The committee of conference agreed (sec. 101) to adopt the Senate 

position with an amendment to require that in the case of third-country 
transfers to NATO and its members, Japan, Australia, and N ew
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Zealand only transfers of $7 million or more for major defense 
equipment and $25 million or more for other defense articles and 
services need be reported to Congress and be subject to possible 
legislative veto.

COMMERCIAL EXPORTS TO COUNTRIES SUPPORTING INTERNATIONAL
TERRORISM

The Senate amendment amended section 6(i) of the Export Adminis
tration Act to include the Senate Foreign Relations Committee among 
congressional committees receiving prior notification of commercial 
export of goods and technology of $7 million or more to countries 
determined by the Secretary of State to be countries supporting 
international terrorism. It also provided for 30 day prior notification for 
such sales. The Senate amendment also expanded the definition of the 
kinds of sales that must be notified under section 6(i) to include all 
sales that would have a "potential military capability."

The House bill contained no comparable provision.
The committee of conference agreed (sec. I l l )  to adopt the Senate 

provision with an amendment to retain the definition of the kinds of 
sales that must be reported under section 6(i) of the Export Administra
tion Act to be those which "would make a significant contribution to 
the military potential of such country, including its military logistics 
capability, or would enhance the ability of such country to support acts 
of international terrorism."

ENGINES FOR IRAQI FRIGATES

The Senate amendment revoked export licenses for any gas turbine 
engines to be used in Iraqi naval frigates.

The House bill has no comparable provision.
The conference substitute is the same as the House position. The 

executive branch has assured the conferees that it will not agree to the 
shipment of the engines for Iraqi frigates so long as the conflict 
between Iraq and Iran is not resolved and that the license to export the 
engines expires on January 22, 1981.

COMMERCIAL ARMS SALES

Ceiling

The House bill amended section 38(b)(3) of the Arms Export Control 
Act to increase from $35 million to $75 million the dollar value of major 
defense equipment that may be licensed for commercial export to 
non-NATO countries. Major defense equipment valued at more than 
the $75 million figure would have to be sold through government-to- 
government FMS procedures.

The Senate amendment repealed section 38(b)(3) thereby eliminating 
any ceiling on the dollar value of major defense equipment that may be 
sold commercially.

The conference substitute (sec. 107(a)) provides for a $100 million 
ceiling.
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Congressional disapproval

The Senate amendment amended section 36 of the Arms Export 
Control Act to provide for possible legislative veto of commercial arms 
sales valued at $7 million or more for major defense equipment or $25 
million or more for defense articles or defense services.

The House bill contained no comparable provision.
The committee of conference agreed (sec. 107(b)) to adopt the Senate 

provision with an amendment to exempt NATO and its members, 
Australia, N ew  Zealand, and Japan from the legislative veto require
ments of the Senate provision. Commercial sales to these countries will 
still be subject to advance notification to the Congress under section 
36(c). Under present law. Congress does not have a legislative veto 
over commercial sales to NATO countries, Japan, Australia, and N ew  
Zealand.

Presidential authority to require FMS rather than commercial arms sales

The Senate amendment amended section 38(a) of the Arms Export 
Control Act to authorize the President to require that any particular 
arms sale be made as a government-to-government FMS sale rather 
than as a commercial arms sale. It also authorized the President to 
require that persons engaged in the negotiation of a potential commer
cial arms sale keep the President informed of the progress of such 
negotiation.

The House bill had no comparable provision.
The conference substitute (sec. 107(c)) is the same as the Senate 

provision.

Inclusion of commercial arms sales in the arms sales proposal

The Senate amendment amended section 25(d) of the Arms Export 
Control Act to include qualifying commercial sales in the list of possible 
arms sales for the upcoming fiscal year reported to Congress under 
section 25(d).

The House bill had no comparable provision.
The conference substitute (sec. 107(d)) is the same as the Senate 

provision.

Third-country transfers of commercial arms

The Senate amendment amended section 3 of the Arms Export 
Control Act to require congressional notification and possible legisla
tive veto of third-country transfers of major defense equipment valued 
at $7 million or more or defense articles or defense services valued at 
$25 million or more that were originally exported commercially.

The House bill had no comparable provision.
The committee of conference agreed (sec. 101(a)(1)) to adopt the 

Senate amendment with an amendment deleting the portion providing 
for a legislative veto of third-country transfers of commercially ex
ported arms.
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DEFENSE ARTICLES WITH A DIRECT CIVILIAN APPLICATION

The House bill amended section 38 of the Arms Export Control Act 
to remove from the U.S. Munitions List for purposes of export to 
non-Communist countries certain types of equipment and technical 
data that in some cases have a direct civilian application (e.g., 
communication and electronics equipment, transport, utility, or train
ing helicopters, propeller-driven transport, utility, or training aircraft, 
and trucks and vehicles). The House bill provided for possible control 
of these items by the Commerce Department through the Export 
Administration Act and required the President to determine if a 
removal of these items is consistent with U.S. policy in such areas as 
international terrorism, nuclear proliferation, environmental protection, 
and human rights. The House bill also provided the President with 
discretionary authority to require a foreign country statement of 
purposes as to how these items which the United States proposes to 
export will be used.

The Senate amendment required a Presidential review and report on 
categories of defense articles on the U.S. Munitions List and expressed 
the sense of the Senate that items not be removed from the U.S. 
Munitions List which have direct military application or contain 
technology used for military, security, intelligence, cryptology, or 
nuclear weapons purposes.

The committee of conference agreed (sec. 108) to adopt the Senate 
provision with an amendment to require the President to assess the 
advisability of exporting to Argentina through commercial channels 
the items identified in the House bill, notwithstanding the provisions 
of section 620B of the Foreign Assistance Act which prohibits such 
export to Argentina.

SPECIAL AUTHORITY 

Presidential determination and report to Congress

The House bill amended section 614 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 to authorize Presidential use of the special authority if the 
President determines that to do so is "important" to U.S. security. (As 
amended, the special authority in section 614 would authorize the 
President to provide up to $250 million in assistance under the Foreign 
Assistance Act and Arms Export Control Act without regard to any 
prohibitions or restrictions in those acts or in annual authorization or 
appropriations acts unless the use of the special authority is expressly 
forbidden by any prohibition or restriction to waive the prohibition or 
restriction in question.)

The Senate amendment amended section 614 of the Foreign Assis
tance Act to authorize Presidential use of the special authority if he 
determines that to do so is "vital" to U.S. security and so notifies the 
House Foreign Affairs Committee, the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee, and the Appropriations Committees of both Houses of 
Congress.
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The committee of conference agreed (secs. 117(a)(1) and 117(a)(2)) to 
adopt a compromise provision which: (1) Requires the President to 
determine that it is important to U.S. security interests to use Foreign 
Assistance Act funds under the special authority; and (2) requires the 
President to determine that such authorization is vital to the U.S. 
national security interests to use Arms Export Control Act funds under 
the special authority.

The conferees note that the various existing prior notification require
ments and prohibitions on the use of section 614(a) in existing law will 
remain in force and are not to be construed to be superseded by the 
adoption of the conference substitute.

Prior consultation

The Senate amendment amended section 614 of the Foreign Assis
tance Act of 1961 to require the President "in every possible instance" 
to consult with the House Foreign Affairs Committee, the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee, and the Appropriations Committees of 
both Houses of Congress before exercising the special authority. The 
Senate amendment deleted a reporting requirement that would have 
been redundant if the Senate provision had been adopted.

The House bill had no comparable provision.
The committee of conference agreed (sec. 117(a)(3)) to adopt a 

compromise provision which provides that the President "shall consult" 
with the House Foreign Affairs Committee, the Senate Foreign Rela
tions Committee, and the Appropriations Committees of both Houses 
of Congress before exercising the special authority.

REPORTS TO CONGRESS ON INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES

The House bill amended section 662 of the Foreign Assistance Act to 
establish new criteria for conducting covert operations and reporting 
such operations to Congress. The House bill reduced from eight to two 
the number of committees receiving reports on covert operations and 
clarified existing law concerning the question of prior notification of 
such operations. The House bill provided exceptions to prior reporting 
to Congress of covert operations for the shortest practicable period 
under certain circumstances (i.e., if deferral of reporting was essential 
to meet extraordinary circumstances affecting the vital interest of the 
United States or was essential to avoi4 unreasonable risk to the safety 
or security of the personnel or methods employed).

The Senate amendment had no comparable provision.
The conference substitute is the same as the Senate position. (This 

issue was resolved by enactment of S. 2597, the intelligence authoriza
tion legislation.)

PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE TO THE PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA

The House bill prohibited any assistance under title I in fiscal year 
1981 to the People's Republic of China (PRC).

The Senate amendment had no comparable provision.
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The conference substitute is the same as the Senate position. The 
conferees note that the executive branch has no intention of providing 
military assistance to the PRC in fiscal year 1981 and that military 
assistance to the PRC is prohibited by section 620(f) of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961. The conferees felt the provision was redundant 
and, therefore, unnecessary.

EXPORT CONTROLS OF DEPLETED URANIUM INCORPORATED IN DEFENSE
ARTICLES

The Senate amendment stated that if a determination is made, 
depleted uranium to be incorporated in defense articles or commodi
ties solely to take advantage of high-density or pyrophoric characteris
tics would be exempted from export controls under the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1954 and the Nuclear Nonproliferation Act of 1978, if such 
items are already controlled under the Arms Export Control Act or the 
Export Administration Act.

The House bill had no comparable provision.
The committee of conference agreed (sec. 110) to adopt the Senate 

provision with an amendment to delete the words "to be" thereby 
assuring that exports of bulk depleted uranium would not be authorized.

The conferees express their understanding that the determination 
called for in the Senate provision is to be made by the agency 
responsible for the administration of the export control program 
applicable to the defense articles or commodities in question, provided 
that such determination is made in consultation with those officials of 
the Department of State directly responsible for nonproliferation 
matters. Second, the conferees request congressional notification in the 
event that unusually large quantities of depleted uranium in defense 
articles are proposed for export to any country other than a member of 
NATO, Australia, N ew  Zealand, and Japan.

MILITARY OPERATIONS IN ANGOLA

The Senate amendment prohibited assistance of any kind for military 
or paramilitary operations in Angola unless the President determines 
such assistance is in the U.S. national security interest and so reports to 
Congress, detailing the amounts of assistance and its recipients. 
(Existing law prohibits assistance of any kind for military or paramilitary 
operations in Angola unless expressly authorized by Congress. It also 
provides for a report to Congress, detailing types and amounts of 
assistance and its recipients if the President determines assistance to 
Angola for such operations should be furnished in the national security 
interest.)

The House bill had no comparable provision.
The committee of conference agreed (sec. 118) to adopt the Senate 

provision with an amendment to provide that the Presidential determi
nation must be acted upon through a joint resolution of the Congress 
under expedited procedures before assistance can be provided for 
military or paramilitary operations in Angola. The conference substi
tute cannot be waived by any other pro^dsion of law.
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REPORTS ON LEASES OF DEFENSE PROPERTY

The Senate amendment required the President to report to Congress 
30 days in advance of any leasing of defense property for more than 6 
months to a foreign government.

The House bill had no comparable provision.
The committee of conference agreed (sec. 109) to adopt the Senate 

provision with three amendments:

(1) Providing that the report called for in the Senate provision 
applies only to those leases of defense property that involve major 
defense equipment valued at $7 million or more or other property 
valued at $25 million or more;

(2) Providing that such leases of defense property be subject to the 
approval of the Secretary of State; and

(3) Providing that leases of defense property for more than 6 months 
valued at $1 mSlion or more be reported quarterly under section 36(a) 
of the Arms Export Control Act.

It is the intent of the conferees that the executive branch will not 
enter into leases of defense property for less than 6-month periods to 
avoid reporting under the conference substitute. It is also the intent of 
the conferees that the executive branch will not divide such leases to 
avoid the dollar thresholds on the reporting requirements. Further, it is 
the intent of the conferees that the executive branch consult with the 
Congress prior to entering into any lease which could be considered 
controversial or which could be considered politically or militarily 
significant in terms of its impact on a nation or a region of the world.

NUCLEAR FACILITIES PROHIBITION

The House bill amended section 531(b)(1) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act to prohibit the use of the ESF to finance the construction, 
maintenance, or fueling of nuclear facilities in foreign countries except 
in special cases where the President certifies that the use of such funds 
is indispendable to the achievement of nonproliferation objectives.

The Senate amendment had no comparable provision.
The conference substitute (sec. 202(g)) is the same as the House 

provision with an amendment limiting the application of the provi
sion to fiscal year 1981.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Flowerree) to the 
FirstCommitteeof the General Assembly: Convention 
on Certain Conventional Weapons, November 20, 
1980^

The United States welcomes the adoption of the Convention on 
Prohibitions or Restrictions of Use of Cettain Conventional Weapons

 ̂ A/C.1/35/PV.37, pp. 47-48.
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and hopes that all States will give the most serious consideration to 
early signature and ratification of the Convention and its three Protocols.^ 
We believe that the Convention can serve real humanitarian interests 
in minimizing unnecessary injury or damage to the civilian population 
in times of armed conflict.

We want to emphasize, however, that formal adherence by States to 
agreements restricting the use of weapons in armed conflict would be 
of little purpose if the parties were not at the same time firmly 
committed to taking every appropriate step to ensure compliance with  
those restrictions after their entry into force.

In particular, the provisions of the present Convention and its 
Protocols would have little humanitarian value if the parties were 
inclined to tolerate breaches in the future by States which are bound to 
comply with them. In this connexion, it would be useful to note that 
States parties would have a variety of actions open to them to deal with 
any situation in which significant doubts might arise as to compliance 
with this Convention. For example, they might request the State or 
States in question to consult promptly and fully regarding any such 
situation and to act responsibly to cease any violations—^which is, of 
course, the duty under international law of States party to any treaty. 
In the case of any violations by any adversary, the right of reprisal, as 
defined and limited by the international law of armed conflict, would  
be available. They might raise compliance problems at any conference 
of parties convened under article 8 of the Convention and agree on 
appropriate action to deal with them.

They might also invoke the provisions of article 90 of Protocol I to the 
1949 Geneva Conventions,^ to the extent that the fact-finding proce
dures of that article might apply to the case in question. And finally, in 
serious cases, they might call upon the appropriate bodies within the 
United Nations system to take suitable action in accordance with their 
particular mandates to address and resolve the situation.

While, on the whole, w e believe that this range of remedies provides 
adequate means for States parties to ensure compliance with the 
Convention, the United States also supported the adoption by the 
United Nations Conference of a provision proposed by a number of 
States for the creation of a special consultative committee of experts to 
assist in dealing with specific compliance questions under this Convention. 
We regret that such a provision was not adopted and, of course, 
reserve our right to return to this idea at a later date.

In any event, we trust that States which become party to this 
Convention will do all in their power to see to it that its provisions are 
fully observed. This is, of course, the firm intention of the United 
States. If States adhere to the Convention with this determination, we 
believe that it can be an important and useful step in advancing the

 ̂Adopted Oct. 10, 1980, ante.
 ̂A rtide 90 of Protocol 1 may be found in International Legal Materials: Current Docu

ments, vol. XVI (1977), pp. 1429-1431. For the Geneva Conventions, see 6 UST 3516,
TIAS 3365; 6 UST 3316, TIAS 3364.
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humanitarian cause of giving the maximum feasible protection to 
civilian populations in time of armed conflict.

Statement by the French Representative (de la Gorce) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly: Ad
ditional Protocol I to the Treaty for the Prohibition of 
Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, November 20, 
1980^

The delegation of France regrets that this year it had to abstain in the 
vote on the draft resolution on the signature and ratification of 
Additional Protocol I of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America. The draft resolution specifically names 
France, and w e are surprised that it was submitted without prior 
consultation between the sponsors and the delegations of those 
countries which are urged to take action within their sovereign 
powers.

Last year, in its resolution 34/71, the General Assembly welcomed  
France's signing of Additional Protocol I of the Treaty of Tlatelolco.^ 
That act was performed in Mexico City on 2 March 1979 by the 
President of the French Republic and clearly showed France's desire to 
fulfil the obligations of the Treaty for the territories in Latin America 
for which it bears international responsibility. However, France cannot 
agree to its responsibility being challenged in respect of a treaty which 
has not been signed and ratified by all the countries of the area to 
which it applies.

In this connexion, my delegation can only remind the Committee of 
the terms of the communique issued on 17 May 1980 in Paris by the 
President of the French Republic and the President of the Republic of 
Mexico, which states:

Stressing the contribution that the Treaty of Tlatelolco makes to 
peace and security in the area, the two Presidents expressed the 
desire that the countries concerned sign and ratify, as necessaty, 
the Treaty and its additional protocols to aUow them to be 
implemented broadly and rapidly.

Finally, the sponsors of draft resolution A/C.1/35/L.29  ̂are certainly 
no less respectful than my delegation of the procedures incumbent 
upon all States with regard to the ratification ot international treaties. 
Like my delegation, they doubtless feel that it is not for the General 
Assembly to interfere in those procedures or to reiterate with special 
urgency, as the draft resolution states, invitations which in the present 
instance are addressed to national parliaments that deliberate and 
legislate in accordance with their respective constitutional provisions.

 ̂A/G.1/35/PV.37, pp. 73-76.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1979, p. 754.
 ̂Adopted as G.A. res. 35/143, Dec. 12, 1980.
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Statement by the U.S. Representative (Flowerree) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Additional 
Protocol I to the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America, November 20, 1980 ^

My delegation regrets very much that, in contrast to previous years, 
it had no choice but to abstain on the draft resolution dealing with the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco as presented this year.^

This draft resolution focuses attention in critical terras on two 
countries, France and the United States, which are deeply committed 
to the success of that Treaty and have taken concrete steps to 
demonstrate this commitment. At the same time, it completely ignores 
the failure of several States in the region to sign the Treaty or to take 
action necessary to bring it into force.

The United States is following its internal parliamentary procedures, 
procedures common to all States having parliaments. The President 
has signed the Protocol and it has been submitted to the Senate for its 
advice and consent. My Government has consistently demonstrated its 
strong support for this Treaty as a valuable contribution to non
proliferation and as an example worthy of consideration in other 
regions.

Just yesterday, in fact, speaking at the opening session of the 
General Assembly of the Organization of American States, the Presi
dent of the United States said:

It is imperative that those nations that have not signed the 
Treaty banning the spread of nuclear weapons in the Western 
Hemisphere do so, to set an example for other nations in other 
regions of the world.^

Our goal has been and continues to be to bring the Treaty into force 
for all countries in the region. It is unfortunate that because of the 
unbalanced nature of the approach taken by the authors of this year's 
draft resolution, my delegation was unable to support a draft resolu
tion on a Treaty which my Government values highly.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Flowerree) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Middle East 
Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone, November 20, 1980^

My delegation is pleased that for the first time this Committee has 
been able to adopt by consensus a draft resolution on the establish
ment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East.^ The United

 ̂ A/C.1/35/PV.37, pp. 7 6 - 77.
 ̂A/C.1/35/L.29, which was adopted as G.A. res. 35/143, Dec. 12, 1980.
 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Nov. 24, 1980, p. 2734.
 ̂A/C.1/35/PV.37, pp. 84-86.
 ̂Draft res. A/C.1/35/L.6, submitted by Egypt and subsequently adopted by the G.A. 

as res. 35/147.
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States remains a strong'Sup.porter of non-proliferation, and we believe 
that the establishment (rf an effective nuclear-weapon-free zone would  
be particularly significant in the Middle East.

In this connexion, w e welcome the position taken by the delegation 
of Israel in putting its own views before the Committee in draft 
resolution A/C.1/35/L.8  ̂ and in joining in the consensus on the draft 
resolution w e have just adopted. One aspect of the Israeli formulation 
that drew our attention was the recognition that a nuclear-weapon-tree 
zone could come into being only with the full and free co-operation of 
the States in the region.

This approach conforms to our long-held belief that an essential 
attribute of an effective nuclear-weapon-free zone is participation by all 
States deemed important to the zone's operation. The consensus here 
today will, w e hope, lay the foundation for the establishment of a 
Middle East nuclear-weapon-free zone with the necessary universal 
participation.

Statement by the Indian Representative (M ittal) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: South Asian 
Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone, November 21, 1980 ^

The views of my delegation on the proposals contained in draft 
resolution A/C.1/35/L.3, entitled "Establishment of a nuclear-weapon- 
free zone in South Asia",^ are already in the record of the First 
Committee.^ We intend to vote against the draft resolution for reasons 
of principle and practice. India has consistently declared that it stands 
for the total elimination of all nuclear weapons and that it does not 
intend to develop or acquire nuclear weapons. India's nuclear pro
gramme is entirely devoted to peaceful purposes. Our opposition on 
the concept of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia, however, 
stems from both principle and practical considerations.

India is not opposed to the concept of nuclear-weapon-free zones 
and it has supported the creation of such zones in other regions of the 
world. However, the setting up of such zones must be the result of the 
common initiative of the States of the region concerned and, above all, 
participation must be voluntary. It is inadmissible for any one State in a 
region to try to impose such a zone on other States wittiin the region.

It is only when the States belonging to a particular region have 
evolved common perceptions and share common security concerns 
that the basis can be laid for the initiative concerning the establishment 
of a nuclear-weapon-free zone. It is quite evident that such a situation 
does not exist in the region of South Asia. Therefore any attempt to

 ̂Draft resolution submitted by Israel and withdrawn in favor of the Egyptian draft 
resolution.

’ A/C.1/35/PV.39, pp. 6-11.
 ̂Adopted by the G.A. as res. 35/148, Dec. 12, 1980.
 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 687-689.
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force such a concept artifically on the countries of the region can only 
be regarded as being motivated by concerns other than those professed 
in the draft resolution.

South Asia is an integral and contiguous part of the region of Asia 
and the Pacific. It cannot be treated in isolation from the rest of the 
region to which it belongs. The setting up of a nuclear-weapon-free 
zone must take into account the geopolitical characteristics of the area 
concerned. Not only are the facts of geography against the concept of 
such a zone in the region of South Asia but also it entirely ignores the 
fact that the security environment of the South Asian region is 
complicated by the deploym ent of nuclear weapons in the Asia-Pacific 
theatre and the presence of foreign military bases in the Indian Ocean.

India is committed to a policy of good-neighbourliness and co
operation among the States of South Asia. The security environment in 
that region can improve only if all the States concerned resolve their 
differences in a spirit of mutual trust and understanding. The contin
ued pursuit of a proposal which in the context of the region is both 
untenable and impracticable does not contribute to that spirit.

My delegation will therefore be compelled to record a negative vote 
on the draft resolution.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Flowerree) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: South Asian 
Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone, November 21, 1980 ^

The United States will vote in favour of the draft resolution before 
u s /  reflecting 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 
supported by the appropriate parties can enhance the security of their 
participants and reinforce non-proliferation goals on a regional basis.

The criteria by which the United States Government judges the 
effectiveness of any nuclear-weapon-free zone have been elaborated by 
my delegation many times in the past. It may be useful to mention 
them briefly again.

First, the initiative for the creation of the zone should come from 
States in the regions concerned. Second, all States w hose participation 
is deemed important should participate in the zone. Third, the zone 
arrangement should provide for adequate verification of compliance 
with the zone's provisions. Fourth, the establishment of the zone 
should not disturb existing security arrangements to the detriment of 
regional and international security. Fifth, the zone arrangement should 
effectively prohibit parties from developing any nuclear explosive 
device for whatever purpose. Sixth, the zone arrangement should not

 ̂ A/C.1/35/PV.39, pp. 16-18.
 ̂A/C.1/35/L.3, which was adopted by the G.A. as res. 35/148, Dec. 12, 1980.
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seek to impose restrictions on the exercise by other States of rights 
recognized under international law, particularly the principle of free
dom of navigation on the high seas, in international air space and in 
straits used for international navigation and the right of innocent 
passage through territorial seas. And, finally, the establishment of a 
zone should not effect the existing right of its parties under interna
tional law to grant or deny transit privileges, including port calls and 
overflights, to other States.

I should like to emphasize that to accomplish its objectives any 
nuclear-free-zone arrangement must effectively preclude the conduct
ing of any nuclear explosions, whatever their declared purpose. That 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 explosive 
devices for peaceful purposes.

While our affirmative vote on the draft resolution reflects continuing 
United States policy 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 to 
avert nuclear arms competition in South Asia. We should like to 
express our hope that the States of South Asia and other interested 
States will avoid the creation of a nuclear arms capability.

As we did last year, I should 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 
objective of the draft resolution. The United States decision to vote for 
the draft resolution is based on our expectation that its sponsors and 
others supporting it will demonstrate that they also take that provision 
with the utmost seriousness.

Statement by the Israeli Representative (Varnai-Dranger) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly: Afri
can Nuclear-Free Zone, November 21, 1980 ^

At the thirty-third session of the General Assembly of the United 
Nations Israel voted in favour of resolution 33/63 calling for the 
implementation of the Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa.^ 
However, since then Israel has been singled out by name in the 
resolutions under that item and accused, along with some other 
unspecified Western countries, of allegedly collaborating with South 
Africa in the nuclear field.

This year both draft resolutions, A/C.1/35/L.30 and A/C.l/35/L.31,^ 
make reference to unfounded and false accusations in that regard. The

 ̂ A/C.1/35/PV.39, pp. 29-31.
 ̂For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 726-728. For the declaration, see 

ibid., 1964, pp. 294-295.
 ̂Adopted by the G.A. as res. 35/146A and 35/146B.
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ultimate absurdity of those allegations is nowhere clearer than in draft 
resolution A/C.1/35/L.30, which is predicated upon the report of the 
Secretary-General. That report, on the implementation of the Declara
tion on the Denuclearization of Africa, was published on 9 September 
1980 and circulated as document A/35/402. Its section entitled "Nuclear 
co-operation with other countries" reviews the record of official and 
unofficial co-operation, including the training of scientists and the 
exchange of sophisticated technologies between South Africa and 
numerous countries.

In the entire report, only one paragraph, paragraph 37, is reserved 
for a discussion of the allegations of nuclear co-operation between  
South Africa and Israel. It describes those charges as mere speculation, 
and concludes:

Until specific examples of actual nuclear exchanges or transac
tions can be cited as clear evidence of such co-operation, this 
whole question remains in a state of uncertainty.

One wonders by what mysterious process the alchemist sponsors of 
this draft resolution transmuted these speculations and uncertainties 
into absolutes and established facts which they included in their draft.

I would add that the reason that no specific examples have been  
cited in the Secretary-General's report is that none have occurred. The 
clear and consistent position and practice of Israel was stated in the 
letter of 4 September 1979 of the Permanent Representative of Israel to 
the United Nations to the Security Council Committee established 
under Security Council resolution 421 (1977). In that letter he reported 
that Israel

will comply with Security Council resolution 418 (1977),^ and 
accordingly Israel will not provide South Africa with arms or 
related material of all types, including the sale or transfer of 
weapons and ammunition, military vehicles and equipment.
(SIAC,20I17)

Those assurances were reconfirmed as recently as in the Ambassador's 
letter of 23 June 1980 to the same Committee.

For those reasons Israel abstained on draft resolution A/C.1/35/L.30 
and will abstain on draft resolution A/C.1/35/L.31.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Flowerree) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: African 
Nuclear-Free Zone, November 21, 1980 ^

My comments will be directed to both the draft resolution on the 
nuclear capability of South Africa (A/C.1/35/L.30) and the draft resolu-

For the text of the S.C. res. see Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 685-686. S.C. 
res. 421 (1977) established the committee to oversee the observance of res. 418.

* A/C.1/35/PV.39, pp. 43-47.
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tion on the implementation of the Declaration on the Denuclearization 
of Africa (A/C.l/35/L.31).^

The abstention of the United States on these draft resolutions 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 Africa 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.^

The United States abstention on these draft resolutions also does not 
reflect any lessening of our concern about South Africa's nuclear 
programme. Its operation of an unsafeguarded uranium enrichment 
facility in the absence of a treaty obligation not to develop or acquire 
nuclear explosives are of serious concern to the United States. The 
United States Non-Proliferation Act of 1978  ̂provides as a minimum  
condition for the licensing of nuclear exports to any country after 
March 1980 that it have all its nuclear activities under international 
safeguards. As a practical matter, however, the United States ceased  
exports of nuclear materials or equipment to South Africa four years 
ago.

Operative paragraph 8 of draft resolution A/C.1/35/L.30 and opera
tive paragraph 6 of draft resolution A/C.1/35/L.31 recognized the 
importance 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 safe
guards 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 appropriate 
peaceful uses under suitable international safeguards and controls 
need not contribute to the proliferation of nuclear explosives.

It is the judgement of the United States that implementation of the 
actions called for by operative paragraphs 3, 4 and 5 of draft resolution 
A/C.1/35/L.31 and paragraphs 5, 6 and 7 of draft resolution A/C.1/35/L.30 
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.

Since 1977 the United States has engaged in discussions with South

 ̂These draft resolutions were adopted as G.A. res. 35/146A and 35/146B, Dec. 12, 
1980. For the declaration, see Documents on Disarmament, 1964, pp. 294-295.

 ̂The treaty text may be found ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
 ̂Ibid., 1978, pp. 118-164.
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Africa on the question of our nuclear relationship. Specifically we have 
sought its agreement to adhere to the Non-Proliferation Treaty and to 
accept safeguards on all nuclear facilities, and have indicated to South 
Africa that resumption of peaceful nuclear relations with us would 
depend on their co-operation in this area. The United States Govern
ment has not provided nuclear fuel to South Africa, nor has the United 
States ever supplied nuclear materials or technology to South Africa 
which have not been and remain under the safeguards of the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency.

It is for the reasons which I have put forward in the paragraphs 
above that the United States had to abstain on both of the draft 
resolutions before us on this issue.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Zharkov) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: Non- 
Use of Nuclear Weapons, November 21, 1980 ^

With respect to the vote that has just been taken on the draft 
resolution contained in document A/C.l/35/L.22,^ on the non-use of 
nuclear weapons and the prevention of nuclear war, the delegation of 
the USSR would like to state the following.

The Soviet Union considers that a solution to the question of the 
non-use of nuclear weapons and the prevention of nuclear war can be 
achieved by a cessation of the nuclear-arms race and the cessation of 
the production of those weapons, the reduction and elimination of 
stockpiles of nuclear weapons and, parallel with that, by all States 
refraining from the use of force in international relations. The position 
of the USSR on this matter has been repeatedly stated in the United 
Nations, including in a letter sent by the Permanent Mission of the 
USSR to the United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations on the question of the non-use of nuclear weapons and 
the prevention of nuclear war, dated 2 October 1979, which was 
circulated as document A/34/456 A d d .l. The Soviet Union sees the 
solution of this matter first and foremost through a cessation of the 
nuclear-arms race; secondly, and in parallel with that, through strength
ening the political and international legal guarantees for the security of 
States, including a ban on the use of nuclear and other types of 
weapons and banning the use of force in general in international 
relations; and thirdly, through the adoption of measures aimed at 
strengthening the non-proliferation regime and preventing the danger 
of conflicts arising where nuclear weapons might be used.

We believe that it is inadmissible artificially to divorce the prohibi
tion of the use of nuclear weapons from the prohibition of the use of 
force in international relations. We are convinced that the advantage of 
resolving the question of the non-use of nuclear weapons in the

 ̂ A/C.1/35/PV.39, p. 66.
 ̂Adopted by the G.A. as res. 35/152D, Dec. 12, 1980.
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context of the prohibition of the use of all types of weapons lies in the 
fact that all States, nuclear and non-nuclear, would be placed on an 
equal footing. Unfortunately, in the draft resolution contained in 
document A/C.1/35/L.22, the question of the prohibition of the use of 
nuclear weapons is once more artificially divorced from the question of 
the adoption of international political and legal measures to strengthen 
the security of all States and from the question of the renunciation by 
States of the use of force in international relations. Because of that the 
Soviet Union was compelled to abstain in the vote on that draft 
resolution.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: Reduc
tion of M ilitary  Budgets, November 24, 1980 ^

The delegation of the Soviet Union would like to make the following 
statement in respect of draft resolution A/C.l/35/L.lO.^

No one can deny the advantages that would accrue to the peoples by 
the real reduction of military budgets. A number of useful decisions 
have been taken by the United Nations on this score. In particular in 
1973, on the proposal of the Soviet Union, the General Assembly 
adopted a resolution on this subject, in which it addressed an appeal to 
all States permanent members of the Security Council to reduce their 
military budgets by 10 per cent during the next financial year, and to 
allot 10 per cent of the funds saved to assist developing countries.^ But 
the implementation of those important initiatives has not made progress, 
since certain States, including permanent members of the Security 
Council, have been openly sabotaging all decisions and resolutions 
appealing for a reduction in military budgets by using trumped-up 
pretexts.

Representatives of those States like to argue about the problem of the 
comparability of military budgets and the verification of their reduction, 
and always speak of the attainment of practical agreements on the 
matter. These are invented pretexts and excuses. As a result, world 
military budgets are growing continually and dangerous decisions are 
being taken which seriously subvert efforts to reduce military budgets. 
In this respect, w e would remind representatives of the decision taken 
in 1978 by countries of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) 
automatically to increase their military budgets annually until almost 
the end of this century.

The Soviet Union is consistently striving to change this system and 
to bring in the practice of the systematic reduction of military budgets. 
In a memorandum of the Soviet Union, entitled "Peace, disarmament 
and international security guarantees", submitted at this session of the

 ̂ A/C.1/35/PV.40, pp. 32-35.
 ̂Adopted by the G.A. as res. 35/142B.
 ̂I.e., G.A. res. 3093A (XXVIII). See Documents on Disarmament, 1973, pp. 653,876-878.
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General Assembly, w e once more stress the willingness of the Soviet 
Union, at any time, to enter into negotiations with other States which  
have large economic and military potential and with all the States 
permanent members of the Security Council to devise concrete meas
ures for each of them to reduce their military budgets, either by a 
percentage or in absolute terms.

The Soviet Union is prepared also to reach agreement on the sum to 
be diverted to the economic development of developing countries by 
each State which reduces its military budget.

On the basis of its position regarding the need for a speedy decision 
on this question of reducing military budgets, the Soviet delegation is 
unable to support the draft resolution contained in docum ent 
A/C.1/35/L.10 and will abstain in the vote on it. The draft is restricted to 
the usual proposals about carrying out endless studies on the compara
bility of budgets and on accounting machinery and diverts us from the 
attainment of practical agreements on the reduction of military budgets. 
In essence, it leads only to an increase of the United Nations budget—as 
we have just heard— b̂y $1.5 million.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraeiyan) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: Security 
Assurances to Non-Nuclear-Weapon States, November 
24, 1980^

The Soviet delegation would like to state some views in explanation 
of vote on draft resolution A/C.l/35/L.5/Rev.l.^ The Soviet Union 
attaches great importance to concluding a convention on security 
guarantees for non-nuclear States, and is convinced that the conclusion 
of such a convention would strengthen the non-proliferation regime, 
the obligations assumed under it, and assure non-nuclear-weapon 
States against the use of nuclear weapons against them.

We note with satisfaction that the Pakistani draft once again reaf
firms the urgent need to reach agreement on effective international 
agreements on this subject. The draft notes that in the Committee on 
Disarmament there is no objection, in principle, to the idea of conclud
ing a convention and recommends that the Committee actively con
tinue negotiations to that end.

Bearing that in mind, w e shall vote in favour of the Pakistani draft.
I should like to draw attention to the fact, however, that on this 

question there is another draft resolution, under item 45 of the agenda, 
of which the Soviet Union is one of the sponsors. What new elements 
are proposed in that other draft resolution? How does it differ from the 
draft resolution submitted by Pakistan? First and foremost, w e have 
taken into consideration that in the Committee on Disarmament and

' A/C.1/35/PV.40, pp. 53-56.
 ̂Adopted by the G.A. as res. 35/155, Dec. 12, 1980.
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outside that Committee there has been broad-based support for the 
idea that, on the recommendation of the General Assembly, the 
Security Council might take up the question of concrete measures to 
assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of 
nuclear weapons.

Naturally, such an interim agreement could not replace the attain
ment of arrangements acceptable to all which might be reflected in an 
international instrument of a legally binding nature. On this question a 
consensus was attained in the Committee on Disarmament, as re
flected in the report of the ad hoc working group of the Committee and 
also in the report of the Committee on Disarmament.

Taking into account the results of the negotiations held in the 
Committee on Disarmament, a group of delegations drew up a 
proposal on this matter, which is reflected in draft resolution 
A/C.l/35/L.44.^ That is the difference between the two draft resolutions.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Flowerree) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: SALT II, 
November 24, 1980 ^

My delegation has just joined in the consensus adoption of draft 
resolution A/C.1/35/L.45.  ̂ I would, however, like to make some brief 
observations on the subject with which this draft resolution deals.

As my Government has stated on numerous occasions, the invasion 
of Afghanistan after the SALT II agreement had been sent to the Senate 
for consideration created a serious obstacle to Senate action on ratification. 
The position of the current United States Administration on SALT II is 
well known and was spelt out in our opening statement in the 
Committee on 30 October. It is anticipated that the incoming Adminis
tration will be reviewing the United States position on SALT II very 
soon. ^

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Flowerree) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Indian 
Ocean as a Zone of Peace, November 25, 1980 ^

The United States decision to join in a consensus in favour of this 
year's draft resolution on the Indian Ocean^ marks the first occasion 
that the United States has been in a position to support a draft

 ̂Adopted by the G.A. as res. 35/154, Dec. 12, 1980.
 ̂A/C.1/35/PV.41, p. 21.
 ̂Adopted by the G.A. as res. 35/156K, Dec. 12, 1980.
 ̂For the text of the SALT II agreements, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff 
 ̂ A/C.1/35/PV.42, pp. 21-23.
 ̂Adopted by the G.A. as res. 35/150, Dec. 12, 1980.
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resolution on the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace. My delegation's 
views on questions relating to this concept have been made clear on 
many occasions, most recently in this Committee on 19 November.^ 
Therefore, I will not now recapitulate them in detail.

Any consensus resolution, however, inevitably contains elements 
more appealing to some delegations than to others. My delegation was 
able to support the present draft resolution because w e believe it takes 
into account several concerns of importance to the United States. 
Though the United States will continue to make every effort to help 
remove the numerous obstacles which still face the Ad Hoc Committee 
on the Indian Ocean, w e continue to believe that it would be prema
ture to schedule an Indian Ocean conference under present conditions. 
We have taken this position in part because of continuing substantive 
differences among the members of the Committee regarding the 
fundamental principles underlying the concept of the Indian Ocean as 
a zone of peace. In addition, the marked deterioration in the security of 
the region over the past year, caused to some extent by local conflicts 
but most especially by the Soviet invasion and occupation of Afghanistan, 
has seriously undercut the chances for a successful conference. By 
asking the Ad Hoc Committee to continue its efforts to harmonize 
States' views and to consider the political and security climate in the 
area before dealing with conference preparations, we believe the draft 
resolution recognizes these two basic realities.

More specifically, the United States would like to make clear its 
interpretation of operative paragraph 2 of the draft resolution which 
reads in part:

Requests the Ad Hoc Committee in pursuance of the decision 
contained in resolution 34/80 to convene a Conference on the 
Indian Ocean during 1981 at Colombo [Sri Lanka], and taking into 
consideration the exchange of views thereon.

First, the United States interprets the phrase "to convene a Confer
ence on the Indian Ocean during 1981 at Colombo [Sri Lanka]" as a 
description of the contents of resolution 34/80 B, on which the United 
States abstained, and not as a call by the present draft resolution to 
convene such a conference.

Secondly, the United States interprets the phrase "in pursuance of" 
to mean that the Committee will make every effort to set a date for an 
Indian Ocean conference but is not specifically bound to do so.

Thirdly, the United States interprets the phrase "and taking into 
consideration the exchanges of views thereon" to include our view that 
it would be inappropriate to convene a conference under current 
conditions.

 ̂Ante.
 ̂For the text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 768- 769. Brackets in the 

original.
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Fourthly, the United States interprets the phrase "in accordance 
with its normal methods of work" to mean that the Committee will 
continue to take its decisions by consensus.

With regard to the sixth preambular paragraph, it is our view that 
not all "military presence of . . . great Powers . . . conceived in the 
context of . . . confrontation" will necessarily lead to a dangerous 
situation. As w e have said before, w e believe that military forces 
deployed in contravention of the purposes and principles of the United 
Nations Charter undermine the intent of a zone of peace, while those 
deployed in accordance with those purposes and principles do not.

Likewise in our view, the draft resolution's reference in the seventh  
preambular paragraph to "other foreign military presence" recognizes 
that threats to regional security do not emanate solely from the 
presence of the great Powers. In this connexion, the United States 
interprets the phrase "all other foreign military presence in the area" in 
the seventh preambular paragraph to include such forces as Cuban 
troops now deployed in the Indian Ocean region.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: Indian 
Ocean as a Zone of Peace, November 25, 1980 ^

The position of the Soviet Union on the question of the establish
ment of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace is well known. It has been 
stated repeatedly in this Committee and in the Ad Hoc Committee on 
the Indian Ocean. The Soviet Union has consistently supported the 
initiative of the littoral States as regards making the Indian Ocean a 
zone of peace. We shall continue to co-operate with all States con
cerned in ensuring the attainment of that goal, inter alia, at the 
International Conference on the Indian Ocean scheduled for 1981.

The report of the Ad Hoc Committee and the draft resolution 
contained therein^ on the whole are in accordance with those goals, 
although to our mind their positive thrust might have been strengthened. 
The main point is that in the present complex international situation 
efforts to curb the arms race and improve the international political 
climate should be not slackened but intensified. We supported the 
draft resolution since w e considered its major provisions to be an 
expression of the desire of the States of the Indian Ocean that such 
efforts continue.

The adoption by consensus of the report of the Ad Hoc Committee 
shows the importance attached to strengthening the security of and 
reducing military tension in the Indian Ocean region, to ensure the 
right of the peoples living there to a peaceful and calm life and the

' A/'C.l/35/PV.42, pp. 27-32.
 ̂General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-fifth Session, Supp. No. 29 (A/35/29). The draft 
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fulfilment of their desire to focus their efforts and resources on their 
economic and social development.

The Soviet Union considers it a common goal, which we share with 
the States of the region, to prevent the development of the arms race 
and the build-up of tension in the Indian Ocean, the preparation of 
plans and concepts concerning the creation of "crisis arcs" or "spheres 
of vital interest" and claims of the "right to interfere" to guarantee 
those interests by, among other things, practical steps to station and 
use the rapid deploym ent force to that end.

We resolutely advocate the transformation of the Indian Ocean into a 
zone from which foreign military bases are eliminated, where no one 
can threaten the security, independence and sovereignty of the littoral 
States and where the norms of international law and the provisions of 
the United Nations Charter will be strictly observed.

We have repeatedly pointed out that an obstacle to the development 
of co-operation between the Soviet Union and the littoral States of that 
region is the unlawful attempt to put on the Soviet Union, on an equal 
footing with the United States, the responsibility for expanding mili
tary activity and increasing tension in the Indian Ocean. In this 
respect, the Soviet delegation would like to emphasize that the 
wording "the military presence of the great Powers in the Indian 
Ocean area, conceived in the context of their confrontation" does not 
correctly reflect the real situation and weakens the draft resolution. In 
effect, that wording plays into the hands of those who are indeed  
trying to establish their own diktat in the Indian Ocean region.

The Soviet Union has no military bases in the Indian Ocean. It is not 
threatening a single country in the region, whether with a blockade, 
with the seizure of oil wells or in any other way. We are not 
concentrating a military and naval armada off the coasts of the 
countries of the Indian Ocean. It is the United States that is actively 
engaged in this and is trying to expand and intensify its military 
preparations in the Indian Ocean, thus constituting a threat to peace, 
and it is on this that the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean should 
concentrate its attention.

The argument about some kind of equal responsibility only conceals 
the main point, that is that the open build-up of a military presence in 
the Indian Ocean which is now being pursued by the United States and 
the creation and expansion by it of military bases there, particularly on 
Diego Garcia, are contrary to the will of the peoples of that region and 
are heightening tension and creating the threat of the outbreak of a 
military conflict. Guided by the desire to reduce tension in the Indian 
Ocean region, the Soviet Union expresses its readiness to resume the 
Soviet-United States talks, which were broken off by Washington, on 
limiting armaments and reducing military activity in that region.

A certain representative in the First Committee has today tried once 
again to pervert the facts relating to events taking place in Afghanistan. 
We resolutely reject such attempts. We have already stated our views 
on the matter, but it seem s that certain delegations have been banking 
on embroiling the First Committee in a fruitless discussion in order to
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divert attention from the items under its consideration. We will not 
accept that.

In regard to the draft resolution concerning the Indian Ocean, the 
delegation of the Soviet Union notes with satisfaction the reaffirmation 
of the decision to convene during 1981 in Colombo a conference on the 
Indian Ocean with the object of creating a zone of peace in that region. 
The Soviet delegation would like to state once again that the USSR is in 
favour of the establishment of a zone of peace in that region. We shall 
co-operate actively with all interested States and take an active part in 
the efforts of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean to convene an 
international conference during 1981 and to ensure the achievement of 
practical results at that conference, so that a zone of peace may be 
created in that region.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Flowerree) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: 1980s as 
the Second Disarmament Decade, November 25, 1980 ^

My delegation was pleased to join in the consensus adoption of draft 
resolution A/C.l/35/L.34.^ However, I think that w e all recognize that 
the declaration of the 1980s as the second Disarmament Decade sets 
some very ambitious goals, and I should like to recall some of the 
points that my delegation has made about how w e can best carry out 
this mandate.

The comprehensive measures of arms control and disarmament 
envisaged in the declaration will require hard and patient negotiations 
on specific issues in the Committee on Disarmament and especially 
among the States directly concerned. As w e have often pointed out, 
the United States believes w e must bear in mind that adequate and 
effective measures of verification remain essential to meaningful arms 
control and disarmament. We share the desire for rapid progress in 
many of the areas cited in the declaration, but w e do not believe 
effective arms control negotiations can be conducted against artificial 
and unrealistic deadlines.

I would also note that the declaration refers specifically to the 
ratification of SALT II. My Government's position on this subject was 
put before the Committee yesterday in connexion with the vote on 
draft resolution A/C.l/35/L.45.^

 ̂ A/C.1/35/PV.42, p. 62.
 ̂Adopted by the G.A. as res. 35/46, Dec. 12, 1980.
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Statement by the New Zealand Representative (Martin) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly: In
vestigation Into Use of Chemical Weapons, November 
25, 1980^

I wish, on behalf of the delegations of Canada, France, the Federal 
Republic of Germany, Norway, Turkey, Spain and N ew  Zealand, to 
introduce draft resolution A/C.l/35/L.43/Rev.l, which proposes investiga
tion into reports of alleged use of chemical weapons.^

The use of chemical and biological weapons has always been viewed  
with abhorrence, and the world has justly condemned their use in war. 
It was that hostility to the use of chemical weapons, and the general 
acceptance that those weapons were an unconventional and unaccept
able means of waging war, that was given formal expression in the 
1925 Protocol for the prohibition of the use in war of asphyxiating, 
poisonous or other gases, and of bacteriological methods of warfare.

Abhorrence of the use of chemical weapons brought the Protocol 
into existence as a signpost no authority could overlook. The Protocol 
is not, however, supported by any formal system of control, and 
makes no provision for investigation of allegations of use. In those 
circumstances, whenever serious allegations of the use of chemical 
weapons are made, or it is widely believed that the Protocol has been, 
or may have been, flouted, the international community has a clear 
duty to mobilize the moral and political authority of the United Nations 
to heighten respect for the rules. It has in our view no less a duty to 
ensure that all reasonable steps are taken to look into all reports of 
alleged use to determine whether or not they can be verified.

The Stockholm International Peace Research Institute's study on 
chemical and biological warfare observes that since 1925 there have 
been only a few unambiguous and relatively well documented cases of 
the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons, but a much larger 
number of allegations where evidence about the truth of the alleged 
events was either non-existent or was inconclusive. In a few cases, 
investigations took place, sometimes under auspices of debatable 
impartiality. What those investigations highlighted, no less than the 
allegations, is that there was and continues to be a real need for 
machinery to investigate allegations of use.

Perhaps what is really called for is permanent machinery for this 
purpose. This would demonstrate the determination of the interna
tional community to uphold the authority of the Protocol. It would  
also, we are confident, act as a deterrent to the use of prohibited 
chemical weapons. At the same time, it would constrain those who 
might otherwise be tempted to make false complaints of use and it 
would provide a means by which States that may be falsely or 
recklessly accused could have that fact established by an international

' A/C.1/35/PV.43, pp. 2 -7 .
 ̂A further revised version was adopted by the G.A. as res. 35/144C, Dec. 12, 1980.
 ̂For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764^-765.
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body. We think it would be appropriate for further consideration to be 
given to the question of such machinery during the next session of the 
General Assembly.

We have noted the suggestion that the question of machinery could 
perhaps be taken up in the Committee on Disarmament. Our own  
view is that, as the Committee on Disarmament has a limited member
ship and because all States Parties to the 1925 Protocol should have an 
opportunity to participate fully in the consideration of this matter— 
and would doubtless expect as much— ît would be more appropriate 
for the subject to be taken up by the General Assembly.

But in the meantime, in the absence of permanent machinery w e can 
at least look to the results of earlier consideration of the requirements 
for fact-finding machinery. In the course of those earlier discussion  
three criteria were proposed—that investigation should be speedy, 
that it should be impartial and that it should be carried out by a 
respected body. That is the approach reflected in draft resolution 
A/C.l/35/L.43/Rev.l. There having been reports of the alleged use of 
chemical weapons, we believe that the international community has an 
obligation to try to ascertain the facts. We may not now be able to fulfil 
the criterion of speed. But w e can at least satisfy the other requirements. 
Accordingly, the draft resolution requests the Secretary-General to 
carry out an impartial investigation with the help of qualified medical 
and technical experts.

For the purposes of this enquiry we consider that a balanced panel of 
up to five experts should be appointed, to be drawn preferably from 
neutral or non-aligned countries. Their task, as the draft resolution 
states, would be (a) to seek relevant information from all concerned 
Governments, international organizations and other sources necessary 
and (b) to collect and examine evidence, including on-site, to the extent 
relevant to the purposes of the investigation. It is thus left to the 
discretion of the experts to decide, after examining the information 
provided by Governments, international organizations and other sources, 
whether there would be any point in taking their investigations 
further.

I wish to refer to a suggestion that has been made to the sponsors. 
This was that, as a demonstration of impartiality and as confirmation 
that we are not pursuing the subject of this draft resolution for political 
reasons or solely in order to embarrass any of the States which are 
alleged to have used chemical weapons, one change should be made 
[in] the fifth preambular paragraph, that is, that the word "recent" as a 
description of the reports of alleged use should be omitted. We 
considered this suggestion carefully. However, it seemed to us that 
there had to be some restriction on the scope of the investigation, 
which otherwise might seem to apply to all reports of alleged use since 
1925. That, of course, was not what the delegations which suggested  
the change were looking for. They felt that it might be best if the 
wording would permit investigation of the use of chemical weapons in 
Viet Nam. We had no strong views on that subject and did not in any 
case consider that the wording necessarily excluded such investigation.
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It is, however, our view that there would be little advantage in such an 
enquiry. The reason for that is, of course, that the use of chemicals in 
that country is extensively documented. There would be little point in 
asking the Secretary-General to carry out an investigation in order to 
re-establish facts which are well known, which are not denied and 
which have been the subject of Government reports, all of which are 
readily available.

In conclusion, I should like to commend this draft resolution to the 
Committee. Its objective is to uphold the continued authority of the 
1925 Protocol. We believe that this Organization has a duty and an 
obligation to see that this is done.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Flowerree) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: 
Report of the Committee on Disarmament, Novem
ber 25, 1980^

The United States supports the recognized role of the Committee on 
Disarmament as the single multilateral negotiating body and has 
supported the Committee's involvement in negotiations on specific 
issues determined by consensus within the Committee. In this regard, 
we should like to recall paragraph 120 (e) of the Final Document of the 
first special session devoted to disarmament, in which it was recorded 
that the Committee on Disarmament would adopt its own agenda 
taking into account the recommendations made to it by the General 
Assembly and the proposals presented by the members of the 
Committee.^ Clearly, it was not envisaged that the Committee would  
take up every issue on the international arms control and disarmament 
agenda without reflection on whether the subject was appropriate or 
ready for negotiation in the multilateral body. Logically, certain issues 
should be addressed by the countries directly concerned, and involve
ment by the Committee on Disarmament at an inappropriate stage 
would not be useful and could even jeopardize the productive poten
tial of particular negotiations. Nuclear disarmament issues, for example, 
are the primary responsibility of the nuclear-weapon States, as stressed 
in the Final Document of the first special session devoted to disarmament. 
Measures of a bilateral or regional character are, of course, the primary 
responsibility of the parties directly concerned.

 ̂A/C.1/35/PV.43, pp. 72-73.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 433-434.
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Statement by the U.S. Representative (Flowerree) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Economic 
and Social Consequences of the Arms Race, November 
25, 1 9 80 '

The Government of the United States is not convinced of the 
compelling need to update the study on the Economic and Social 
Consequences of the Arms Race and of Military Expenditures,^ given, first, 
the other studies that are already under way in this area and secondly, 
especially, the stringent financial circumstances in which the United 
Nations now finds itself.

While my delegation joined in the consensus adoption of this draft 
resolution, we hope that the expenses of compiling the report will be 
kept to the bare minimum and within the levels now authorized. We 
shall therefore be giving the costs careful scrutiny in the Fifth Committee.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly: Com
prehensive Test Ban, November 26, 1980 ^

The Soviet delegation would like to make the following statement in 
explanation of its vote on A/C.1/35/L.20. ^

We note that this draft resolution reflects the idea of establishing a 
moratorium on nuclear tests as a measure that would promote the 
conclusion of a comprehensive nuclear weapon test ban. As members 
know, the Soviet Union, speaking at this session of the General 
Assembly, made a proposal that all States—and I repeat, all States—  
that possess nuclear weapons should refrain for one year from conduct
ing any nuclear explosions.

We propose that because w e believe that this would create in 
particular a more favourable climate for completing negotiations on the 
comprehensive test ban.

The Soviet delegation notes with regret that the provision in opera
tive paragraph 5 of draft resolution A/C.1/35/L.20 does not take into 
account the position of the Soviet Union, particularly regarding the 
participants in the moratorium and its timing. During consultations we 
made efforts in a constructive spirit to elaborate a generally acceptable 
formula on this matter. But our opinions were not taken into consider
ation by the sponsors of this draft resolution. In those circumstances, 
the Soviet delegation will be unable to support draft resolution 
A/C.1/35/L.20 and will abstain in the vote.

 ̂ A/C.1/35/PV.43, p. 76.
 ̂A/32/88 and A dd.l. The conclusions and recommendations in the study may be 

found in Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 515-521.
 ̂Draft res. A/C.1/36/L.16, which was subsequently adopted by the G.A. as res. 35/141 
 ̂A/C.1/35/PV.44, p. 41.
 ̂Adopted by the G.A. as res. 35/145A, Dec. 12, 1980.



522 DOCUMENTS ON DIS. m \M E N T , 1980

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Flowerree) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Compre
hensive Test Ban, November 26, 1980 ^

My remarks will apply to both draft resolutions, A/C.l/35/L.23/Rev.l 
andL.20.2

My delegation voted against the amendments to draft resolution 
A/C.l/35/L.23/Rev.l and abstained on the draft resolution as a whole. 
We opposed the amendments en bloc since they have the effect of 
changing the character of the draft resolution. The stage has not yet 
been reached for initiation of multilateral negotiations on a comprehen
sive test ban treaty, which w e believe would interfere with and 
complicate, rather than facilitate, trilateral negotiations being carried 
out by the United States, the United Kingdom and the Soviet Union. 
While we desire as early as possible a conclusion of those negotiations 
and completion of a draft comprehensive test ban treaty, w e do not 
consider it useful to set a deadline for submission of a text to the 
General Assembly. What is important is that the draft treaty, when it is 
concluded, prove to be an effective and verifiable arms control measure, 
even if somewhat more time is required for its negotiation than we all 
would prefer.

My delegation cast a negative vote on draft resolution A/C.1/35/L.20 
for similar reasons and also because the United States cannot accept 
the call for a moratorium on nuclear testing which would not be 
verifiable. The problem of working out arrangements by which a test 
ban could be adequately verified is one of the major questions that has 
been occupying the attention of the trilateral negotiations. Without such 
measures a test ban would not provide the assurance that is necessary 
if it is to serve its intended purpose.

Finally, the Assembly's resolutions are, of course, recommendations, 
and it will be for the Committee on Disarmament itself to decide on its 
programme of work and the procedures it will follow in pursuing that 
programme.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (issraeiyan) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: Com
prehensive Test Ban, November 26,  1980 ^

The Soviet Union has been striving consistently for a general and 
complete ban on nuclear weapon test explosions. The USSR has been  
conducting negotiations in a constructive spirit with the United States 
and the United Kingdom with a view to the preparation of a treaty on  
this subject. We continue to advocate that the Committee on Disar
mament take up the matter of a general and complete cessation of

 ̂ A/C.1/35/PV.44, p. 56.
2 Adopted by the G.A. as res. 35/145B and 35/145A, Dec. 12, 1980.
 ̂A/C. 1/35/PV.44, p. 62.
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nuclear weapon testing and, as members well know, we support the 
proposal to create a working group to that end within the Committee.

The Soviet delegation notes, however, that both in draft resolution 
A/C.l/35/L.23/Rev.l  ̂and in the amendments to it contained in docu
ment A/C.1/35/L.47  ̂ there are a number of provisions which cause us 
to have certain reservations and which forced us to abstain in the vote 
on the draft resolution as amended.

We consider that the General Assembly is not authorized to tell the 
Committee on Disarmament how to organize the work of its subsidiary 
bodies, to draw up their mandate or to define the practical problems 
which should be resolved in the course of negotiations. The settlement 
of these questions is, of course, the exclusive prerogative of the 
Committee on Disarmament itself.

Furthermore, w e believe that the task facing the Committee is to 
prepare not a comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty but rather a treaty 
on the general and complete cessation of nuclear weapon tests.

Finally, we consider that an evaluation of how  a global seismic 
monitoring system works in practice can be decided on after the 
conclusion of a treaty on the general and complete cessation of nuclear 
weapon tests.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: Investiga
tion Into the Use of Chemical Weapons, November 26, 
1980^

Yesterday and today a number of delegations have stated their views 
on draft resolution A/C. 1/35/L.43/Rev. 1. We too would like to make 
some comments on that draft resolution.^

First, in the preambular part references are made to reports alleging 
that chemical weapons have been used in "certain military operations 
in various regions of the world".

Statements yesterday and today by the sponsors of this document 
cause us to wonder what reports w e are talking about. What is the 
scope of the draft resolution submitted to us?

Mention has been made of recent reports that Iraqi troops have 
ostensibly used chemical weapons of some kind in the military conflict 
with Iran. Those reports are unconfirmed and, as is known, are passed  
around from paper to paper. Indeed, if one takes them all together 
there are quite a few such reports circulating. In this connexion, I 
would draw the attention of all members of this Committee to the

 ̂Adopted by the G.A. as res. 35/145B, Dec. 12, 1980.
 ̂These amendments were submitted by India and partially incorporated into 

A/C.l/35/L.23/Rev.l.
' A/C.1/35/PV.45, pp. 2-17 .
 ̂A further revised version was adopted by the G.A. as res. 35/144C, Dec. 12, 1980.
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following report which appeared in The New York Times: (spoke in 
English)

"Jerusalem, Nov. 24—Israeli military authorities used tear gas 
and rubber bullets"

(continued in Russian)
against Arab demonstrators. As I say, this was in yesterday's issue of 
The New York Times. The report does not indicate, it is true, the 
consequences of the use of those chemical agents—^whether there were 
any deaths or not; nor do we know what kind of chemical agents we 
are talking about here. Perhaps they were exceptionally poisonous. 
Apparently they used tear gas in large doses, and in such cases the 
intensive use of tear gas can be lethal.

We therefore ask the question: do the sponsors of this draft resolu
tion intend to investigate that report which appeared in The New York 
Times? That report will undoubtedly be published in other papers as 
well. Did those chemical agents used in Jerusalem on 24 November 
result in fatalities.

Secondly, let us be frank: w e all know that the text of draft resolution 
A/C. 1/35/L.43/Rev. 1 was elaborated by the United States. In the 
original United States draft the intention was to carry out a so-called 
investigation, in certain countries of Indochina. But, as members 
know, cases of the use of chemical weapons and chemical agents by 
the United States against the countries of Indochina are unchallenged  
and are so obvious as to require no study.

Therefore, I think that the United States representative was wrong to 
be so bombastic about his Government's readiness to agree to such an 
investigation. Well, it has been proved already; there is no need for any 
further proof. The cases in which chemical weapons and chemical 
agents were used by the United States in Indochina give rise to no 
doubt in anyone's mind.

Now, as for the mendacious accusations against the Socialist Repub
lic of Viet Nam, these have been decisively rebutted, as is known, by 
the Government of the Socialist Republic of Viet Nam. I would also 
draw members' attention to the fact that they have also been rebutted 
by international studies.

As for the International Committee of the Red Cross, we heard from 
the representative of Viet Nam recently that the Red Cross has 
conducted an investigation and submitted its findings. Apparently, 
those findings are not to the liking of the sponsors of the draft. Well, 
that is their worry; let them have the headache, for that matter. They 
would obviously have preferred it had the International Red Cross 
submitted findings of a different or contrary nature. And that is the 
sort of conclusion which the sponsors of this draft resolution are doing 
their utmost to draw.

As regards the various reports concerning the use of chemical 
weapons in Afghanistan, here too the situation is crystal-clear. The 
Government of the Democratic Republic of Afghanistan has presented 
the facts at press conferences attended by foreign journalists and has
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proved that various chemical agents—^indeed, very poisonous, toxic 
ones—^have been used against the people of Afghanistan on the 
territory of that country.

But that is not all: these facts have been reaffirmed and corroborated 
by various international non-governmental agencies as well which, at 
the invitation of the Government of Afghanistan, visited that country 
and drew conclusions which were published. Apparently, certain 
conclusions drawn by international organizations were not to the 
liking of the sponsors when it came to Viet Nam. Well, that is no 
concern of ours here; it is not our headache. In this case the initiators of 
this so-called study are interested more in lies than in the truth.

Thirdly, there has been an attempt to prove to us that the sponsors 
of the draft are sincerely and vitally interested in conducting an 
investigation to get to the bottom of the facts. But, w e ask, where have 
they been? Why these obstacles to the participation of the Socialist 
Republic of Viet Nam in the consideration by the Committee on 
Disarmament of questions pertaining to chemical weapons? Why, I 
ask, did these seekers of truth not raise their voices for the immediate, 
unreserved admittance of the delegation of the Socialist Republic of 
Viet Nam to the Committee on Disarmament? Had that been the case, 
they, and France and the United Kingdom and other sponsors—  
particularly, of course, the real sponsor of the draft, the United 
States—could have raised any questions they liked of the Socialist 
Republic of Viet Nam; they could have asked for clarifications on any 
question they liked. But that was not done.

Why, w e ask, did the sponsors of this draft resolution not respond to 
the proposal put forward by the Democratic Republic of Afghanistan, 
which really would have helped to establish the facts? The Democratic 
Republic of Afghanistan gave its assent, it agreed to conduct this 
•tudy.

I come now to my fourth point. People say to us here that this draft 
resolution involves an impartial approach. H ow can that be alleged? I 
should like to ask the sponsors w hy in this case it did not occur to them  
to consult the countries concerned, the countries about which there 
were suspicions? But they carefully hid from those countries the 
contents of the draft resolution. All this fuss about the draft resolution 
happened in the corridors, away from the socialist countries, beyond  
our ken. So who in that case can talk about its objectivity, its 
impartiality? The Soviet delegation in particular was never consulted 
on this matter.

Is this really normal? What about the representative of N ew  Zealand 
and the other sponsors. If they were really concerned to co-operate and 
to be objective, could they not have approached us? Could they not 
have sought our advice on the matter? They did not do so once; they 
circumvented the Soviet delegation very carefully. And then they tell 
us about this impartiality, this objective approach. This shows once 
more the one-sided thrust of this draft resolution, its anti-socialist 
thrust.

I come now to my fifth point. People say here that the Geneva
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Protocol is not perfect, that it does not envisage verification or control 
measures.^ That is true. The Geneva Protocol does not contain a 
special provision to implement control measures. But who can deny, 
can any delegation dare to deny, that this is a highly important 
international instrument in the field of disarmament and that for 55 
years now it has proved its effectiveness? Even the Hitlerites and their 
allies in the Second World War did not dare to use chemical weapons. 
Surely that very fact shows that the Geneva Protocol has been 
effective. I must point out that the only State by which chemical agents 
have been widely used—and, of course, it did not accede to the 
Geneva Protocol until 1975—is the United States of America, and it 
does not deny that fact. They really used chemical agents on a wide 
scale in Viet Nam, Laos and Kampuchea in the 1960s and 1970s.

N ow  the idea is being pushed here that the Geneva Protocol should 
be revised. The idea is being mooted that this highly important 
international instrument is not effective, that this highly important 
achievement of mankind—and I do not hesitate to use such words, it 
really is a marvellous and very important achievement of mankind,—is 
not effective. H ow can one qualify these tricks? They are trying to 
subvert this highly important disarmament instrument. Instead of all 
exerting further efforts to bring about speedy agreement on banning 
chemical weapons, they are telling us that the Geneva Protocol is bad, 
it is weak, it has to be improved. Without having reached agreement 
on banning chemical weapons, w e are going to destroy the entire 
Geneva Protocol.

Whether or not we shall agree to control under the Geneva Protocol—  
that is the big question. How much time we shall need for that we do 
not know yet, but what w e shall certainly do if w e adopt the course 
suggested is destroy the Geneva Protocol, and that must be absolutely 
clear to those who are advocating that w e agree on additional ma
chinery for the Geneva Protocol, those who are spreading doubt as to 
this major achievement of mankind in the field of disarmament.

So draft resolution A/C.l/35/L.43/Rev. 1 will certainly not foster 
progress in the field of the prohibition of chemical weapons, as the 
sponsors vainly try to prove. It is intended to worsen the situation as 
regards negotiations, to subvert the authority of the Geneva Protocol, 
to complicate and exacerbate the international situation as a whole.

The question arises: what is the foundation of these unseemly 
ventures? What is the point? What is the matter? I would venture to 
answer that question as well. We know that for some time now  
political and military leaders in the United States of America have been 
speaking in favour of a new spiral in the chemical arms race. To that 
end, bilateral and multilateral talks are going in the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization (NATO) further to increase the potential of the 
chemical weapons of the United States of America and its allies. 
Appropriations are being made for the development of more types of

 ̂ I.e., the Geneva protocol of 1925. For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp.
764- 765.
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chemical weapons, terrible weapons in fact, like the binary combinations, 
the toxicity of which is many times— repeat, many times—greater 
than that of the most poisonous types of chemicals existing at the 
present time. N ew  factories, new facilities, are being built all the time 
to that end.

Those programmes are not being supported by international public 
opinion, which is looking for a speedy ban on chemical weapons, not a 
new spiral in the chemical weapons race. That concern is being shown  
in American public opinion as well, and we read about this in 
American newspapers.

So, in order to justify those steps, again they have recourse to the 
well-worn argument about the Soviet threat, about how the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) is falling behind the Soviet Union 
this time in the particular field of chemical weapons. In the past it was 
in the strategic aviation field or in anti-aircraft missiles or whatever. 
Now the field they are concerned about is that of chemical weapons, 
and they are trying to prove that NATO does not have a sufficient 
supply of chemical munitions and that the situation with regard to gas 
masks is bad, because the sole dream of the Soviet Union is to rain 
down tons of poisonous substances on Western Europe and the West.

The latest example of this kind of brainwashing took place on 
Sunday, 16 November 1980. Many people must have seen the televi
sion programme 60 Minutes on Channel 2. There are no grounds for 
the allegations made against the Soviet Union. Naturally their false
hoods regarding the plans for a chemical attack by the Soviet Union are 
completely groundless. They are trying to force people to believe in 
them so as to gain support for projects to develop chemical weapons in 
the United States, since they have made a new discovery: the reports 
about chemical weapons use in Afghanistan, Laos and Kampuchea 
and so on. Unfortunately, I seem to be using only sources from The 
New York Times; but the intensive work of the First Committee does not 
allow me even the time to read my own Pravda. I have, however, been 
reading The New York Times, and in its edition of 24 November it states, 
in connexion with charges against the Soviet Union, that (spoke in 
English)

" . . .  the charge has been used to justify restocking the American 
arsenal with a refined version of the weapon"—that is, a chemical 
weapon.
(continued in Russian)

I apologize to the Committee and to you, Mr. Chairman, for 
speaking at length but I have one last point. For some time now the 
United States Government has, as is known, begun to carry out a series 
of actions aimed against the Soviet Union. Those actions are well 
known to the members of the Committee. They have gone against a 
number of bilateral trade agreements and scientific and cultural links 
have been broken. They refuse to discharge obiligations that they have 
assumed under an international agreement. They have broken off the 
bilateral talks on questions of arms limitation and disarmament.
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Attempts were made—which, I must say, proved futile—to boycott the 
Moscow Olympic Games and so on.

One of the elements of this campaign and this general line was the 
attempt to accuse the Soviet Union of having violated the 1925 Geneva 
Protocol. United States representatives in various forums insistently 
try to divert attention from the substance of the issues being discussed  
by circulating all sorts of rumors—and members should take note of 
this—which the representatives them selves at times have called 
"contradictory", "unfounded" and so on. That has been done notwith
standing the fact that, in various statements of the United States in 
February 1980, it was clearly indicated that the Soviet Union had 
strictly abided by and was abiding by the 1925 Geneva Protocol.

We want to state most decisively that we do not have the slightest 
shadow of a doubt that the cooked-up campaign started at this session  
of the General Assembly is part and parcel, a link in the chain of the 
this anti-Soviet line being pursued in recent times by the United States. 
I would ask all delegations to be quite sure about the opinion of the 
Soviet Union on this question. Nobody should have any illusions 
about the really political nature of draft resolution A/C.l/35/L.43/Rev.2.

In view of what I have stated, the Soviet delegation cannot consider 
that draft resolution as anything but the pursuit of the policy of doing 
damage to the 1925 Geneva Protocol, doing damage to the talks on 
banning chemical weapons and giving the go-ahead for new types of 
chemical weapons, whdle, at the same time, inflating even further this 
anti-Soviet propagandistic campaign.

Therefore, w e consider draft resolution A/C.l/35/L.43/Rev.2 totally 
unacceptable and w e shall vote against it.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Flowerree) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Cutoff of 
the Production of Fissionable Materials for Weapons 
Purposes, November 26, 1980 ^

As our vote in favour of draft resolution A/C.1/35/L.33 demonstrates,^ 
the United States continues to support the objective of a prohibition on 
the production of fissionable material for weapons purposes—a so- 
called cut-off—as a long-term goal.

It seems to us, however, that there are other, more practicable and 
pressing near-term arms control steps to which we should direct our 
attention at the present time. We consider adequate verification to be 
an essential factor in any consideration of the question of a cut-off, and 
we believe that verification would pose considerable difficulties.

Finally, I should like to reaffirm my Government's belief that its 
commitment to the maintenance of a stable and reliable nuclear 
deterrent helps to ensure international peace and security.

 ̂A/C.1/35/PV.45, p. 49-50.
 ̂Adopted by the G. A. as res. 35/156H.
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Statement by the U.S. Representative (Flowerree) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Conven
tional Armaments Study, November 28, 1980 ^

My delegation was pleased to vote in favour of draft resolution 
A/C. 1/35/L.2/Rev. 1.  ̂I must add, however, that in the light of the zero 
net growth policy adopted by the Secretary-General and the stringent 
financial circumstances of the United Nations, my Government be
lieves that expenses for the study should be kept to the bare minimum  
and within currently authorized levels. This position in no way 
diminishes our support for the study, which w e agree would be 
desirable.

Foreword by ACDA Director Earle to the Report: World  
M ilita ry  Expenditures and Arms Transfers, 
1969 -  1978, December 1980 ^

The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency is pleased to offer this 
publication, twelfth in the series, as a basic source of data on world 
military expenditures and arms transfers for 145 countries over a 
ten-year period. For comparative purposes, w e also present data on 
gross national product, central government expenditures, total exports 
and imports, public health and education expenditures, as well as total 
population and numbers of teachers and physicians.

The data are provided by U.S. or foreign official sources, or from 
international organizations such as the United Nations and World 
Bank. Some data are more reliable, complete or accurate than others. 
The problems of data definition, availability and reliability are fully 
described in the Statistical Notes.

Readers of this document will undoubtedly be impressed by the 
awesome scope of military expenditures and transfers. It is estimated 
that world military expenditures, measured in 1979 dollars, have 
approached $10,000 billion between the end of World War II and the 
present. Currently we estimate world military expenditures to be 
running at a level of about $500 billion a year and rising.

This burden is particularly acute in a time of global economic 
stringency, diminishing resources and political tension. Clearly, it is 
difficult for many nations to find an alternative to continued heavy 
spending for military programs, although many throughout the world 
understand the validity of arms control as a means of securing world 
and regional stability.

 ̂ A/C.1/35/PV.47, p. 6.
2 Adopted as G. A. res. 35/156A, Dec. 12, 1980.
 ̂U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agenq^, World Military Expenditures and Arms 

Transfers, 1969—1978, pub. 108, Dec. 1980, p. ii.
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While there is no question that much more needs to be done in the 
area of arms control, the community of nations is in a position now to 
proceed from a base of solid achievement in such agreements as the 
Limited Test Ban Treaty,  ̂the Non-Proliferation Treaty,  ̂the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco,  ̂ the ABM Treaty,  ̂ the SALT I Interim Agreement, ® and 
SALT II.  ̂Serious efforts towards arms control continue in such fora as 
the Geneva Committee on Disarmament, the United Nations, and 
through various bilateral and other multilateral efforts.

Arms control continues to offer promise to the United States, its 
adversaries and other nations for maintaining their own security 
interests. If we are inventive and persistent, w e can continue down a 
path of achievement which will allow the allocation of scarce resources 
to more productive purposes and, at the same time, gain us a more 
stable and secure world.

The U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency will continue to 
work to improve the accuracy, usefulness, and timeliness of the 
information it publishes. We believe that the dissemination of this 
information will contribute to a more informed discussion about 
approaches to arms control and disarmament.

Statement by the Chinese Representative (Wu Zhen) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: Investiga
tion Into the Use of Chemical Weapons, December 1, 
1980 ^

The Chinese Government has been consistently in favour of the 
complete prohibition of chemical weapons. China is a party to the 1925 
Geneva Protocol on the prohibition of the use of toxic and bacteriologi
cal methods of warfare. In our opinion, the countries of the world are 
duty bound to take all effective measures to prevent any country from 
violating the provisions of the Geneva Protocol. Since the beginning of 
this year, many reports have shown that certain countries have been 
using chemical weapons in Afghanistan, Laos and Kampuchea. The 
peoples of various countries are deeply concerned about that. We are 
firmly in favour of carrying out an impartial international investigation 
of all reports regarding the use of chemical weapons. The truculent 
threat made by the Soviet Union in this regard is completely futile, 
because only by finding out the truth can we take further effective

* For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
5 Ihid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
 ̂ Ibid., 1967, pp. 69-83.
 ̂Ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.

® Ibid., pp. 202-204.
 ̂Ibid., 1979, pp . 189 ff.
 ̂ A/C.1/35/PV.48, pp. 38-40.
 ̂For the text of the protocol, see Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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measures to prevent the criminal use of chemical weapons. By doing 
that it would help to strengthen the Geneva Protocol.

Basing ourselves on this position of principle, and although there are 
some defects in this draft resolution, since it does call for an impartial 
international investigation on reports of the use of chemical weapons, 
which is a correct position, w e shall vote in favour of draft resolution 
A/C.l/35/L.43/Rev.2.^

Ninth Semiannual Report by the President to the 
Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe on 
the implementation of the Helsinki Final Act: Con
fidence-Building Measures [Extract], December 3,1980 ^

The Helsinki Final Act and its document on military confidence- 
building measures (CBMs) commit all signatory states to give prior 
notification of major military maneuvers, defined as those involving 
more than 25,000 ground troops. The Final Act also encourages 
signatories to undertake other CBMs voluntarily, including the invita
tion of observers to maneuvers, exchanges of military visits, prior 
notification of smaller scale maneuvers (those having fewer than 25,000 
troops), and prior notification of major military movements.^

Since 1975, all CSCE participants holding maneuvers of more than
25.000 ground troops have notified them pursuant to Final Act 
provisions. Implementation of the discretionary CBMs has been less 
consistent. With regard to smaller scale maneuvers, a number of 
NATO and Netural/Non-Aligned states have given prior notification. 
In the East, however, only Hungary has given notification of smaller 
maneuvers.

Over the past years, the NATO states and Neutral/Non-Aligned 
states have been forthcoming in extending invitations to observers. 
NATO members have invited observers to 14 of their 18 major 
maneuvers while the Eastern states invited observers to 6 of their 13 
major military manuevers. Opportunities provided observers at East
ern manuevers to view activities remain restricted, however, in compari
son with the treatment accorded at Western and Neutral/Non-Aligned 
maneuvers.

Prior Notification of Major Military Maneuvers

There were three major military maneuvers involving more than
25.000 troops conducted by NATO members during the reporting 
period. This conforms to the pattern of Western maneuvers developed

 ̂Adopted by the G.A. as res. 35/144C, Dec. 12, 1980 
 ̂ Dept, of State, Special Report No. 77, p. 10.
 ̂The arms control portions of the Final Act may be found in Documents on Disarmament,

1975, pp. 304-308. For the complete text, see Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 1, 1975,
pp. 323 ff.
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over the corresponding reporting period during the past 5 years. The 
Soviet Union and the GDR each notified a major maneuver. There 
were no notifications of major maneuvers by Neutral/Non-Aligned 
states during the period. Since 1975 there have been four major 
exercises notified by a Neutral/Non-Aligned state. Switzerland notified 
a troop maneuver in October 1975 and mobilization maneuvers in 
February and August 1979. Austria, in October 1979, notified a training 
maneuver.

Prior Notification of Smaller Scale Maneuvers

The NATO states, in their continuing policy of support for the 
implementation of discretionary CBMs, gave notice during the report
ing period of two maneuvers involving fewer than 25,000 troops. The 
only Eastern European state to have given notification of a smaller 
scale maneuver in the CSCE context is Hungary, which did so twice in 
1976 and again in 1979. The most recent Neutral/Non-Aligned state 
notification of a smaller scale maneuver was by Austria in October 
1978.

Prior Notification of Major Military Movements

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 
context of certain maneuver notifications.

The following maneuvers were notified during the reporting period:

NATO States

• The Federal Republic of Germany notified St. Georg, a 44,000 
troop maneuver involving U.S. and German forces held in Germany 
from September 15—24.

• The U.S. notified Certain Rampart, a 40,000 troop maneuver 
involving U.S., German, and Canadian forces, held in Germany from 
September 15-24 .

• The United Kingdom notified Spearpoint, an 86,000 troop maneu
ver involving U.K., U.S., and German forces, held in the Federal 
Republic of Germany from September 15-24 .

• Norway notified Teamwork 80, a smaller scale maneuver involv
ing 16,800 Norwegian, Netherlands, U.K., and U.S. troops, held in 
Norway, from September 18-24.

• France notified Marne '80, a smaller scale maneuver involving
17,000 French troops, held in France from October 6 -1 0 .

Warsaw Pact States

• The USSR notified a 30,000 troop maneuver involving Soviet 
Forces in the German Democratic Republic from July 10-16.

• The German Democratic Republic notified Brotherhood in Arms 
'80, a 40,000 troop maneuver involving forces from all Warsaw Pact 
states, held September 4 -1 2  in the German Democratic Republic.

• Hungary notified Dyna '80, an 18,000 troop maneuver involving 
Hungarian and Soviet forces, held in Hungary from August 23-30 .
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Exchange of Military Visits

Signatory states are encouraged by the Final Act to promote ex
changes among their military personnel. From June 23-26 , the ships 
U.S.S. Dale and U.S.S. Donald B, Beary made a port visit to Constanta, 
Romania, and U.S. Navy officers participating called on a number of 
Romanian officials.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Flowerree) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Strengthen
ing of International Security, December 3, 1980 ^

As many delegations might recall, the United States voted "no" on 
last year's resolution on the strengthening of international security. 
This year we shall abstain on draft resolution A/C. 1/35/L.48/Rev. 1,  ̂
primarily because the sponsors made an attempt in good faith to meet 
some of the concerns w e have expressed about the content of previous 
resolutions on strengthening international security. At the same time, 
however, I must point out that the changes made in this year's text, in 
the view of the United States, leave many of its basic defects uncorrected. 
In general, the United States continues to have serious reservations 
about the utility of the many resolutions on the subject that have been 
brought before the General Assembly since the adoption of the 
Declaration on the Strengthening of International Security in 1970.

We understand the motives that have induced the sponsors to bring 
this draft resolution forward again this year, and w e share their dismay 
that the security of all States is not as strong as it might be. We 
continue to believe, however, that the problem lies in the failure of 
States to observe existing rules and to make use of the Charter's 
machinery for peaceful resolution of disputes. The Charter itself 
provides the best guidelines under which Member States can take 
practical, concrete and effective measures to strengthen international 
peace and security. The United States is not convinced that adding yet 
another resolution to the collection of resolutions, declarations and 
other instruments on this subject will contribute to any nation's 
security.

In addition, w e see a danger that recurring exercises such as this one 
run a very real risk of producing nothing but confusion as to the 
precise nature of the obligations of the Charter, a confusion which can 
only aid those w hose policies are inconsistent with world order under 
its terms.

Beyond this, the United States notes that many of the concepts 
which we found objectionable in previous resolutions on strengthen
ing international security are still present in this year's version. The

 ̂ A/C.1/35/PV.52, pp. 103-106.
 ̂Adopted by the G.A. as res. 35/158, Dec. 12, 1980.
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fifth preambular paragraph, for example, has been somewhat im
proved but still contains an unclear reference to the policy of dividing 
the world into spheres of influence and domination.

We have also consistently objected to such language as that con
tained in the present operative paragraph 7, calling for support of 
national liberation movements without at least also recognizing the 
role that peaceful settlements of disputes ought to play in resolving 
differences and strengthening international security.

In addition, the call in operative paragraph 6 for avoiding acts which  
may aggravate the international situation is unbalanced. We of course 
recognize the special responsibilities the permanent members of the 
Security Council have under the Charter, but it is surely misleading to 
suggest that it is primarily within the power of those States alone to 
affect the course of the international situation. As current events 
remind us, the actions of all States can affect the course of international 
events for good or ill.

Report of the Senate Committee on Armed Services: 
M ilitary implications of the SALT II Treaty, December 
4, 1980^

The hearings on the military aspects and implications of the pro
posed SALT II treaty (Executive Y, 96-1),^ based upon hearings held 
before the committee in accordance with its responsibilities under Rule 
XXV(c) of the Standing Rules of the Senate, with additional views.

It is the sense of the Committee on Armed Services that:

(a) The Senate Foreign Relations Committee has sole jurisdiction to 
report the SALT II treaty to the Senate;

(b) The Committee on Armed Services has a responsibility and a 
duty under Rule XXV to report on the common defense generally to 
the Senate;

(c) The SALT II treaty is of the utmost importance to matters relating 
to the common defense.

Therefore, be it resolved that in reporting its views to the Senate as a 
committee, the Committee on Armed Services intends and believes 
this action to be in adherence to Senate rules relating to jurisdiction of 
any other committee.

HEARINGS

Hearings were held on July 23, and July 24, July 25, July 26, July 30, 
July 31, August 1, August 2, October 9, October 10, October 11,

 ̂ Military Implications of the Proposed SALT II Treaty Relating to the National Defense: Report 
of the Hearings . . (Executive Y, 96-1) Together With Additional Views . . . pp. 
1-17.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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October 16, October 17, October 18, October 23, and October 24,1979.^ 
W itnesses included Secretary of State Cyrus Vance;^ Secretary of 

Defense Harold Brown;^ General George Seignious,^ Director of the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency; General David C. Jones,^ 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; Admiral Thomas B. Hayward,® 
Chief of Naval Operations; General Edward C. Meyer,^ Chief of Staff of 
the Army; General Lew Allen, Chief of Staff of the Air Force; General 
Robert H. Barrow, Commandant of the Marine Corps; Admiral Stansfield 
Turner, Director of the Central Intelligence Agency; Ambassador 
Ralph Earle II, Chairman of the U.S. SALT Delegation; Dr. William 
Perry, Under Secretary of Defense for Research and Engineering; 
General Richard H. Ellis, Commander in Chief of the Strategic Air 
Command and Director, Strategic Target Plarming; William P. Clements, 
Jr., Governor of the State of Texas and former Deputy Secretary of 
Defense; William E. Colby, former Director of the Central Intelligence 
Agency; General Russell E. Dougherty, USAF (Ret.), former Com
mander in Chief of the Strategic Air Command; Admiral Noel Gayler, 
USN (Ret.), former Commander in Chief of U.S. Pacific Forces and 
former Director, National Security Agency; General Alexander M. 
Haig, Jr., USA (Ret.), former Supreme Allied Commander, Europe; 
Admiral James L. Holloway, III, USN (Ret.), former Chief of Naval 
Operations; Fred Ikle, former Director of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency; Admiral Isaac Kidd, USN (Ret.), former Com
mander in Chief, U.S. Atlantic Fleet; Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, former 
Secretary of State; Admiral Thomas H. Moorer, USN (Ret.), former 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; Paul H. Nitze, former Depart
ment of Defense Representative to the SALT Negotiations; Dr. Richard 
H. Pipes, Professor at Harvard University; Lieutenant General Edward 
L. Rowny, USA (Ret.), former Representative of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff for SALT; Donald H. Rumsfeld, former Secretary of Defense; Dr. 
William Van Cleave, former member of the SALT Negotiating Team; 
and General Louis H. Wilson, USMC (Ret.), former Commandant of 
the Marine Corps. Testimony was received also from our colleague. 
Senator Jake Gam (R-Utah), a former member of this committee.

 ̂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, July 23-O ct. 24,1979. (4 pts.) The testimonies 
or portions thereof that are included in Documents on Disarmament for that year are 
indicated below.

 ̂For Vance's statem ent of Oct. 18 and information submitted at that time, see 
Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 612-617.

 ̂An extract of Brown's testimony of Oct. 24 may be found ibid., p. 618.
 ̂Ibid., pp. 492-502.
 ̂Ibid., pp. 617-619 (extract of Oct. 24 testimony).

® Ibid., pp. 463-467 (extract of prepared statement).
 ̂Ibid., pp. 469-471 (prepared statement).

Ibid., pp. 467-469 (prepared statement).
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COMMITTEE ANALYSIS

For the first time in the history of the nuclear age, and as a decade of 
arms control negotiations comes to an end, the United States now faces 
the near-certainty that a significant element of its strategic deterrent 
will be vulnerable to preemptive attack by the Soviet Union. As the 
Senate convenes its debate on the ratification of the SALT II treaty 
signed at Vienna on June 18, 1979 it is faced with incontrovertible 
evidence that the Soviet Union will have the capacity to destroy 
virtually the entire U.S. land-based missile force by directing against it 
a fraction of its own vastly more powerful force of offensive inter
continental ballistic missiles. The United States does not have, and will 
not acquire during the period of the treaty, a comparable capability. 
The President of the United States must therefore deal with the Soviet 
Union around the world with the knowledge that, in a crisis, the 
United States is at a strategic nuclear disadvantage that carries with it 
profoimd political implications.

While the United States still retains awesom e strategic nuclear 
power, its bombing capability is based on an aging fleet of B-52 aircraft 
built, on average, some 25 years ago and unlikely to be effective in 
timely retaliation against hardened/defended military targets—even  
with the addition of cruise missiles. The U.S. fleet of strategic nuclear 
submarines, the least vulnerable component of our deterrent, carries 
missiles that lack the combination of accuracy and yield necessary to 
destroy hardened military targets. And at any given time, the large 
part of that fleet normally in port is vulnerable.

Thus, a decade after the U.S. negotiators departed for the first SALT 
discussions in Helsinki, w e face a strategic balance more adverse than 
ever before—a strategic balance that is increasingly uncertain and 
unstable and which no longer offsets the undisputed Soviet advan
tages in the areas of conventional and theater nuclear forces.

This state of affairs is, to a significant degree, the consequence of a 
sustained Soviet military buildup accompanied by a decline, in real 
terms, in the level of U.S. defense spending and an undue reliance on 
negotiations with the Soviets as an alternative to our own efforts to 
assure a military balance.

Current U.S. plans are not adequate to close the gap that has been 
permitted to develop, either in the conventional, theater nuclear or 
strategic nuclear area. The committee believes that an essential precon
dition to effective U.S. action to close the widening military gap is a full 
appreciation of the extent to which years of Soviet military expansion 
have placed the United Statos at a disadvantage. Unwarranted notions 
about Soviet cooperation, the unfounded assumption that SALT trea
ties reflect Soviet restraint and forebearance, and overly optimistic 
hopes that the Soviet threat to our security is being lessened are 
inconsistent with the facts and undermine efforts to summon the re
solve to arrest the decline in our military posture.

In our judgment the SALT II treaty presently before the Senate fails 
to meet the criteria laid down in 1972 when the Congress adopted an
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amendment to the resolution authorizing the interim agreement that 
called for equality in any future SALT treaty. That amendment, which 
was the subject of several weeks of debate in the Senate, stated, in 
what became Public Law 92—448, that:

The Congress . . . urees and requests the President to seek a 
future treaty that, inter alia, would not limit the United States to 
levels of intercontinental strategic forces inferior to the limits 
provided for the Soviet Union. (Public Law 92-488.)^^

Debate on the interim agreement turned on adoption of this 
amendment, which was subsequently approved by the House and 
signed into law. A review of that debate establishes clearly that the 
Congress insisted on equal numbers of intercontinental strategic forces 
taking account of throw-weight. That has not been done in the present 
treaty, in which the levels are unequal in favor of the Soviet Union and 
the Soviet 1972 advantage in throw-weight has actually increased.

The treaty is unequal because it confers on the Soviet Union the right 
to deploy modern, large ballistic missiles with multiple warheads, a 
right denied to the United States.

It is unequal because it permits the continued deployment, outside 
the treaty ceiling, of a Soviet bomber (the Backfire) that has the 
capability to operate over intercontinental distances against targets in 
the United States.

It is unequal because it permits the Soviets to deploy more warheads 
on their strategic missiles than we are able to deploy on ours.

It is sometimes said in defense of these inequalities that the United 
States does not desire to do the things that the Soviets alone are 
permitted to do. But the Senate, in 1972, did not insist on equality orUy 
with respect to options that a particular administration might wish to 
pursue. It did insist on equality in the weapons limited by the 
treaty— ÎCBMs, SLBMs, and heavy bombers—for broader reasons: to 
avoid imposing a lasting handicap on the United States in future arms 
negotiations and to reject the political implications of codified inferiority. 
The treaty before us does not provide the equality that Public Law 
92-448 envisioned.

In receiving over four volum es of testimony from 29 witnesses in and 
out of government, the committee has sought to understand clearly 
and completely the rights and obligations that will be incurred by the 
parties under the treaty and its protocol and to assess the military 
impact of these rights and obligations. This first task, which is difficult 
at best, is complicated by the considerable ambiguity surrounding 
many of the treaty's terms and provisions. Moreover, the frequent 
resort by the United States negotiators to unilateral assertions as to the 
meaning of ill-defined terms and the refusal of the Administration to 
accept clarifying amendments has left the committee unable to con
clude precisely what the treaty means on a number of important

Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 681-683. The SALT I agreements, including
the interim agreement, are printed ibid., pp. 197 ff.
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points. The committee has, therefore, identified a number of defini
tional issues and ambiguities to which the Senate should turn its 
attention before final action on the treaty.

The following brief analysis does not attempt to deal with every 
issue; rather it is centered on several issues important to an apprecia
tion of the treaty as a whole: the balance in land-based intercontinental 
ballistic missiles; heavy bombers and the Backfire; theater forces in 
general, and the land and sea-based cruise missiles in particular; 
qualitative constraints on strategic forces; and verification.

LAND-BASED INTERCONTINENTAL BALLISTIC MISSILES

An underlying assumption behind the 1972 SALT I Interim Agree
ment was that it would arrest the growth of Soviet strategic offensive 
forces, especially land-based ICBMs, before they acquired the capabil
ity to destroy a major part of the U.S. strategic deterrent. A halt in the 
momentum of the Soviet strategic force buildup, coupled with essen
tial U.S. force modernization, was thought by many to hold great 
promise for an equitable SALT II treaty that would achieve stability, 
enhance deterrence, and obviate still further expenditures on strategic 
weapons.

Unhappily, the momentum of the Soviet buildup was not even  
impeded, much less halted; and the United States failed to modernize 
its strategic forces on a scale or at a rate adequate to achieve the balance 
necessary for successful SALT II negotiations. While the Soviets 
developed and then began rapidly to deploy accurate, multiple war
heads on an ICBM force with three times the throw-weight of our own, 
the United States slowed the development and deployment of the MX 
mobile ICBM. And while the United States was still relying on its 
comfortable advantage in missile accuracy, the Soviets developed  
and have begun to deploy a new generation of ICBMs with comparable 
accuracy. The cumulative result has led to a situation reflected in the 
most significant set of facts to emerge from the committee hearings: (1) by 
the early 1980s the U.S. land-based missile force will be vulnerable to a 
Soviet attack that could destroy more than 90 percent of our ICBMs in 
their once secure hardened sUos; (2) nothing the United States seri
ously proposed at SALT could have fully remedied this emerging 
threat (early in 1977, however, the administration proposed—and then 
abandoned—an agreement intended at preserving the survivability of 
the ICBMs for both sides); (3) for the period of the treaty the Soviets 
will build up to 820 MIRVed ICBMs with approximately 6,000 warheads, 
while w e will have 550 with 1,650 much smaller warheads; and (4) the 
Soviets insisted on retaining the 308 "heavy" ICBMs they were 
permitted under the 1972 Interim Agreement, and they demanded, 
and got, the right to increase the number of warheads on those missiles 
10 times (from 308 to 3,080); the United States is denied the right to 
deploy any modem heavy ICBMs; and this asymmetry is uncompensated.

A number of administration witnesses and other treaty proponents 
argued that the United States has no interest in, and no program for.
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the development or deployment of "'heavy" ICBMs, and that even the 
"light" ICBMs now being deployed by the Soviets could, in the 
aggregate, destroy the U.S. land-based missile force. Some argued that 
the U.S. mobile MX missile, which will be available for deployment 
after the treaty expires (it will be fully deployed, if at all, sometime after 
1989) will have an offensive capability comparable to the Soviet force 
projected to be operational some seven years earlier. The first of these 
arguments is unique in the annals of arms control diplomacy; the 
Soviet advantage is so great that they can destroy our ICBM force with 
even their smaller missiles, so w e should treat with indifference their 
additional advantage in large missiles. The argument also contradicts 
another argument made in favor of this treaty: that the MIRV limitation 
imposed on the Soviet heavy missiles (10 per launcher) is of great 
value. The second argument—that the MX will be the equal of the 
SS-18— îs simply false.

The committee is deeply concerned at the development by the Soviet 
Union, wholly within the terms of the two SALT agreements of the 
capacity to destroy our ICBMs. Such a development is inconsistent 
with, and calls into question, the stable equilibrium that the U.S. SALT 
negotiators intended to enhance.

Soviet insistence on a treaty that will permit them to achieve the 
capacity to destroy the Minuteman force was evident in the positions 
they took during the negotiations—positions to which the United 
States has now regrettably acceded. The committee is also disturbed by 
the concerted rationalization of Administration spokesmen in minimiz
ing the Soviet drive to acquire this destabilizing capability.

The Soviet Union must be made to understand that acquisition of a 
force able to destroy a significant element of our strategic deterrent 
casts serious doubt on the sincerity with which they profess an interest 
in arms control and "equal security". A lower limit on the number of 
MIRVed missiles, and cutting by one-half the limit on the number of 
heavy missiles permitted to be MIRVed— b̂oth of which were proposed 
by the United States in March, 1977—would have helped to alleviate 
U.S. concerns. Not only would it have reduced the number of 
warheads available to strike the U.S. deterrent, but it would have 
signaled Soviet willingness to agree to measures which would enhance, 
rather than undermine, deterrence.

As the treaty now stands, the provisions relating to ICBMs are 
profoundly unequal. The limit on the number of warheads permitted 
on each existing type of missile—4, 6 or 10 for the Soviets and three for 
the United States^^oes nothing to redress the overriding inequality of 
ICBM throw-weight and ICBM warheads in favor of the Soviet Union.

Many administration witnesses argued that the limit of 10 on the 
number of warheads permitted on the Soviet SS-18 missile will 
minimize the number of launch points necessary for the deployment, 
after the treaty expires, of the mobile MX missile should the United 
States decide then to go ahead with deployment. The committee finds 
this unpersuasive despite the frequency with which it has been 
repeated. The fact that the SS-18 warhead limit will end with the 
expiration of the treaty robs it of any significance as an upper bound on
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the ultimate number of missile warheads the Soviets can deploy 
against the MX, which will become available only after the treaty has 
expired.

But the central point about the warhead limit is that it is too little, too 
late. Since the treaty levels will leave the Soviets with more than five 
ICBM warheads for each U.S. missile silo, it matters little that they 
could increase that number to 7 or even 10 without the treaty. The 
Soviets are unlikely to allocate their military resources to a wholesale 
increase in the number of ICBM warheads. It does them little good to 
add more warheads than the number needed to destroy our ICBMs 
(and other hardened targets) w hen they can devote those resources to 
qualitative improvements which are more dangerous to the United 
States and its allies—and harder to detect. Administration witnesses 
have simply been too anxious to draw a favorable comparison between  
the unduly permissive treaty levels and still larger hypothetical 
deployments. The result has been some strikingly unrealistic predic
tions about Soviet behavior in the absence of a SALT II treaty.

The committee believes that the Soviets can be expected to continue 
to build up their military power in ways that make military sense; and 
significant further proliferation of ICBM warheads beyond the far too 
generous treaty levels is not among them. It is for this reason that the 
committee finds the simple extrapolation of past Soviet trends to be as 
unsatisfactory a basis for predicting future Soviet behavior as was an 
earlier mistaken official assumption that the Soviets would halt their 
military buildup when they achieved "parity" with the U.S. Adminis
tration conclusions as to what the Soviets could do are likely to prove 
far from what they would do in the absence of a treaty.

Ironically, the threat to the United States and its allies would be 
diminished if the Soviets were to go on building land-based ICBMs. By 
doing so they would have to divert resources from other weapons 
programs in areas such as antisubmarine warfare, cruise missile 
defenses, medium range weapons and the like, where the balance of 
power is more responsive to additional investment.

The failure to negotiate effective limits to the emergence of a 
destabilizing Soviet ICBM force contrasts markedly with SALT con
straints on U.S. efforts to maintain "essential equivalence". In this 
context, the committee questions the wisdom of accepting SALT II 
restrictions which require the dismantling of modern operational 
MIRVed ballistic missiles in order to modernize the bomber leg of the 
Triad with more than 120 ALCM carriers, as planned. Furthermore, the 
committee is concerned that some treaty provisions could inhibit the 
deployment of various survivable and cost effective basing modes for 
the MX missile forcing the United States to squander scarce resources 
in a technically complex effort to make MX deployment compatible 
with certain interpretations of the treaty. Already, the Soviet Union 
has invoked provisions now in the SALT II treaty to challenge the 
legitimacy of MX basing options. If the SALT process, which has failed 
to bring about an agreement under which the existing U.S. ICBM force 
remains survivable, should also result in the failure to deploy a cost
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effective survivable land-based missile force, then the committee 
believes that irreparable harm will have been done to the national 
security of the United States.

THEATER FORCES/GLCM/SLCM

The Protocol to the treaty prohibits the deployment of ground or 
sea-launched cruise missiles with a range greater than 600 l^ometers. 
Even conventionally armed cruise missiles fall under this prohibition. 
This limitation, not part of the Vladivostok understanding, has been 
agreed to at Soviet insistence.

It is generally recognized that, although it has not yet deployed any 
modern cruise missiles, the United States currently maintains a signifi
cant technological lead over the Soviets in the areas critical to the 
development of sophisticated, highly accurate and highly mobile 
cruise missiles. High on the list of Soviet objectives has been the 
curtailment of U.S. freedom to exploit this technological advantage, 
which could help redress the theater balance in Europe. The Soviets, 
by contrast, have long stressed the development of ballistic missiles of 
intermediate range, like the new SS-20 now being deployed. Neither 
the treaty nor the Protocol imposes any limit on such ballistic missiles. 
The SS-20, capable of independently targeting three nuclear warheads, 
has approximately six times the range limit imposed upon ground and 
sea-launched cruise missiles (which are not permitted to be MIRVed).

There is no escaping the fact that the Protocol entails severe 
restrictions on the deployment of a highly promising theater system  
of great interest to the Uruted States and its allies. Based at sea or on 
land such theater cruise missiles could reduce the dangerous vulnera
bility of NATO's theater nuclear forces and free up valuable aircraft for 
the crucial conventional missions in which NATO is so deficient. 
Moreover, for high-value, fixed military targets conventionally armed 
cruise missiles would also be of great future significance for NATO. It 
is unfortunate, as administration witnesses have often testified, that 
the schedule of work on the cruise missile programs affected by the 
Protocol is such that they cannot be ready for deployment before the 
expiration of the Protocol on December 1, 1981. In part, this is the case 
because of deliberate decisions to slow those programs, particularly the 
land attack version of sea-launched cruise missile. There is evidence 
that some of these decisions were influenced by SALT considerations. 
The formula is simple: slow the program so that it cannot be ready 
before 1982; agree to prohibit deployment until that time; and then 
argue that the prohibition is meaningless because the program will not 
be ready during the period it is in effect.

The committee, like many of the witnesses who came before it, is 
concerned at the precedential nature of the Protocol restrictions. The 
matter is not a legal one; it is political. It is difficult to believe that the 
United States and its NATO allies will be able to scrap the Protocol 
limitations at the end of 1981. At a minimum, w e have agreed in the 
Joint Statement of Principles to negotiate further on the issues entailed
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in the Protocol; and the Soviets are certain to link favorable resolution 
of those issues to SALT III. Indeed they have already begun to insist 
that the Protocol restrictions must not be permitted to l a p s e . T h u s ,  
the United States may well have to choose between severe restrictions 
on ground- and sea-launched cruise missiles and a SALT III treaty.

It has been suggested that the Senate ought to insist that the Protocol 
can only be renewed subject to ratification by the Senate. But this 
proposal provides no solution. First, the prospect is not that the 
executive branch will ignore the Constitutional authority of the Senate 
to advise and consent to treaties. Rather, the negotiating situation 
following ratification of SALT II will be such as to leave the country—  
President and Senate alike—with little leverage with which to resist 
Soviet demands that the deploym ent ban continue on theater cruise 
missiles. The linkage the administration has asserted between ratifica
tion of the SALT II treaty and a decision by America's NATO allies to 
proceed with a much-needed modernization of theater nuclear forces 
suggests how delicate the political situation is and will continue to be. 
The Soviets have a demonstrated capacity, as the neutron warhead 
affair revealed, to bring to bear on the NATO alliance pressure 
sufficient to influence allied deployment decisions. The Senate should 
understand that we will face an even greater campaign of organized 
Soviet intimidation with respect to the theater cruise missile restric
tions when the Protocol is being renegotiated.

If the Protocol is essential to Soviet acceptance now—^when it 
allegedly has no practical effect—^why will it become less essential later 
when we are actually able to deploy the systems it prohibits? And, if 
the Soviets condition the continuation of SALT on a continuation of the 
Protocol, the pressure to continue it will certainly be as strong then as 
the pressure the administration currently feels to accept the treaty and 
Protocol without correcting any of their defects.

'"These figures would also like to remove from the limitations sea-launched and 
surface-launched cruise missiles. This is in fact a blatant attem pt to insure right now that 
after the three-year term of the Protocol ends there is freedom of action to develop such 
missiles and increase their agreed range about 600km, and ultimately to retain the 
possibility of deploying them outside the United States—that is, as close as possible to 
the USSR's borders. Comment, as they say, is superfluous. It is surely quite obvious that 
this is yet another attem pt to emasculate the limitations already agreed on and to wreck 
the agreement as a whole.

'"It is necessary to lay particular stress on the dangerous nature of attempts to leave 
loopholes so that cruise missiles can be deployed on the territory of other countries—the 
United States' NATO allies first and foremost. This question is part of the overall 
problem of insuring that the agreem ent worked out completely excludes the possibility 
of strategic arms being handed over to third countries, or of the agreement's being 
circumvented through the agency of third countries.

"The sides m ust adopt unequivocal commitments on this score. If this does not 
happen, the viability of the agreement will likewise be reduced to nothing. It must be 
clear to those who are now trying to "retouch" the solution to the question of cruise 
missiles by these means w hat a heavy responsibility they are assuming both w ith respect 
to the agreement and from the viewpoint of the interests of the United States itself since 
the Soviet Union will naturally not remain passive if anyone tries by this means to upset 
the established balance of strength to the detriment of its security." (Pravda, Feb. 11, 
1978, p. 4.) [Footnote in the original.]
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Second, as the current debate makes plain, it is no simple matter for 
the U.S. Senate to reject the result of negotiations once concluded. 
Thus, the Senate will face a successor agreement to the Protocol in an 
atmosphere not unlike the present— în which the most dire conse
quences are said to flow from any Senate action to improve the terms 
proposed by the executive branch.

Third, the extension of the 1972 Interim Agreement and delayed 
ratification of the Threshold Test Ban Treaty^^—despite section 33 of 
the Arms Control and Disarmament Act^—provide evidence that 
passage now of a Senate resolution requiring Senate approval to 
extend the Protocol limits could not prevent a de facto extension of 
these limits later.

There is a curious discontinuity between the administration and 
Soviet views of the significance of the theater cruise missile restrictions 
in the Protocol. The administration argues that they are of no 
significance—^without practical effect now  and certain to expire later. 
The Soviets, by contrast, are said to have entered into the treaty only in 
conjunction with the Protocol restrictions on theater cruise missiles. 
Thus, the administration argues that the insignificant restrictions of the 
Protocol would, if amended, lead to Soviet rejection of the whole 
treaty. The committee finds this latter judgment doubtful. If the 
Protocol restrictions are as insignificant as the administration says—if 
they do not in fact constitute a precedent from which w e will be unable 
to extricate ourselves— t̂hen they can hardly be said to be of overriding 
importance to the Soviets.

QUALITATIVE CONSTRAINTS

After considerable discussion during the committee hearings we  
have concluded that the limitation on each side to one new type of 
ICBM will prove ineffective in preventing the Soviets from continuing 
the development of the several new ICBMs that constitute their fifth 
generation of such weapons. It thus fails to do what w e intended, and 
what administration spokesmen even now suggest it will do.

The principal effect of the "new types" limitation in Article IV is to 
prevent the U.S. from initiating more than one new type of ICBM 
while creating unwarranted expectations that the Soviets will be 
equally constrained. The committtee believes it likely that the Soviets 
will develop several new ICBMs under the guise of modernization of 
existing types of ICBM. This will inevitably weaken public confidence 
in the treaty and the process of arms control generally. U.S. agreement 
to a series of compromises, in which the distinction between "new"

The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 225-229.
. . no action shall be taken under this or any other law that will obligate the 

United States to disarm or to reduce or to limit the Armed Forces or armaments of the 
United States, except pursuant to the treaty-making power of the President under the 
Constitution or unless authorized by further affirmative legislation by the Congress of 
the United States." (Sec. 33 of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act of 1961.) 
[Footnote in original.]
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and simply "modernized" became hopelessly blurred, followed by still 
further compromises regarding the encryption of telemetry, has rr âde 
the "new types" limitation meaningless—and unverifiable.

The committee feels bound to express its concern that the intelli
gence community may come under pressure to minimize the technologi
cal improvements incorporated in the new ICBMs the Soviets are likely 
to develop under the treaty as attempts are made to obscure the 
ineffectiveness of the treaty. Already some administration spokesmen 
find themselves in the curious position of asserting that likely Soviet 
improvements in the accuracy, reliability, and range of hundreds of 
missiles are unimportant while simultaneously maintaining that the 
dismantling of a few antiquated launchers is highly significant.

There is more involved here than mere semantics, although the 
essential defect in the "new types" provisions has to do with the 
definition of the term. The fact is that the original purpose of the 
limitation on the development of new types of ICBM was to preclude 
the Soviets from developing a generation of ICBMs that would have 
accuracy and reliability necessary for an attack on our land-based 
missiles. Even after the Soviets demonstrated that they had acquired 
that capability, we continued to press for restrictions that no longer 
had any hope of achieving their objective. In the course of the 
negotiation that ensued, the Soviets successfully resisted restrictions 
that would indeed have forced them to abandon all but one of the new  
ICBMs then (and still) under development. It is unfortunate that 
administration spokesmen continue to describe as an accomplished 
fact a set of constraints that they were unable successfully to negotiate.

BACKFIRE

Even the most modest intelligence estimates of the Soviet supersonic 
Backfire bomber attribute to it the capability to strike targets in the 
United States without refueling on missions similar to those planned 
for the U.S. B-52 strategic bombers (i.e., third country recovery 
missions). The failure to include the Backfire under the ceiling on 
strategic forces will enable the Soviets to continue deployment at the 
present rate—^with the result that as the treaty draws to an end in 1985, 
it is estimated that 375 to 400 Backfire bombers the Soviets will deploy 
will greatly exceed the number of operational U.S. B-52s.

Throughout the negotiations following Vladivostok, where the issue 
was left unresolved, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have insisted that the 
Backfire be counted under the treaty. Evidence available to the 
committee suggests that the decision not to count Backfire was taken 
early in the current administration in the belief that U.S. insistence on 
counting Backfire would impede movement toward a treaty and would  
lead eventually to an inevitable, and embarrassing, U.S. acquiescence.

Having decided not to insist on the inclusion of Backfire in the total 
ceiling (either wholly or, as was sometimes considered, in part) the 
administration sought assurances about the use of the Backfire in an 
intercontinental role. Ultimately, an assurance was elicited at the
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Vienna Summit. However, this assurance has caused problems more 
serious than the one it was intended to solve.

The "assurance" takes the form of an unsigned statement handed to 
President Carter by President Brezhnev at the Vienna Summit. It 
promises not to give to the Backfire capabilities the United States 
knows the Backfire already has. It is, therefore, in our judgment, false. 
Worse, it is deceptive toward the American public. Moreover, it 
suggests that an improved or successor version of the Backfire could 
remain outside the treaty constraints if it lacked a "radius of action" 
sufficient for attacks on the United States. When President Carter 
attempted to obtain agreement with a U.S. interpretation to the effect 
that any significant increase in the range/payload of the Backfire would  
be inconsistent with the Brezhnev assurance, he was rebuffed—the 
Soviets thus paving the way for significant improvements to the 
Backfire. This is of particular interest in light of a new generation of 
fuel-efficient supersonic jet engines recently announced by the Soviet 
Union.

At various stages of the negotiations, the United States sought a 
number of "collateral constraints" on the manner in which the Soviets 
would be permitted to operate the Backfire fleet, all aimed at inhibiting 
its use as a strategic bomber. Among the constraints it was hoped to 
achieve were limitations on basing, refueling, training, and the like. At 
one point, the administration took the position that the assurances 
finally agreed upon were inadequate and would have to be substan
tially enlarged. At another point, the administration expected that the 
Backfire assurances would be incorporated in an exchange of letters 
signed by the heads of state and accorded a status comparable to the 
treaty as a whole. In all of this, Soviet intransigence was rewarded by 
American acquiescence.

The Soviets did agree to limit the rate of production of the Backfire to 
the rate in effect during the period of negotiations. While sometimes 
represented as a significant concession, it now appears that the 
number of Backfires permitted in 1985 will be about what our mid-1970s 
intelligence estimates projected. In short, the treaty permits the Soviet 
program to continue much as it was estimated to continue in the 
absence of an agreement.

We thus find ourselves with an assurance that does not assure but, 
rather, deepens the concern of the committee that the Soviets intend 
fully to exploit their right to deploy nearly 400 Backfires, many of them  
likely to be significantly improved versions, between now and the 
treaty expiration. Such a fleet, integrated into the substantial Soviet 
missile forces and virtually unchallenged by U.S. air defenses, will 
have formidable strategic capabilities against the United States and its 
allies. It could, for example, target four million pounds of payload 
against U.S. territory, a full one-third addition to the already massive 
payload the Soviets can deliver against the United States. It would

For the statement, see ibid., 1979, pp. 188-189.
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require the United States to spend upwards of $10 billion for improved 
air defense over the life of the treaty to counter the growing threat of 
the Backfire bomber.

President Carter at Vienna indicated that the U.S. reserves the right 
to deploy an aircraft comparable to the Backfire which, like the 
Backfire, would not count against the aggregate. However, no adminis
tration witness was able to define this ''Backfire equivalent" or to 
provide assurances that, if a "Backfire equivalent" were to be inte
grated into the U.S. operational plans for central strategic war, it would 
not be regarded as a heavy bomber within the meaning of the treaty. If a 
"Backfire equivalent" were to possess the range/payload capability that 
we believe the Backfire has, the Soviets would surely regard it as a 
heavy bomber accountable under the treaty. The problem stems from 
the failure of the treaty to contain a definition of one of its central 
terms—"heavy bomber^'.

In light of the foregoing, the proposal that the Senate act to 
incorporate the Soviet assurances on Backfire in the treaty or otherwise 
elevate its status would seem ill-advised, likely to make matters worse 
rather than better. For one thing, it would signify Senate acceptance of 
claims about the capabilities of the Backfire that w e know to be false. 
For another it would imply that the defect in the Soviet assurances is 
one of form when, in fact, it is profoundly one of substance. If taken 
seriously, it would mislead the American people into believing that the 
problem had been solved.

AIR-LAUNCHED CRUISE MISSILES

Given the capability of the Backfire, the decision not to seek its 
inclusion in the treaty ought to have been coupled with a Soviet 
concession of comparable importance. The committee has been unable 
to establish that such a Soviet compromise was even sought. Rather, 
the move to exempt the Backfire from the treaty was followed by an 
administration decision to scrap the B-1 in favor of a fleet of cruise 
missile carriers that are counted, not only against the overall ceiling, 
but against the treaty limit of 1320 MIRVed system s as well. Since the 
United States has been driven to the development and planned 
deployment of cruise missiles on strategic aircraft as a response to 
extensive Soviet air defense deployments (which are not subject to 
limitation) the inclusion of our cruise missile carriers in the MIRV 
ceiling is wholly unjustified. If as is planned w e wish to deploy more 
than 120 cruise missile carriers under SALT II w e will need to 
dismantle numerous operational MIRVed ICBMs or SLBMs. Future 
augmentation of the Soviet air defense system and/or attack capability 
could necessitate the deployment by the United States of additional 
cruise missile carriers. In that case, their inclusion in the MIRV limits 
would force us to forego deployment of more invulnerable SLBMs or 
dismantle more MIRVed ICBMs, thus w idening still further the already 
considerable Soviet ICBM advantage.

Given the importance the administration has attached to the cruise 
missile as an alternative to the B-1, the committee is concerned at the
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encroachment of treaty constraints on our flexibility in designing and 
implementing an optimized cruise missile program: specifically, (1) 
restrictions on conventionally armed cruise missiles; (2) a prohibition 
on the deployment of air-launched cruise missiles from non-heavy 
bombers; (3) restrictions on the average number of cruise missiles that 
may be deployed on a single carrier; (4) an apparently prearranged 
undertaking (executed at the summit) not to exploit the fleet average 
permitted by the treaty; and (5) restrictions on the conversion of 
aircraft for the purpose of carrying cruise missiles. Each of these 
constraints is prejudicial to the United States. They seriously compli
cate the development of a cruise missile based counter to the Soviet air 
defense system [sic].

There is, with respect to the constraints on air-launched cruise 
missiles, a theme that w e find repeated throughout the treaty: If there 
is no immediate program that would be inhibited by any given  
Soviet-proposed limitation then the limitation is acceptable to the 
United States. This remarkably short-sighted view assumes that enough  
is now known about which future options will enhance our security so 
that it is wise to agree to constraints based largely on current programs. 
In this connection, the committee has noted the increasing interest in 
the protection of our land-based force by a system of hardpoint ABM 
defense—an option foreclosed, perhaps prematurely, in the 1972 treaty 
banning anti-ballistic missile systems.

VERIFICATION

It is beyond the capacity of our national technical means of verifica
tion to establish sufficiently the facts about Soviet compliance with a 
number of important terms of the SALT II treaty. The treaty, therefore, 
cannot be said to be "verifiable" or even "adequately verifiable". 
However confident w e might be that the Soviets would not cheat or 
that the consequences of their cheating would be minimal or that they 
could not cheat to a degree that would alter the strategic balance, the 
fact remains that there are a number of provisions of the treaty, the 
compliance with which w e cannot even expect adequately to monitor, 
much less verify.

Among the provisions of the treaty the compliance with which we 
cannot have confidence of monitoring are the following:

(1) Changes in the range/payload of the Backfire (or successor 
aircraft);

(2) The range of cruise missiles;
(3) The number of warheads actually loaded on deployed  

ICBM, especially heavy ICBMs;
(4) The conversion of medium-range ballistic missile launchers, 

which are not counted under the treaty, into launchers of long- 
range ICBMs, which are to be counted;

Ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.



548 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1980

(5) The deployment levels of mobile ICBMs; and
(6) The testing of "new types" of ICBMs.

Administration spokesmen do not seriously challenge the judgment 
that w e cannot have confidence of monitoring these provisions. Yet 
they insist that the treaty can be "adequately" verified. How can we 
reconcile these seemingly inconsistent positions?

When administration officials claim that the treaty is "adequately" 
verifiable, they mean to assert the following: That the Soviets could not 
violate the treaty to an extent that would enable them to alter the 
strategic balance without the United States taking compensatory action 
that would be timely and adequate. This assertion, which lies at the 
heart of the claim to verifiability, is impossible to evaluate since there is 
no agreed standard by which to measure the stability of or alterations 
to the strategic balance or the potential for U.S. compensating action at 
various times and under various circumstances. Indeed, administra
tion testimony has often suggested that even very wide differences in 
the relative capabilities of the United States and Soviet strategic forces 
would not alter and are consistent with a stable strategic balance.

Verifying compliance with the terms of the SALT II treaty requires 
(1) that we have accurate reliable, and intelligible information about 
what the Soviets are doing, and (2) that the terms of the treaty are 
sufficiently clear, precise, and bilaterally agreed so that w e can act with  
conviction in the event of non-compliance. Neither requirement has 
been met in the current treaty; there is much w e cannot know because 
there is much that we cannot monitor, formidable as our capabilities to 
collect information may be. And many provisions of the treaty are 
imprecise, unclear, and disputed by the parties—^with the result that 
our own judgments about compliance will inevitably be unclear, 
imprecise, and disputed.

At times, the administration sought to argue that, whatever the 
verification shortcomings of the treaty, the Soviets would be restrained 
under the treaty from certain sorts of concealment and that we would, 
therefore, be in a better position to acquire intelligence on their 
weapons activities with the treaty than without it.

Curiously, however, the record of Soviet concealment with respect 
to strategic weapons appears to be closely associated with the SALT I 
treaty. Prior to the SALT I negotiations, there were few instances of 
Soviet efforts at such concealment. The evidence strongly suggests that 
Soviet concealment efforts since 1972 have been aimed, not simply at 
denying us military secrets per se, but at obscuring activities that raise 
issues of compliance with the SALT I (or possible SALT II) agreements. 
After all, the measurement of certain Soviet activities might well be 
irrelevant to our estimating their military capabilities but of great 
importance for judging compliance with the treaty. It is ironic that the 
treaty itself might provide the Soviets with an incentive to conceal, and 
thus obscure, activities that border on the edge of non-compliance with 
the treaty.

In a number of important respects the Soviets have succeeded in
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negotiating loopholes in the verification provisions of the treaty with  
the result that they will be able to conceal their activities from us even  
in cases where their doing so would prevent us from monitoring their 
compliance with the terms of the treaty. There is, for example, no clear 
agreement as to what test data must be accessible to the other side. 
Moreover, the encryption of some test data transmitted by telemetry is 
permitted, with no clear understanding as to what encryption is 
banned. This unfortunate provision invites the Soviets to deny us vital 
test data.

There is no clear understanding in the treaty as to what constitutes 
"deliberate" concealment as distinguished from "non-deliberate" 
concealment.

There is no clear understanding as to what constitutes "national 
technical means of verification operating in accordance with recog
nized principles of international law". In some of these cases, w e tried 
and failed to elicit Soviet agreement—an ominous sign for Soviet 
behavior in the future.

What is disturbing about the verification aspect of the treaty is the 
extent to which w e have compromised the principle that "an unverifi- 
able treaty is worse than none"—a principle that has, in the past, 
governed our national approach to arms control treaties. The commit
tee is concerned at the growing tendency to enter into unverifiable 
provisions in the present as well as other proposed treaties.

SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS

With respect to military aspects and implications of the proposed 
SALT II treaty on strategic offensive arms, the Armed Services Commit
tee makes the following findings:

1. The treaty is unequal in favor of the Soviet Union and, thus, is 
inconsistent with Public Law 92-448.

2. Because of the massive Soviet military build-up during a period of 
moderate U.S. defense efforts, the Soviet Union may obtain general 
military superiority in the early or mid-1980s. Many opponents and 
proponents of the SALT II treaty, including members of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, have testified that the United States will lose "essential 
equivalence" in strategic nuclear forces in the early 1980s.

3. The SALT II treaty constraints on the growing Soviet threat are 
not militarily significant. The Soviet Union will greatly increase the 
capability of its forces and the number of nuclear warheads it has 
deployed during the treaty period. Within the treaty, the Soviet Union 
coiJd deploy about as many warheads as is believed they would  
reasonably wish to do if there were no treaty.

4. All of the rocket boosters thus far identified with the so-called 
fifth generation of Soviet intercontinental ballistic missiles can be built 
within the limits of the treaty.

5. The so-called fractionation limit on the number of warheads on 
individual ICBMs will have an insignificant impact on Soviet programs 
during the treaty period and could be militarily significant only under
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Special circumstances and only after 1985 when the constraints will no 
longer exist.

6. The Backfire bomber has intercontinental range capability even  
without refueling and a refueling capacity which makes the total 
projected Backfire force a potent strategic nuclear threat. The Adminis
tration has accepted vague, ambiguous and unverifiable Soviet assur
ances on the future capability of the Backfire, and is doing so in the face 
of Soviet statements about Backfire's present capabilities that are 
inconsistent with our intelligence estimates.

7. Protocol restrictions on cruise missiles, if extended, would ban 
major U.S. responses to the increased Soviet theater nuclear threat. 
The powerful precedential effect of the SALT II Protocol has been  
illustrated during the SALT II debate by the manner in which theater 
nuclear force modernization has been linked to SALT II ratification.

8. Protocol restrictions on ground-launched cruise missile deploy
ment involve, for the first time, a formal concession to the Soviet 
Union—uncompensated by any corresponding restriction of Soviet 
theater systems—on the so-called forward-based systems. This has 
given the Soviet Union substantial bargaining leverage and has led to 
an increase in tension within the NATO alliance. Historically, the 
United States has refused to negotiate restrictions on such theater 
nuclear weapons designed to defend NATO unless Soviet weapons, 
such as the SS-20, which threaten NATO were also included.

9. Under the SALT II treaty provisions, the United States will be 
forced to dismantle approximately 60 m odem  operational MIRVed 
launchers, either Minuteman III ICBMs with 3 warheads each or 
Poseidon submarine-launched ballistic missiles with up to 14 warheads 
each. If even one Poseidon subniarine is dismantled to meet SALT II 
constraints, the United States will probably dismantle a greater total 
warhead capacity than will the Soviet Union to meet SALT II limits.

10. Many provisions of the treaty, such as the cruise missile ranges 
and bomber capabilities, cannot be verified, and overall verifiability of 
the treaty is based, not on a strict standard of compliance, but on a 
subjective standard of risk. Rejection of U.S. intelligence estimates in 
favor of unsubstantiated Soviet assurances concerning the Backfire 
bomber and several older Soviet cruise missiles may place the United 
States at a disadvantage in dealing with future compliance questions. 
Numerous ambiguities and possible loopholes in the treaty are too 
serious to be left for Standing Consultative Commission consideration 
after ratification.

11. The Soviet Union has invoked provisions now in the SALT II 
treaty to challenge the legitimacy of MX basing options. Even if the 
Protocol ban on mobile missiles is not continued, some interpretations 
of various SALT II provisions could result in adoption by the United 
States of less than the most survivable or most cost-effective basing 
mode for MX, or even termination of the MX program.

12. In the absence of substantial real growth in U.S. non-manpower 
defense investment, the military balance will shift even further against 
the United States at all levels.
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CONCLUSIONS

After extensive examination of the military implications of the treaty, 
the committee concludes that the SALT II treaty, as it now stands, is 
not in the national security interests of the United States of America. 
The committee reaches this conclusion in view  of the inadequacies 
discussed in the foregoing analysis.

We believe that major changes to the treaty are essential if the treaty 
is to serve our national security and be in the best interests of the 
common defense policy. Moreover, w e believe that a number of 
ambiguities must be clarified before the rights and obligations of the 
parties can be fully understood and agreed.

Among the changes which should be considered in strengthening our 
national security interests are:

1. Remedying such inequalities as the Soviet advantage in ICBM 
throwweight, the permitted Soviet possession of modern, large ballis
tic missiles, the exclusion of the Backfire bomber, the inclusion of 
Western theater nuclear forces, and decisively addressing the unwar
ranted precedents which have been set by the protocol.

2. Closing loopholes in connection with the limitation on the testing 
and deployment of new types of ICBMs.

3. Obtaining agreement to such measures as may be necessary to 
assure our ability to monitor Soviet compliance.

4. Clarifying by agreement ambiguities as to the rights and obliga
tions of the parties. Examples of such ambiguities are the following:

(a) Permitted Backfire improvements;
(b) Encryption of telemetiy;
(c) Constraints on "modifications" to existing ICBM types;
(d) Verification terms and procedures;
(e) Permitted basing modes for mobile ICBMs; and
(f) Sharing of technology/weapons with allies.

COMMITTEE ACTION

In accordance with paragraph XXVI 7(c) of the Standing Rules of the 
Senate, following is the tabulation of the vote to submit a report on this 
matter:

In favor: Senators Jackson, Cannon, Byrd of Virginia, Tower, Thurmond, 
Goldwater, Warner, Humphrey, Cohen, and Jepsen.

Voting present: Senators Stennis, Nunn, Culver, Hart, Morgan, 
Exon, and Levin.
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Statement by the Soviet Union: Relations With the 
United States, December 8, 1980 ^

Experience shows that among nuclear powers it is the U.S.A. and 
the U.S.S.R. that share the main responsibility for the development of 
events in the world. They possess the major arms potential, and 
therefore the levers of influence on world development are in their 
hands. This is not a hegem onism of some nations over others. But the 
truth must be faced squarely that it is with the active participation of 
the Soviet Union and the U.S. that a number of treaties and agree
ments have in the past few decades been signed that restrain the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons, ban hostile changes in the environ
ment and outlaw bacteriological arms.

We have agreed with the U.S. to avert an accidental outbreak of a 
nuclear war, w e also signed with it a treaty on limiting strategic 
offensive weapons, which is called SALT I,  ̂ and in June 1979, after 
almost seven years of work, a second treaty of the same type.^ Along 
with quantitative, this treaty sets qualitative limits to the effort of the 
sides in the military sphere. The system of SALT treaties has brought 
the U.S.A. and the U.S.S.R. to a point beyond which real disarmament, 
the actual reduction of military confrontation levels, begins.

If we ask what the cause is of the current situation and w hy much 
that gave both sides definite mutual advantages— political, as well as 
trade and economic—was disrupted, the answer should not be sought 
in Moscow. American policy has had its zigzags in the past, but in the 
past few years the U.S. leadership has in general taken a course hostile 
to the interests of detente, toward the arms race.

After the signing of the SALT II treaty, the U .S.A ., instead of cutting 
down the American nuclear potential, say, in Europe, began to build it 
up. This is being done in both quantitative and qualitative terms, 
which is a departure from the policy of reaching arms limitation 
agreements. Does this not harm the policy of detente?

Today all attempts to achieve military superiority are doomed. We 
may surpass each other in the production of a specific type of arms, but 
when we speak of the approximate parity of forces, both in your 
country and ours, we consider the totality of all the weapons that the 
Soviet Union, the U.S. and their allies possess.

Unfortunately, the policy of the U.S.A. and other NATO countries 
has recently exhibited a sharp turn toward upsetting the existing 
approximate balance of forces in the world. They want to revive the 
cold war against the Soviet Union. But we already once went through 
such a period, and it brought neither the U.S.A. nor the U.S.S.R. any 
good.

* Time, Dec. 8,1980. The magazine states that the statement was released exclusively to 
it the previous week by Leonid Zamyatin, “Brezhnev's chief spokesman". Copyright 1980 
Time Inc. All rights reserved. Reprinted by permission from Time.

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 634-635; ibid., 1973, pp. 283-285.
3 Ibid., 1972, pp. 197 ff.
 ̂Ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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The very fact of Soviet-American understanding on key issues has 
always exerted a stabilizing influence on the international situation. At 
difficult moments this made it possible to act to prevent dangerous 
developments.

The objective truth is that w e must hold discussions all the time, and 
do so on a wide range of questions: bilateral relations, international 
issues or the problem of disarmament. That is the way it should be. But 
there are different kinds of discussions. They are most productive 
when the underlying wish is to seek and find a solution. Yet it is quite 
another thing when negotiating partners are politicians who seek their 
own advantage in disadvantages for others, or who, having signed an 
agreement today, take a diametrically opposed decision tomorrow.

While negotiating on a broad range of issues, the parties should not 
rigidly link them together. Discussions must consider all the issues, 
but the way to settle them is in a parallel and consistent manner. 
Experience shows that this method produces effective results.

Of course, continuity in politics is also essential. This is the only 
basis that can assure stable development of mutual trust and confi
dence in each other's intentions.

Arms reduction and the other side of this issue, namely the 
safeguarding of each country's national security, are to a certain extent 
interdependent. That is w hy it is essential to conduct negotiations 
without upsetting the achieved balance. It is equally essential to leave 
landmarks in the course of negotiations in the shape of concrete 
agreements and understandings, rather than declarations of intent to 
tackle these issues. The efforts in the sphere of disarmament and in 
preventing the possibility of confrontation must advance at an ever 
higher pace. Only then will these efforts outpace the rate of the 
development of niilitary-technological ideas and their implementation 
and lead to a reduction of the arms race. This is essential for the general 
process of arms reduction and preventing an armed confrontation.

The leaders of our country have repeatedly stated that w e are in 
favor of good relations with the U.S. These are not merely words. We 
have confirmed this with practical deeds and keep doing so. As 
emphasized by Leonid Brezhnev, any signs of a sober and constructive 
approach to the settlement of international issues will meet a positive 
attitude on our part. The Soviet Union has consistently stood for 
detente and for revitalizing it. This is exactly where w e see the only 
opportunity for preventing a retreat to the cold war period.

There are, unfortunately, many hot spots in the world these days. 
There has been an aggravation of the situation in the Middle East. 
Actually, the U.S. has in effect given up the search for a just and 
comprehensive Middle East settlement through joint efforts of all 
parties concerned. It has wrecked the settlement machinery of the 
Geneva Conference, where the Soviet Union was meant to play no 
small part.

Tension has been increased in Southwest Asia as well—owing to a 
sharp deterioration in Iraqi-Iranian relations. Just like any other part of 
the world, the Persian Gulf is the sphere of interest of the countries
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located there. No one has the right to interfere in their affairs. It is 
imperative to bring this crisis to the earliest political settlement through 
negotiations between the warring sides.

The opponents of detente are trying to use the Afghanistan events 
to fan up international tension. The fact is, however, that the pressure 
on Afghanistan started immediately after the April revolution of 1978 
and was directed from Pakistan. In plain words, it is with active 
American and Chinese participation that armed formations are brought 
into Afghan territory from Pakistan. American politicians have not 
concealed that they would like to see the Afghanistan situation turn 
this country, traditionally friendly to the Soviet Union, into a hostile 
outpost of imperialist forces on the southern border of the U.S.S.R.

It has become fashionable in the U.S.A. to proclaim whole regions of 
the world as zones of "vital interests." Why can the simple truth not be 
understood: though the Soviet Union is far from proclaiming some 
regions as a zone of its vital interests, it cannot at the same time remain 
indifferent when on its borders, be it in the south, w est or east, 
attempts are being made to create regimes hostile to it? We have had 
some experience—a rather grim one at that—prior to World War II 
when there were efforts to create a so-called sanitary cordon around 
the U.S.S.R. What it resulted in for the whole world has not, probably, 
been forgotten in the U.S.A.

The actions the Soviet Union has taken to render assistance to the 
Afghan government are purely defensive. These actions pursue one 
aim: protection of our friends and the security of our southern 
frontiers. N o more than that. The U.S.S.R. has repeatedly emphasized 
that it stands for a political solution to this problem. Washington 
knows well that if the U.S.A. ensured the complete termination of 
outside interference in the affairs of Afghanistan and effectively 
guaranteed, together with Afghanistan's neighbors, that such interfer
ence would not be resumed, the reason for keeping Soviet troops in 
Afghanistan would be eliminated.

Washington shows particular zeal in trying to justify its actions 
against Afghanistan and in spreading the allegation that the U.S.S.R. 
threatens the oil supply lines on which Western countries depend. Our 
country does not have the slightest intention to encroach upon energy 
sources in the Middle East. And it is not Soviet forces that are stationed 
in the region.

There is yet another question. In the past few years, the U.S. 
side—let us put it that way— ĥas been actively trying to demolish the 
edifice of American-Soviet economic relations, the edifice that was 
erected by both sides under the predecessors of today's President. It is 
easy and irresponsible to destroy all this. But it will take much time to 
restore it. To sow enmity between our nations means resorting to 
methods that harm not the Soviet Union but the prestige of those who 
use such methods.

The U.S.S.R., as before, believes that the only reasonable way is to 
lessen tension and limit arms, and that bilateral problems should be 
settled on a just and mutually advantageous basis. The stable develop-
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ment of trust and confidence in each other's intentions is possible only 
on this basis. What w e sow  today will sprout tomorrow.

Address by President Brezhnev: Proposal for the Per
sian Gulf and Indian Ocean [Extract], December 10, 
1 9 8 0 ^

The region of the Persian Gulf and the Indian Ocean is becoming an 
increasingly more dangerous seat of international tension. On the 
invented pretext of the protection of their "vital interests", powers, 
situated many thousands of kilometres away from the region, have 
concentrated there a military armada and are intensively building up 
armaments, expanding the network of their military bases, subjecting 
to pressure and threats the small countries which do not follow in their 
wake.

Attempts are being made to justify such actions by the talk of the 
"Soviet threat" to that region's oil wealth. It goes without saying that 
this is sheer fabrication, and its authors are well aware of that. The 
USSR does not intend to encroach either on the Middle East oil or its 
supply route.

Certainly, for us it is not all the same what is taking place in the area 
which is so close to our frontiers. We want a normal, calm situation to 
be created here. We advocate the doctrine of peace and security, which 
offsets the imperialist doctrine of aggression and diktat against the 
Persian Gulf countries.

These are not mere words. This is our real policy, [as received]^ We 
propose to the United States, other Western powers, China, Japan, all 
the states which will show interest in this, to agree on the following 
mutual obligations:

—Not to establish foreign military bases in the area of the Persian 
Gulf and adjacent islands; not to deploy nuclear or any other weapons 
of mass destruction there;

—^Not to use and not to threaten with the use of force against the 
countries of the Persian Gulf area, not to interfere into their internal 
affairs;

—To respect the status of non-alignment, chosen by Persian Gulf 
states; not to draw them into military groupings with the participation 
of nuclear powers;

— T̂o respect the sovereign right of the states of the region to their 
natural resources;

—^Not to raise any obstacles or threats to normal trade exchange and 
the use of sea lanes that link the states of that region with other 
countries of the world.

 ̂ Tass in English, Dec. 10,1980; FBIS, Daily Rqport, Dec. 11, 1980, vol. Ill, pp. D 7-D 8. 
Brezhnev was addressing the Indian Parliament.

 ̂Brackets in original.
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We believe that such an accord, with the states of the region 
themselves to be, naturally, full-fledged parties to it, would meet their 
vital interests. That would be a reliable guarantee of ensuring their 
sovereign rights and security.

Let me express the hope that this proposal would meet the under
standing and support on the part of peace-loving India.

The Soviet Union is a staunch champion of the idea that the Indian 
Ocean be turned into a peace zone. We are ready to actively work 
together with other interested states in this direction.

We believe that the Indian Ocean has been and remains the sphere 
of vital interests of the states, located on its shores, but not of any other 
states.

We are ready to welcome also any other initiatives that would lead to 
relaxation of tension, that would be prompted by the care for consolida
tion of peace in Asia or any other continent.

North Atlantic Council Communique [Extract], 
December 12, 1980 ^

8. The Allies attach importance to the process initiated by the 
Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE) as a 
valuable framework for improving security and developing co-operation 
in Europe on the basis of full implementation of the commitments 
entered into at Helsinki. They remain committed to the continuation of 
the CSCE process beyond the present follow-up meeting in Madrid. 
This meeting is taking place in the shadow of the Soviet invasion of 
Afghanistan and the continuing suppression of human rights in the 
Soviet Union proclaimed on the Helsinki Final Act.^ In condemning 
these violations, as during the thorough discussion of implementations, 
the Allies are seeking to preserve the integrity of the Final Act, to 
which they remain dedicated.

In the same spirit, they are presenting important new proposals in 
all areas covered by the Final Act, including human rights, human 
contacts and information. In the security area the AUies strongly 
support expanding and strengthening confidence building measures 
within a framework that ensures they will be militarily significant, 
verifiable and applicable to the entire continent of Europe, including all 
of the European territory of the Soviet Union. In this regard, recalling 
their previous declaration in Ankara, the Allies took note that the 
proposal of the Government of France concerning a mandate for a

 ̂ Department of State Bulletin, Feb. 1981, p. 51. The Council met in Ministerial Session in 
Brussels, Dec. 11-12, 1980.

 ̂Ibid., Sept. 1, 1975, pp. 323 ff. The arms control portions of the Final Act may be 
found in Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304-308.
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conference on Disarmament in Europe,^ under the aegis of the CSCE, 
has been tabled in Madrid where it has been welcomed by many 
delegations.

9. Sharing the widespread international concern at the continuing 
increase in armed forces and armaments throughout the world. Allied 
governments have put forward proposals in various form [ forum s]  in 
which arms control and disarmament are discussed. These efforts are 
made more difficult if agreements already in force are not fully 
observed. In this connection, the Allies welcome all constructive efforts 
by the contracting parties aimed at ensuring the effectiveness of 
existing accords. The negotiation of new agreements must provide for 
adequate verification. The Allies will continue to seek agreements 
establishing greater security for all nations at lower levels of forces and 
armaments within the United Nations framework and elsewhere.

10. The Allies engaged in the negotiations on Mutual and Balanced 
Force Reductions remain determined to achieve a more stable and 
equitable balance of forces in Central Europe through reductions in 
two phases leading to genuine parity in military manpower in the form 
of a common collective ceiling, based on agreed data. The Western 
proposal of December 1979 provides a realistic framework for a 
mutually beneficial phase 1 agreement involving United States and 
Soviet reductions and associated measures. Although the Eastern 
countries have recently made some limited moves towards an interim 
phase 1 agreement, as proposed by the West, they have regrettably still 
not provided the information necessary to reach agreement on the size 
of the forces of the Soviet Union in Central Europe, which is an 
essential prerequisite to a phase 1 agreement. Nor have the Eastern 
countries responded adequately to Western proposals concerning 
associated measures which are designed to ensure verification of force 
reductions and limitations and to enhance stability.

11. Assuring strategic balance between the United States and the 
Soviet Union is central to the security of the Alliance. The Alliance 
supports further negotiations and remains deeply committed to the 
SALT process as a way of achieving meaningful mutual limitations on 
United States and Soviet strategic nuclear forces that will help enhance 
Western security and preserve East-West stability.

12. The Allies who participated in the decision of 12th December, 
1979 on Theatre Nuclear Forces (TNF),^ having received a second 
report from the Special Consultative Group on Progress in Arms 
Control involving TNF, expressed their satisfaction with the close and 
fruitful consultations which have taken place within the Group. They 
noted with satisfaction the serious and substantive character of the 
recent discussions between the United States and the Soviet Union. 
Those Allies expressed their support for the United States negotiating

 ̂Announced by France at the first Special Session of the General Assembly Devoted to 
Disarmament, May 25, 1978; see ibid., 1978, p. 343.

 ̂Ibid., 1979, pp. 805-806, 814-816.
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approach, elaborated in intensive consultations among them on the 
basis of the December 1979 decision. A date for resumption of 
US-Soviet exchanges next year will be set through mutual consultations.

The continuing implementation of the modernization element of the 
December 1979 decision was noted. The Soviet preponderance in 
Long-Range TNF (LRTNF) deployments remains cause for serious 
concern. The SS-20 bases already identified would alone support more 
warheads than are planned for their entire modernization program. 
Allied solidarity in support of both modernization and arms control 
involving TNF remains key to achieving progress toward agreed 
limitation. The scale of NATO's Long-Range TNF requirements will be 
examined in the light of concrete results achieved through negotiations.

The withdrawal of 1,000 United States nuclear warheads from 
Europe as an integral part of the LRTNF modernization and arms 
control decision has been completed.

News Conference Statement by the Netherlands Repre
sentative (de Vos) to the Mutual and Balanced Force 
Reductions Talks, December 18, 1980 ^

Precisely a year ago, the Western participants in these negotiations 
tabled comprehensive and far-reaching proposals designed to open the 
way to an early first agreement in these talks. These proposals took 
account of all previous proposals by both East and West and contained 
several major Western concessions.

As you know, the primary objective of these proposals was to break 
the long impasse between the two sides on the question of the strength 
of Warsaw Treaty military manpower in the area of reductions. These 
proposals also included a balanced package of associated measures, 
which is intended to verify that the terms of a first agreement are being 
carried out, to reduce the dangers of miscalculation between the large 
forces of the two Alliances which confront each other in Central 
Europe, and to enhance the security of all participants, including those 
with special status.

Now that a year has passed since those proposals were tabled, this is 
an appropriate occasion for assessing the progress which has been 
made toward the simplified first agreement proposed by the West and 
to consider what steps remain to be taken before this agreement can be 
achieved.

Following the tabling of their proposals in December 1979, Western 
representatives explained each element of those proposals in detail and 
answered fully numerous Eastern questions about them. Then, last 
July, Eastern participants tabled two new proposals. The first of these 
dealt with the size of Phase I reductions. The East accepted the West's 
proposal of December 1979 that U.S. reductions in Phase I consist of

 ̂ ACDA files.
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13.000 ground force personnel. But the East also suggested that the 
size of Soviet reductions be cut from the level of 30,00^—to which both 
sides had previously agreed—to 20,000 men and that, in this context, 
the West should take account of the claimed unilateral withdrawal of
20.000 Soviet military personnel from the German Democratic Republic. 
In reply, the West said it would be prepared to consider a change in 
its present position on the size of Phase I reductions, but only on the 
basis of agreed data on the number of Soviet troops in the reduction 
area.

In its July proposals, the East also addressed the issue of including in 
a Phase I agreement possible restrictions on the collectivity of the 
common ceiling which is to be established in Phase II. Western 
participants have replied that this proposal is not immediately relevant 
to a Phase I agreement and will be referred to later.

During the past round. East and West have engaged in a compara
tive review of the positions of each side on issues which must be 
resolved before a Phase I agreement can be reached. This discussion  
has been of some use in illuminating the positions of East and West 
on individual elements of a Phase I agreement. This exchange made 
clear that the number of points where East and West appear to agree 
unconditionally in principle is relatively small. Nevertheless, Western 
participants consider that the exchange has confirmed the viability of 
the West's December 1979 proposals as the framework for a simplified 
first agreement.

On November 13, the East made moves on two further individual 
elements of the Western December 1979 proposals. It accepted that the 
duration of a Phase I agreement be 3 years, and that a freeze between  
the phases be collective in nature. The East made the latter of these 
proposals conditional on acceptance of its July 10 proposals, which I 
have just discussed. Western authorities are studying these latest 
Eastern proposals. Western representatives in Vienna consider that 
these proposals, although conditional, are a move in the right direction, 
that is, towards some concepts of the Western proposals of December
1979. But Western representatives have had to point out that these 
proposals once more fail to address the crucial issues for these talks, 
namely, the need for agreement in Phase I on data for Soviet ground 
forces and the need for a constructive and comprehensive Eastern 
response to the Western proposals for associated measures.

Indeed, the situation with respect to the data discrepancy at the 
moment is discouraging. For the first time in these negotiations. 
Eastern representatives have formally suggested, as a possible alterna
tive to using their disputed figures on Soviet forces as the basis of an 
agreement, which the West of course cannot do, that agreed data is not 
needed for a first agreement, and that the direct participants should 
simply state that there will be no increase in their military manpower 
for the duration of the agreement, whatever that actual number might 
be. Western representatives firmly reject any Phase I agreement 
without agreement on data for Soviet ground forces in the area of
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reductions. They have expressed their concern over the fact that the 
East, after so many years of effort in the Vienna talks to resolve the 
data issue, has moved to an even more negative posture than before on 
this central question.

As regards associated measures. Eastern representatives made some 
preliminary comments last July on the Western package of associated 
measures, proposed in December 1979, and have recently made some 
further comments. They have indicated some interest in several of the 
measures, but have taken a negative position on others. We have 
pointed out that the West attaches great importance to the entire 
package of associated measures proposed by the West, which we 
consider essential for a first agreement.

So, as Western participants look back over the past year of the 
Vienna talks since the West made its far-reaching proposals of Decem
ber 1979 for a simplified first agreement, they note some Eastern 
movement on certain individual elements of these proposals, but none 
of the key issue of data for Soviet ground forces. In our view, an 
agreement on the general basis of the Western proposals of December 
1979 remains possible. But, for the two sides to reach this long-sought 
agreement. Eastern participants must, above all, finally come to a 
political decision to move constructively on the central questions of 
data and associated measures.

News Conference Statement by the GDR Representative 
(Wieland) to the Mutual and Balanced Force Reduc
tions Talks, December 18, 1980 ^

During his recent state visit to Austria, Mr. Erich Honecker, General 
Secretary of the Central Committee of the Socialist Unity Party of 
Germany and Chairman of the Council of State of the German 
Democratic Republic, stated in relation to the Vienna negotiations: 
''The time for agreements has long been ripe." At the same time, he 
asserted that on the part of the Warsaw Treaty states a constructive 
spirit and corresponding cooperation will not be wanting in the future 
either. This is fully in compliance with the basic line of the Socialist 
policy of peace as expressed at the May meeting of the Political 
Consultative Committee of the Warsaw Treaty member states^ and at 
the recent Moscow meeting of the leading representatives of this 
defense Alliance.^ Our interest in a success of the Vienna negotiations 
remains undiminished because a breakthrough towards military de
tente and disarmament—and that is the matter in these negotiations— îs 
the central issue of maintaining and safeguarding peace in Europe. In 
view of the evident aggravation of the international situation by the

 ̂ ACDA files.
 ̂May 15, ante. 
 ̂Oct. 20, ante.
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enemies of detente, the urgency of reaching positive results in the 
negotiations becomes even more evident. Therefore, it testifies of the 
straightforwardness, reliability and deliberation of the policy of the 
Socialist countries participating in the Vienna disarmament negotiations, 
that they just in this period of tensions and dangers continue and 
intensify the search for mutually acceptable solutions.

10 July, 1 August and 13 November—these are dates which gave the 
negotiations in 1980, i.e ., also the just finished 22d round, their special 
character. The large possibilities, opened up by the new proposals of 
the Socialist states of 10 July and 13 November concerning a first 
agreement, have already been explained to the international press and 
the world public.

1 August marks the conclusion prior to the determined time of the 
unilateral withdrawal of 20,000 Soviet servicemen, 1,000 tanks and a 
number of other military equipment from the reduction area to Soviet 
territory. This is an extraordinary advance concession in the interest of 
diminishing the military confrontation and unprecedented as an at
tempt to lead the negotiations out of the deadlock.

In this connection. Socialist direct participants have once more 
updated the figures on the numerical strength of their armed forces in 
Central Europe and communicated them to the Western countries. We 
decisively reject the attempts of the Western side to distort the 
character of the unilateral withdrawal and to diminish its importance, 
and this also in view of the considerable increase of the US forces in the 
Western part of the reduction area. The recently exchanged official 
figures demonstrate that the numerical strength of the Socialist countries' 
forces in Central Europe is now lower than that of the NATO 
countries.

It does, therefore, not depend on the Socialist countries when also at 
the end of the 22d round, real progress has not been achieved in the 
negotiations. Their initiatives of 1980 are not answered by any step of 
the West. The reasons for this are obvious. The NATO meetings in 
Brussels last week have once more shown: to those, who stake on 
armament for decades in advance, measures on military detente and 
disarmament must be an obstacle. To those, who strive for military 
superiority, the principle of undiminished security must be strange.

In the Vienna negotiations, w e are therefore still confronted with the 
fact that the West consistently adheres to its inappropriate concept 
which is subordinated to the NATO armament programmes, aims at 
reaching unilateral military advantages and finds its expression especially 
in the proposal of 20 December 1979.

It is alarming that the Western side aggravates its unrealistic de
mands always then, when the Socialist countries try to extend the scale 
of possible compromises by new  initiatives. This was the case during 
the 22d round, too. N ow , NATO countries make the acception of their 
absurd contention of a numerical superiority of the Warsaw Treaty 
forces in Central Europe an ultimative precondition for any progress. 
At the same time, they refuse to correct their excessive estimations



562 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1980

even in those cases where sources of mistakes have already been  
proved without doubt. Neither are made cuts in the package of 
associated measures, which is unambiguously directed towards gain
ing unilateral advantages for the West.

The lack of political readiness to reach understandings becomes 
especially visible now, when even those proposals remain without 
answer which specifically take into account certain considerations of 
leading Western politicians. Our proposal of 10 July, for instance, in 
which we do not any longer insist on individual ceilings for the forces 
of each participant, but offer a provision which shall only prevent 
that after the completion of the reductions any direct participant would  
possess more than 50 percent of the forces of its Alliance in the 
reduction area, has its origin, as it is known, in ideas of the FRG 
Chancellor. That is w hy it is as symptomatic as strange, that especially 
the FRG put the greatest resistance to the offer of the Socialist states. 
Doesn't such a position simply have to raise the suspicion that the FRG 
not only does not want to reduce its forces and armaments, but wants 
to reserve all possibilities for an unrestricted increase of them. In view  
of this as well as of other facts, not mentioned here, one has even to 
ask whether Western participants are interested at all in a positive 
outcome of the Vienna negotiations.

That, what is submitted by the Western side as arguments for the 
lack of progress, is without any factual basis. Especially the accusations 
concerning an alleged lack of readiness of the Socialist countries to 
cooperate in the data question and the question of associated measures 
are completely unfounded. All figures, which are necessary for a first 
agreement lie on the table, thanks to an initiative of the Socialist 
countries. Also on this question, w e have offered the West acceptable 
ways out of the stalemate which was established by itself.

The Socialist participants in the negotiations have also a clear 
concept regarding associated measures, which, of course, can only be 
implemented after the main question of the negotiations, the mutual 
reduction of forces and armaments, is solved. The attempts to make 
the so-called data question and the question of associated measures 
two key issues of the negotiations serve the West as pretext for 
diverting the attention from its lack of political readiness to a first 
agreement.

Regarding the prospects of the Vienna negotiations, I would like to 
stress the following:

Fully valid remains the declaration made in May by the Political 
Consultative Committee of the Warsaw Treaty countries that the 
possibilities for reaching agreement at the Vienna negotiations are far 
from having been exhausted. Socialist states demonstrated with their 
proposals how even the most complicated question can be solved if 
there is good will and political readiness. This can, of course, not be a 
one-way street. Necessary are also realism and willingness to compro
mise on the Western side. Let me, however, add that Socialist states 
can even by threats to break off the Vienna negotiations, as one could 
here in the last time, not be forced to concessions which are in 
contradiction to their security interests. The decrease of the military 
confrontation in Central Europe is not a gift of the one side to the



PRESIDENTIAL PROCLAMATION, DECEMBER 31 563

other. Disarmament today is a matter of life and death for all peoples. 
We stand up for the continuation of the negotiations and strive for 
early agreements on the basis of mutuality and undiminished security 
of all participants.

It remains to hope that objectiveness and political reason gain 
ground in the West and that in the coming round, for the first time 
after 7 years, constructive initiatives of the Socialist countries will be 
followed also by constructive answers.

Proclamation by President Carter on the Agreement 
Between tiie United States and the international 
Atomic Energy Agency on the Application of Safe
guards in the United States, December 31, 1980 ^

Considering that:
The Agreement with the International Atomic Energy Agency for the 

Application of Safeguards in the United States of America, with  
Protocol, was initialed at Vienna on November 18, 1977, the text of 
which is hereto annexed;

The Senate of the United States of America by its resolution of July 2,
1980,^ two-thirds of the Senators present concurring therein, gave its 
advice and consent to ratification of the Agreement, with Protocol, 
subject to the following understandings:

The President of the United States of America ratified the Agreement, 
with Protocol, subject to the aforementioned understandings, on July 
31, 1980, in pursuance of the advice and consent of the Senate;

The United States of America notified the International Atomic 
Energy Agency on December 9, 1980, that its constitutional and 
statutory requirements for entry into force of the Agreement, with 
Protocol, had been met;

The Agreement, with Protocol, subject to the understandings en
tered into force for the United States of America on December 9, 1980;

Now, therefore, I, Jimmy Carter, President of the United States of 
America, proclaim and make pubUc the Agreement, with Protocol, 
subject to the aforementioned understandings, to the end that they be 
observed and fulfilled with good faith on and after December 9, 1980, 
by the United States of America and by the citizens of the United States 
of America and all other persons subject to the jurisdiction thereof.

In testimony whereof, I have signed this proclamation and caused the 
Seal of the United States of America to be affixed.

Done at the city of Washington this thirty-first day of December in 
the year of our Lord one thousand nine hundred eighty and of the 
Independence of the United States of America the two hundred 
fifth.

 ̂ TIAS 9889. For the text of the agreement, see Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp.
738-785.

 ̂The Senate resolution is printed ante.
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United Nations Materials

The United Nations Disarmament Yearbook series, which began in 1977, summarizes 
U.N. activities in the disarmament field and the U.N. member states' positions on the 
various disarmament subjects on an annual basis. Vol. I covers 1976, ana vols. IV and V, 
1979 and 1980, respectively [sales nos. E.80.IX.6 (cloth) and E.80.IX.7 (paper); E.81.IX.3 
(cloth) and E.81.IX.4 (paper)]. The years prior to 1976 are covered in the three volumes 
of The United Nations and Disarmament, which deal with 1945-1965, 1945-1970, and
1970-1975, respectively. Another useful series, entitled Disarmament: A Periodic Review 
by the United Nations, is issued in five languages three times a year at somewhat 
irregular intervals. It offers news of activities in the disarmament field, such as those 
in the Committee on Disarmament, and articles by both officials of member states and 
representatives of non-governmental organizations. It also contains annotated biblio
graphies, book reviews, chronologies of disarmament events, and texts of significant 
documents. Vol. Ill, numbers 1 through 3, cover 1980. Studies undertaken pursuant to 
General Assembly decisions have been published in the Disarmament Study Series. 
Number 1 in the series, the Comprehensive Study on Nuclear Weapons, was undertaken 
pursuant to the General Assembly's resolution 33/91 D of Dec. 16, 1978; number 2, 
South Africa's Plan and Capability in the Nuclear Field, pursuant to resolution 34/76 B of 
Dec. 11, 1979; number 3, Study on All Aspects of Regional Disarmament, to resolution 33/91 
E of Dec. 16, 1978, and number 4, Reduction of Military Budgets: International Reporting 
of Military Expenditures, to resolution 3463 (XXX) of Dec. 11, 1975. Issued montnly (11 
issues annually), the UN Chronicle reports on the activities, proceedings, and decisions of 
the General Assembly and its committees and affiliated organs as well as on publica
tions and documents issued by the United Nations. It also offers a calendar of meetings 
and conferences scheduled to take place over a three-month period.

Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean

The report of the Ad Hoc Committee on its work during 1980 has been published as 
General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-fifth Session, Supp. No. 29 (A/35129).
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United Nations Materials—Continued

Ad Hoc Committee on the World Disarmament Conference

The report of the Ad Hoc Committee on its work during 1980 has been issued as 
General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-fifth Session, Supp. No. 29 (A/35/28).

Committee on Disarmament

Vol. I of the CD report for 1979 has been published as General Assembly Official Records: 
Thirty-fifth Session, Supp. No. 27 (A/35/27), ^ e r e  are three appendices: a list of partici
pants, a list and text of documents issued by the Committee, and an index of statements 
Dy country and subject and verbatim recoras of the Committee. These exist in machine- 
copy form.

Disarmament Commission

The report of the Commission on its 1980 session has been published as General 
Assembly Official Records: Thirty-fifth Session, Supp. No. 42 (A/35/42).

General Assembly

Verbatim records of plenary and First Committee meetings exist in machine-copy 
form. First Committee reports on the consideration of draft resolutions submitted to it 
may be found in the Annexes to the General Assembly Official Records. Thir^-fifth General 
Assembly agenda items of interest are those numbered 31-49 and 121. The texts of 
resolutions and decisions adm>ted by the Thirty-fifth General Assembly have been 
published in General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-fifth Session, Supp. No. 48 (A/35/48).

International Atomic Energy Agency

The Agency publishes an Annual Report which includes a report on its NPT safeguards 
implementation p ro^am . Another periodical that may be of interest is the International 
Atomic Energy Bulletin, particularly the April 1980 issue (vol. 22, no. 2) which contains 
an article on 'T h e  International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation—INFCE." The Agency 
has also published a nine-volume report. The International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation, 
comprising a Summary Volume and one volume devoted to each of the eight working 
groups. An excerpt of the Report of the Technical Coordinating Committee to the Find 
Plenary Conference has been printed ante (Feb. 27).

Secretary-General

The report of the Secreta^-General on the work of the organization during the past 
year has oeen published as General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-fifth Session, Supp. No. 
1 (A/35/1). The following reports were issuea by the Secretaty-General in 1980 in pur
suance of General Assembly decisions: Resolutions 32/87 C of Dec. 12,1977 and 33/911 of 
Dec. 16,1978—Study on the Relationship Between Disarmament and International Security (pro
gress report, A/35/486). Resolution 33/67 of Dec. 14, 1978—The Practical Test of the 
Proposed Standard Instrument for Interrmtiorml Reporting of Military Expenditures (A/35/479). 
Resolution 33/91 B of Dec. 16, 1978—Confidence-builaing Measures (replies received from 
governments, A/35/397); 33/91 E—Comprehensive Study of Nuclear Weapons (Pd35l?>9iy, 33/ 
91 E—Study on All the Aspects of Regional Disarmament (A/fe/416; published as number 3 in 
the Disarmament Study Series, see above). Decision 3^422 of Dec. 11, 1979—Comprehen
sive Nuclear Test Ban (A/35/257). Resolution 34/83 D of Dec. 11, 1979—United Nations 
Program of Fellowships on Disarmament (AJ35I521). Resolution 34/87 of Dec. 11, 1979— 
Confidence-building Measures (progress report, A/35/422); 34/87 C—Non-stationing of Nu
clear Weapons on the Territories of States Where There are No Such Weapons at Present (replies 
received from governments, A/35/145).

Security Council

The report of the Security Council on its work during the period June 16, 1979-June 
15, 1980 nas been published as General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-fifth Session, Supp. 
No. 2 (A/35/2).



LIST OF PERSONS

A b d e l - H a d y ,  M o h a m e d .  Director, Remote Sensing Center, Egyptian Academy of 
Scientific Research; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental 
Experts on the Implications of Establishing an International Satellite Monitoring 
Agency, 1979-1981.

Achache, M 'Hamed. Director, U.N. Affairs, Algerian Ministry of Foreign Affairs; 
member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Experts on the Relationship Between 
Disarmament and International Security, 1979-1980.

A o m g v ic ,  L jubivoje. Director, Institute of International Politics and Economics, Yugoslavia; 
member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Government Experts on the Relation
ship Between Disarmament and Development, 1978-1981.

A d e n ij i ,  O lu y e m i.  Nigerian Ambassador to Switzerland and Permanent Representative 
at the United Nations European Office, Geneva, and at the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament and the Committee on Disarmament, 1977- ; President, 
U.N. Preparatory Conference on Prohibition or Restriction of Use of Certain 
Conventional Weapons, 1979-1980; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of 
Governmental Experts on Regional Disarmament, 1979-1980.

A d e y e m i, B a r iy u  A d e k u n l e .  Nigerian Minister, Permanent Mission to the United 
Nations; Chairman, first session of meeting of U.N. Secretary-General's Group of 
Experts on South Africa's Plan and Capability in the Nuclear Field, 1980; member. 
Group of Governmental Experts to Study the Institutional Arrangements Relating to 
the Process of Disarmament, 1980-1981.

A h e a r n ,  J o h n .  Commissioner, Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 1978- ; Chairman,
1979-1981.

Ahmad, Mansur. Permanent Representative of Pakistan to the U.N. Office, Geneva; 
member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental Experts on the Relation
ship Between Disarmament and Development, 1978-1981.

A k r a m , M u n ir .  Counsellor, Permanent Mission of Pakistan to the U.N. Office, Geneva; 
Chairman, Drafting Committee at U.N. Conference on Excessively Injurious Conven
tional Weapons, 1980.

Albanesi, Cesare. Member, Italian National Council on Research, Space Activity Service; 
member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Experts on the Question of the 
Establishment of an International Satellite Monitoring Agency, 1979-1981.

Alexandrov, Evgheny. Minister Plenipotentiary, Bulgarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs; 
member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Experts on the Relationship Between 
Disarmament and International Security, 1979-1980.

A l l i s o n ,  E.F. Nigerian Minister and Deputy Permanent Representative to the U.N. 
Office, Geneva; member, delegation to the Committee on Disarmament, 1980.

A l l o t e y ,  F.K.A. Pro-Vice Chancellor, Dean of the Faculty of Science, University of 
Science and Technology, Ghana; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of 
Experts on a Comprehensive Study on Nuclear Weapons, 1979-1980.

A l z a m o r a ,  C a r l o s  T. Peruvian Ambassador and Permanent Representative to the 
United Nations, 1976-1979; Vice-Chairman, Ad Hoc Committee on the World 
Disarmament Conference, 1977-1980.

Andrei, Stefan. Minister of Foreign Affairs, Socialist Republic of Romania, 1978— .

B a c k s a i ,  T am A s. General Manager, National Bank of Hungary, governmental expert on 
U.N. Secretary-General's Ad Hoc Group on the Relationship Between Disarmament 
and Development, 1978-1981.

587



588 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1980

B a k e r , H o w a r d  H . ,  Jr. U.S. Senator (R., Tenn.), 1967- ; member. Committee on 
Foreign Relations, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, and Select Committee on 
Intelligence; U.S. Representative to 31st U.N. General Assembly, 1976; Senate 
Minority Leader, 1977-1980; Majority Leader, 1981- .

B a la s u b r a m a n ia m , N a d a r a j a h .  Sri Lankan Ambassador and Deputy Permanent Repre
sentative to the United Nations, 1980- ; Chairman, Ad Hoc Committee on the
Indian Ocean, 1980; Chairman, Ad Hoc Committee on the World Disarmament 
Conference, 1980.

B a r t h o l o m e w ,  R e g in a ld .  Director, Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs, Department of 
State, 1979-1981.

B e a u s s e ,  J a c q u e s  d e .  Deputy Representative of France to the Committee on Disarmament, 
1980-

B e c k e r ,  H o r s t .  Director, Disarmament Section, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Federal 
Republic of Germany; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental 
Experts on the Relationship Between Disarmament and Development, 1978-1981.

B eh m , A l l a n .  First Secretary, Australian Permanent Mission to the U . N .  Office, Geneva; 
Alternate Representative at the Committee on Disarmament, 1979-

B e l l ,  G r i f f in .  U.S. Attorney General, 1977-1980; Ambassador and U.S. delegation head 
at Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe, 1980—1981.

B e n it e s ,  L e o p o l d o  (Dr.). Ambassador of Ecuador and Doctor Honoris Causae in Law; 
member. Consultative Board on Foreign Affairs; member, U.N. Secretary-General's 
Group of Experts on the Relationship Between Disarmament and International 
Security, 1979-1980.

B id e n , J o s e p h  R., Jr. U.S Senator (D., Del.), 1973- ; member. Foreign Relations 
Committee and Select Committee on Intelligence; headed senatorial delegation to 
USSR, Aug. 1979.

B in g h a m , J o n a t h a n  B. U.S. Representative (D., N.Y.), 1965- ; member. Foreign 
Affairs Committee and Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe; 
member, U.S. delegation to four U.N. General Assemblies, 1961-1963; U.S. 
representative, U.N. Trusteeship Council, 1961-1962, President of the Council, 
1962.

B j o r n e r s t e d t ,  R o l f  (Dr., Sweden). Assistant Secretary-General, U.N. Center for Disar
mament until 1979; Secretary-General's representative to both the Ad Hoc Group on 
the Relationship Between Disarmament and International Security and the Group of 
Governmental Experts on Disarmament and Development, 1978; Chairman of the 
Board, SIPRI, Stockholm, 1979- ; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of
Governmental Experts to Study the Institutional Arrangements Relating to the 
Process of Disarmament, 1980—1981.

B o r t z m e y e r ,  H u b e r t  G. Technical Adviser, National Space Research Center, France; 
Chairman, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Experts on the Question of the 
Estabhshment of an International Satellite Monitoring Agency, 1979-1981.

B o u a y a d - A g h a ,  F a t h ih  K. Minister Plenipotentiary, Secretariat General, Algerian Minis
try of Foreign Affairs; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Experts on a 
Comprehensive Study on Nuclear Weapons, 1979-1980.

Bougrov, Evgheny (Dr.). Doctor of Economic Sciences, Institute of World Economy and 
International Relations, USSR Academy of Sciences; member, U.N. Secretary- 
General's Group of Experts on the Relationship Between Disarmament and Interna
tional Security, 1979-1980.

B r e z h n e v ,  L e o n id  Ii t c h .  Member, Central Committee of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union 1952-1982; Politburo member, 1957-1982; General Secretary, Central 
Committee, CPSU, 1964-1982; Chairman, Presidium of the USSR Supreme Soviet,
1977-1982.

B r o w n ,  H a r o l d .  Director of Defense Research and Engineering, 1961-1965; Secretary of 
the Air Force, 1965-1969; President, California Institute of Technology, 1969-1977; 
U.S. Secretary of Defense, 1977-1981.



LIST OF PERSONS 589

B r z e z in s k i ,  Z b ig n ie w . Assistant professor of government and research associate, Russian 
Research Center for International Affairs, Harvard University, 1956-1960; associate 
professor of public law and government, Columbia University, 1960-1962, professor,
1962-1977; director. Trilateral Commission, 1973; Assistant to the President of the 
United States for National Security Affairs, and Chairman, Special Coordinating 
Committee, National Security Council, 1977-1981.

B u c h h e im , R o b e r t  W. Deputy Assistant Director, ACDA, 1973-1977; U.S. Ambassador 
and Commissioner on the Standing Consultative Commission, Geneva, 1977-1981; 
Deputy to U.S. team leader, bilateral working group on antisatellite systems,
1978-1979, team leader, 1979.

B u s h n e l l ,  J o h n  A. U.S. Foreign Service Officer, 1959-1977; Deputy Secretary of State 
for Inter-American Affairs, 1978-1981; appointed to Panama Canal Commission 
Supervisory Board, 1980.

B y r d , H a r r y  F l o o d ,  Jr. U.S. Senator (Independent, Va.), 1965-1983; member. Armed 
Services Committee.

B y r d , R o b e r t  C. U.S. Senator (D., W. Va.), 1959- ; chairman. Subcommittee on the 
Interior, Senate Committee on Appropriations; member. Committee on the Judiciary; 
Majority Whip, 1971-1976; Majority Leader, 1977-1980; Minority Leader, 1981-

C a b a n a ,  L u is . Member, Venezuelan Advisory Commission for Foreign Affairs; member, 
U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental Experts on the Relationship 
Between Disarmament and Development, 1978-1981.

Cabrera-Silva, Alicia. Minister Counsellor and Deputy Permanent Delegate of Mexico 
to UNESCO, Paris; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental 
Experts to Study the Institutional Arrangements Relating to the Process of Disarmament, 
1980-1981.

C a l l e  y  C a l l e ,  J u a n  J o s e  (Dr.). Ambassador and Permanent Representative of Peru to 
the United Nations, 1980- ; Vice-Chairman, Ad Hoc Committee on the World
Disarmament Conference, 1980- .

C a n n o n ,  H o w a r d  W. U.S. Senator (D., Nev.), 1959- ; member. Aeronautical and
Space Sciences and Armed Services Committees and chairman. Tactical Air Power 
Subcommittee.

C a r s ,  H a n s  C h r i s t ia n .  Head of Division, Planning and Budget Secretariat, Swedish 
Ministry of Defense; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Ad Hoc Panel on Military 
Budgeting, 1979-1980.

C a r t e r ,  Ja m es  E ., Jr. (Jimmy). Member, Georgia Senate, 1962-1966; Governor of Georgia,
1971-1974; President of the United States, 1977-1981.

C h a y e s ,  A b r a m . Professor of Law, Harvard University, 1958-1961; Legal Adviser, 
Department of State, 1961-1964; Professor of Law, Harvard University, 1965-1976; 
Felix Frankfurter Professor of Law, 1976- ; guest scholar, Brookings Institution,
1977-1978; Chairman, Technical Coordinating Committee, International Nuclear 
Fuel Cycle Evaluation, 1977—1980.

C h n o u p e k ,  B o h u s l a v .  Minister of Foreign Affairs, Czechoslovak Socialist Republic, 
December 1971-

C h r i s t o p h e r ,  W a r r e n  M. Deputy U.S. Attorney General, 1967-1969; Deputy Secretary 
of State, 1977-1981.

C h u r c h ,  F r a n k .  U.S. Senator (D., Idaho), 1957-1981; U.S. delegate to the 21st U.N. 
General Assembly, 1966; member. Committee on Foreign Relations, 1971-1981; 
Chairman, 1979-1981.

C iv ic ,  M i l u t i n  ( C o l . ) .  Special Adviser on Disarmament, Yugoslav Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Experts on a Comprehensive 
Study on Nuclear Weapons, 1979-1980.

C l i f f o r d ,  C l a r k  M. Secretary of Defense, 1968-1969.
C l i n a r d ,  D a v id  M. U.S. Foreign Service Officer; Deputy Assistant Director, Bureau of 

International Security Programs, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency,



590 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1980

1977-1980, Assistant Director, 1980-1981; U.S. representative in U.N. Secretary- 
General's Group of Governmental Experts on Confidence-Building Measures, 
July-A ug. 1980, M ay-June 1981.

C o h e n ,  W i l l ia m  S. U.S. Senator (R., Maine), 1 9 7 9 -  ; member. Armed Services 
Committee and chairman. Subcommittee on Sea Power and Force Projection.

C o l b e r t ,  E v e l y n .  Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs,
1979-1981.

C o n s t a b l e ,  P e t e r .  Deputy Assistant Secretary of State, Bureau of Near Eastern and 
South Asian Affairs, 1977-1980.

CoRRADiNi, A l e s s a n d r o .  Director and Deputy to the Assistant Secretary-General, U.N. 
Center for Disarmament and Alternate Representative of the Secretary-General at 
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, 1977-1978.

C o r r e r a - V i l l a l o b o s ,  F r a n c i s c o .  Counsellor, Permanent Mission of Mexico to the 
United Nations; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Experts on a Compre
hensive Study on Nuclear Weapons, 1979—1980.

C r a n s t o n ,  A l a n .  U.S. Senator (D., Calif.), 1969- ; Senate Democratic Whip, 1977— ; 
member. Foreign Relations Committee and Members of Congress for Peace Through 
Law.

C u lv e r ,  J o h n  C. U.S. Senator (D., Iowa), 1 % 5 —1981; member. Armed Services Committee.
C z a r k o w s k i ,  A n t o n i ,  Deputy Director, Department of International Organizations, 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Poland; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of 
Governmental Experts on the Relationship Between Disarmament and Development,
1978-1981.

C z y r e k , J o z e f .  Minister of Foreign Affairs, Polish People's Republic, Aug. 1980- .

D 'A b o v i l le ,  B e n o i t .  Head, Disarmament Department, French Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs; member, delegation to the Committee on Disarmament, 1980 spring session; 
member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental Experts to Study the 
Institutional Arrangements Relating to the Process of Disarmament, 1980-1981.

D a n i e l s s o n ,  S u n e .  Head of Section, Swedish Ministry for Foreign Affairs, Stockholm; 
member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Experts on the Question of the 
Establishment of an International Satellite Monitoring Agency, 1979-1981.

Davies, Thomas D. (Rear A dm., USN, Ret.). Assistant Director, Nonproliferation and 
Advanced Technology Bureau, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency,
1973-1977; Assistant Director, Multilateral Affairs Bureau, 1977-1981.

D e a n ,  J o n a t h a n .  U.S. Ambassador and deputy head, U.S. delegation to the Negotia
tions on Mutual Reductions of Forces and Armaments and Associated Measures in 
Central Europe (MBFR), 1973-1978; head, 1978-1981.

Dean, Roy. Director, Arms Control and Research Unit, Foreign and Commonwealth 
Office of Great Britain; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental 
Experts to Study the Institutional Arrangements Relating to the Process of Disarmament,
1980-1981.

D e s a i ,  M o r a r j i  R. Prime Minister of India, 1977—1979.
D e u t c h ,  J o h n  M. (Dr.). Director, Office of Energy Research, Department of Energy, 

1978-1979; Professor of Chemistry, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 1979-1980; 
member. Nuclear Safety Oversight Committee, 1980; U ifter Secretary of Energy, 
1980-1981.

D o d d ,  C h r i s t o p h e r  J. U.S. Representative ( D . ,  Conn.), 1975-1981; member. Judiciary 
and Science and Technology Committees; Senator, 1981-

D u a r t e ,  S e r g i o  d e  Q u e i r o z .  Deputy Representative of Brazil to the Committee on 
Disarmament, 1979-1981; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental 
Experts on the Relationship Between Disarmament and Development, 1978-1981.

D u b e y , S u s h i l .  Director, Indian Ministry of Foreign Affairs; member, U.N. Secretary- 
General's Group of Governmental Experts to Study the Institutional Arrangements 
Relating to the Process of Disarmament, 1980-1981.



LIST OF PERSONS 591

E a r l e ,  R a lp h ,  II. Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense and Acting Assistant 
Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, 1968-1969; defense adviser 
to U.S. Mission to NATO, 1969-1972; Department of Defense consultant for SALT, 
1972-1973; Representative of U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency to 
SALT, 1973-1977; alternate chairman, U.S. delegation to SALT, 1977; Special 
Representative for Arms Control and Disarmament Negotiations, 1977-1981; Am
bassador and chairman, U.S. SALT delegation, 1978-1979; Director, U.S. Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency, 1980-1981.

E c k h a r d t ,  B o b . U.S. Representative (D., Tex.), 1969-1981.
E f f a t ,  K a m a l  (Dr., Egypt). President, first plenary conference of the International 

Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation, 1978.
E i l a n ,  A r ie h  Ambassador of Israel and Alternate Representative to the United Nations, 

1978-
E k lu n d ,  SiGVARD (Sweden). Director-General, International Atomic Energy Agency, 

1961-1981.
E l l i s ,  R i c h a r d H .  ( G e n . ,  USAF, Ret.). Commander in Chief, U.S. Strategic Air Command, 

1978-1981.
E n c in a s  d e l  P a n d o ,  J o s e  A. Director, Center for Economic and Social Research, 

University of Lima, Peru; Chairman, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Experts on 
the Reduction of Military Budgets, 1976-1977; member, Secretary-General's Ad Hoc 
Panel on Military Budgeting, 1979-1980, and Group of Governmental Experts on 
the Relationship Between Disarmament and Development, 1978-1981.

E n g e l h a r d ! ,  K l a u s .  Professor of Economics, Institute for International Politics and 
Economics, German Democratic Republic; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group 
of Experts on the Relationship Between Disarmament and Development, 1978-1981.

E p ste in ,  W i l l ia m .  Professor, Carlton University, Canada [Alternate Representative of the 
U.N. Secretary-General at the Conference of the Eighteen Nation Disarmament 
Committee and the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, 1962-1973].

E r s u n ,  O m e r . Turkish Representative to the United Nations and Rapporteur, Prepara
tory Committee for the Tenth Special Session of the U.N. General Assembly, 
1980-1981.

E x o n ,  J. Ja m es , Jr. U.S. Senator (D., Nebr.), 1 9 7 9 -  ; member. Armed Services
Committee.

F e in , R ic h a r d  H. Netherlands Representative to the Committee on Disarmament,
1978-

F e r n  ANDO, B iy a g a m a g e  j. Sri Lankan Attorney-at-Law and Representative at the 32d 
U.N. General Assembly, 1977; Ambassador and Representative, 1978- ; Chairman, 
Ad Hoc Committee on the World Disarmament Conference, 1979; Chairman, Ad Hoc 
Committee on the Indian Ocean, 1978-1980.

F is c h e r ,  O s k a r .  State Secretary and Permanent Representative of the Foreign Minister, 
German Democratic Republic, 1973-1975; Minister of Foreign Affairs, 1975-

Fisher, Adrian S. Deputy Director, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 
1961-1969; U.S. Representative, Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, 1964, 
1966—1969; Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, and Committee on 
Disarmament, 1977-1979; Dean, Georgetown University Law Center, 1969-1975; 
Consultant, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 1969-1977; Francis 
Cabell Brown Professor of International Law, 1975- ; Special Adviser, U.S. 
delegation to the 32d U.N. General Assembly, 1977-1978; head, U.S. delegation on 
U.S.-USSR working groups on prohibition of radiological weapons, new types and 
systems of mass destruction weapons, and chemical weapons, 1977-1979; Alternate 
Representative, Tenth Special Session of the U.N. General Assembly, 1978; Profes
sor of Law, George Mason University, 1979-1982.



592 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1980

F l o w e r r e e ,  C h a r l e s  C. U.S. Foreign Service Officer, 1958-1981; Deputy Director, 
Department of State Office of Disarmament and Arms Control, 1974-1975; Director, 
Office of International Security Policy, 1975-1977; Special Assistant to the Director, 
Bureau of Political-Military Affairs, 1976-1977; Chief, U.S. Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency International Relations Division, 1977-1979; Ambassador 
and Representative to the Committee on Disarmament, 1980-1981; Alternate, First 
Committee of the 35th U.N. General Assembly, 1980; member, U.N. Secretary- 
General's Group of Governmental Experts on Confidence-Building Measures, Apr.
1980, Aug. 1981.

G a l l i k ,  D a n i e l .  Senior Economist, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency; 
member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental Experts on the Relation
ship Between Disarmament and Development, 1978-1981; Ad Hoc Panel on Military 
Budgeting, 1979-1980.

G a n d h i ,  I n d ir a .  Prime Minister of India, 1966-1977, 1980-
G a r o a  R e y n o s o ,  P l a c i d o .  Permanent Representative of Mexico to the United Nations 

Office, Geneva; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental Experts 
on the Relationship Between Disarmament and Development, 1978-1981.

G a v ir ia  L ie v a n o ,  E n r iq u e .  Ambassador and Deputy Permanent Representative of 
Colombia at the U.N. Office, Geneva; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of 
Experts on the Question of the Establishment of an International Satellite Monitor
ing Agency, 1979-1980.

G a y l e r ,  N o e l  (A d m ., USN, Ret.). Former Commander in Chief, U.S. Forces, Pacific; 
former Director, National Security Agency.

G h a f o o r ,  C h o u d h r y  a . Pakistani Ambassador and Alternate Representative at the First 
Committee of the 35th U.N. General Assembly, 1980.

G ilin s k y ,  V i c t o r .  Commissioner, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 1975-
G i s c a r d  D 'E s ta in g , V a le r y .  President of France, 1974-1981.
G l e n n ,  J o h n  H., Jr. U.S. Senator (D., Ohio), 1975— ; chairman. Subcommittee on 

Energy, Nuclear Proliferation, and Federal Services of the Committee on Govern
mental Affairs, 1976— ; member. Committee on Foreign Relations; former astronaut, 
1959- 1965; first American to orbit the Earth, 1962.

G o h e e n ,  R o b e r t .  President, Princeton University, 1957-1972; President Emeritus,
1972-1977; U.S. Ambassador to India, 1977-1981.

G o l d b l a t ,  J o z e f .  Leader, Polish delegation to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Com
mittee, 1964—1965; senior member, research staff, Stockholm Internahonal Peace 
Research Institute in 1980.

G o l d w a t e r ,  B a r r y  M. U.S. Senator (R., Ariz.), 1953-1964, 1969- ; member. Armed 
Services Committee and chairman (1981- ), Subcommittee on Tactical Warfare;
member. Select Committee on Intelligence; Republican candidate for President, 
1964.

G o n z a l e z  d e  L e o n ,  A n t o n i o .  Mexican Ambassador and Principal Director for Multi
lateral Affairs, Secretariat for External Relations; member, U.N. Secretary-General's 
Group of Governmental Experts on Regional Disarmament, 1979-1980.

G o r g e ,  F r a n g o i s  d e  l a .  Ambassador of France and Representative at the Committee on 
Disarmament, 1979-

G r o m y k o , A n d r e i  A. Member, Politburo of the Central Committee, Communist Party of 
the Soviet Union; Minister for Foreign Affairs, 1957-

Grozea, Traian. Colonel Doctor and Principal Scientific Researcher, Romanian Center 
for Studies and Research of History and Military Theory; member, U.N. Secretary- 
General's Ad Hoc Panel on Military Budgeting, 1979-1980.

H a  V a n  L a u , M. Vietnamese Ambassador and Permanent Representative to the United 
Nations, 1978-



LIST OF PERSONS 593

H a a n ,  H e n d r ik  d e .  Professor of International Economics, University of Groningen, the 
Netherlands; governmental expert on U.N. Secretary-General's Ad Hoc Group on 
the Relationship Between Disarmament and Development, 1978; member. Group of 
Governmental Experts on the Relationship Between Disarmament and Development,
1978-1981.

H a ig ,  A l e x a n d e r  M., Jr. (G e n ., USA, Ret.). Military Assistant to the President of the 
United States for National Security Affairs, 1969-1970; Deputy Assistant to the 
President for National Security Affairs, 1970-1973; Vice Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, 
1973; White House Chief of Staff, 1973-1974; Commander in Chief, U.S. European 
Command, 1974-1978; President and chief operating officer. United Technologies 
Corporation, Dec. 1979-

H a r r im a n ,  W. A v e r e l l .  Assistant Secretary of State for Political Affairs, 1961-1963; 
Ambassador-at-Large, 1961, 1965-1968; represented United States at Moscow 
test-ban treaty negotiations, July 1963; Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs,
1963- 1965; U.S. Representative, Tenth Special Session of U.N. General Assembly, 
1978; Chairman, Foreign Policy Task Force Advisory Committee, Democratic 
National Committee, 1974-1977.

H a r t ,  G a r y . U.S. Senator (D., Colo.), 1975- ; member. Armed Services Committee.
H a s e l d e n ,  R o b e r t .  Economic Adviser, Ministry of Defense, United Kingdom; member, 

U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental Experts on the Relationship 
Between Disarmament and Development, 1978—1981.

H a y a k a w a ,  S.I. U.S. Senator (R., Calif.), 1977- ; member. Committee on Foreign 
Relations.

H a y w a r d ,  T h o m a s  B. (A d m ., USN). Chief of Naval Operations, Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
1977-1979.

H e in e b a c k , Bo K. Ambassador of Sweden to Zimbabwe; member, U.N. Secretary-Gener- 
al's Group of Experts on South Africa's Plan and Capability in the Nuclear Field,
1980.

H e is e n b e r g ,  W o l f g a n g .  Scientific Adviser, Fritz Thyssen Foundation, Federal Republic 
of Germany; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental Experts on 
Regional Disarmament, 1979-1980.

H e lm s , J esse . U.S. Senator (R., N.C.), 1973- ; member. Committee on Foreign 
Relations.

H i l l ,  A n t h o n y .  Permanent Representative of Jamaica to the United Nations Office, 
Geneva; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental Experts on the 
Relationship Between Disarmament and Development, 1978-1981.

H o l l o w a y ,  Jam es L. (A d m ., USN, Ret.). Chief of Naval Operations, 1977-1981.
H o n e c k e r ,  E r ic h . General Secretary, Central Committee, Socialist Unity Party, German 

Democratic Republic, and Chairman, GDR Council of State.
H u m p h r e y , G o r d o n  J. U.S. Senator (R., N.H.), 1979- ; member. Armed Services 

Committee and chairman, Subcommittee on Preparedness.

ICAZA, A n t o n i o  d e . (Mexico) Chairman, Working Group on a General Treaty, U.N. 
Conference on Certain Excessively Injurious Conventional Weapons, 1979-1980.

Ik le , F r e d  C. Head, Social Science Department, RAND Corporation, 1968-1973; 
Director, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 1973-1977; Under Secre
tary of Defense for Policy, 1981 -

Im ai, R y u k ic h i . General Manager, Engineering Department, Japan Atomic Power Co.; 
Ambassador to Kuwait; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Experts on a 
Comprehensive Study on Nuclear Weapons, 1979-1980.

ISHiGURi, T s u t o m u . Disarmament Division of the United Nations Bureau, Japanese 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Govern
mental Experts to Study the Institutional Arrangements Relating to the Process of 
Disarmament, 1980-1981.



594 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1980

ISSRAELYAN, ViKTOR L. Ambassador and Deputy Permanent Representative to the United 
Nations, 1968-1973; Chief, International Organizations Department, Soviet Minis
try of Foreign Affairs, 1973- ; member. Collegium of the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, 1975- ; leader of delegation at the Committee on Disarmament, 1979- ,
and at First Committee, 34th and 35th U.N. General Assemblies, 1979, 1980.

J a c k s o n ,  H e n r y  M. U.S. Representative (D., Wash.), 1941-1953; U.S. Senator, 1953- ; 
member. Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, Senate Committee on Governmental 
Affairs; member. Committee on Armed Services and chairman. Subcommittee on 
Arms Control, 1973-1981.

Ja in , K a s h i  P. Member, Indian delegation to Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, 
1965—1969; Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, 1969-1977; Director 
(Disarmament), Ministry of External Relations, 1977-

J a r o s z e k ,  H e n r y k .  Polish Ambassador to the United Nations, 1970- ; Vice-Chairman, 
Ad Hoc Committee of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly and 
Chairman, Working Group A, 1978; Vice-Chairman, Ad Hoc Committee on the 
World Disarmament Conference, 1978-

J a v it s ,  J a c o b  K. U.S. Senator (R., N.Y.), 1957-1981; member. Committee on Foreign 
Relations and its Subcommittee on Arms Control, International Law and Organizations; 
Congressional Adviser, U.S. delegation to Tenth Special Session of the U.N. 
General Assembly, 1978.

Jep sen , R o g e r  W. U.S. Senator (R ., Iowa), 1979- ; member. Armed Services Committee
and chairman. Subcommittee on Manpower and Personnel.

J o n e s ,  D a v id  C. (G e n .,  USAF, Ret.). Commander in Chief, USAF in Europe and 
Commander, 4th Allied Tactical Air Force, 1971-1974; Acting Chairman, Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, 1974—1978; Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force, 1974— ; Chairman, Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, 1978-

K a h n ,  S ie g f r ie d .  Counsellor, German Democratic Republic Mission at United Nations, 
1980— ; Vice-Chairman, Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean, 1980.

K a k it s u b o , M a s a y o s h i .  Ambassador and adviser. Disarmament Division, United Na
tions Affairs Bureau, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Japan; member, U.N. Secretary- 
General's Ad Hoc Group on the Relationship Between Disarmament and Development, 
1978; member, Secretary-General's Group of Governmental Experts on the Relation
ship Between Disarmament and Development, 1978-1981.

K a p u r , A s h o k .  Associate Professor of Political Science, University of Waterloo, Canada; 
member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Experts to Prepare a Study on Israeli 
Nuclear Armament, 1980-1981.

K a r p o v , V ik t o r  P. Representative of Soviet Foreign Ministry at first Strategic Arms 
Limitation Talks, 1969-1972; Deputy Soviet Commissioner on Standing Consulta
tive Commission, 1972-1978; Chairman, Soviet delegation at second Strategic Arms 
Limitation Talks (SALT II), 1978-1979; Chairman, Soviet delegation to the prelimi
nary exchange of views on theater nuclear forces in Europe, 1980.

K e b lu s e k , E m il. Ambassador of Czechoslovakia and representative at the Negotiations 
on Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions in Central Europe, 1977-1982; Vice- 
Chairman, IAEA Board of Governors, 1981-

K een y , S p u r g e o n  M., Jr. Senior staff member. National Security Council, 1963-1969-1969; 
Assistant Director for Science and Technology, U.S. Arms Control and Disar
mament Agency, 1969-1973; Director, policy and program development, MITRE 
Corporation and Chairman, Nuclear Energy Policy Study Group, 1973-1977; 
Deputy Director, U.S. ACDA, 1977-1981; Chairman, U.S. delegation to the 
preliminary exchange of views on theater nuclear forces in Europe, 1980.

K e n n e d y , E d w a r d .  U.S. Senator (D., Mass.), 1962- ; member. Judiciary and Joint 
Economic Committees.



LIST OF PERSONS 595

K h r o u s t a l e v ,  M a r k  A. Professor of the Moscow State Institute of International Relations, 
USSR; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Experts to Prepare a Study on 
Israeli Nuclear Armament, 1980-1981.

K idd, I s a a c  C. (A dm ., USN, Ret.). Commander in Chief, U.S. Atlantic Fleet, 1977-1981-1981.
K is s in g e r ,  H e n r y  A. Consultant, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 1961- 

1968; Special Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs, 1969-1975; 
Secretary of State, 1973-1977; faculty, Georgetown University, 1977- ; consultant, 
NBC, 1977-

K l u t z n i c k ,  P h i l ip  M. Secretary of Commerce, 1980-1981.
K o c h u b e y ,  Y u r y  N. Ukrainian Ambassador and member of the Board, Head of the 

Department of International Organizations, Ministry for Foreign Affairs; Vice- 
Chairman, Credentials Committee, review conference of the parties to the biological 
weapons convention, 1980.

K o o ijm a n s ,  P i e t e r  H. Netherlands State Secretary for Foreign Affairs, 1973-1977; 
Professor of International Law, State University of Leyden, the Netherlands, 
1977— ; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental Experts to 
Study the Institutional Arrangements Relating to the Process of Disarmament, 
1980-1981.

K o s y g in ,  A le x e i  N. Chairman, USSR Council of Ministers, 1964-1981.
K u la g i n ,  V la d im ir .  Dean, Faculty of International Relations, State Institute of Interna

tional Relations, Moscow; member, Secretary-General's Group of Experts on South 
Africa's Plan and Capability in the Nuclear Field, 1980.

K u m a g a i,  A k ir a .  Director, Planning and Coordination Division, National Defense 
College, Tokyo; expert on U.N. Secretary-General's Ad Hoc Panel on Military 
Budgeting, 1979-1980.

L a i Y a l i .  Ambassador and Deputy Permanent Representative of China to the United 
Nations, 1976-

L a l l ,  B e i t y  G o e t z .  Doctor of Political Science and faculty member. New York School of 
Industrial and Labor Relations, Cornell University, New York; staff member, U.S. 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 1961-1963; member, U.N. Secretary- 
General's Group of Experts on the Relationship Between Disarmament and Interna
tional Security, 1979-1980.

L e c h u g a - H e v ia ,  C a r l o s .  Director of International Organizations, Cuban Ministry of 
External Relations; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental 
Experts to Study the Institutional Arrangements Relating to the Process of Disarmament,
1980-1981.

L e g a u l t ,  A l b e r t .  Director General, Quebec Center for International Relations, Univer
sity of Laval faculty of Social Sciences, Canada; member, U.N. Secretary-General's 
Group of Experts on a Comprehensive Study on Nuclear Weapons, 1979-1980.

L ev in , C a r l .  U.S. Senator (D., Mich.), 1979- ; member. Armed Services Committee 
and ranking minority member (1981- ), Subcommittee on Preparedness; member.
Members of Congress for Peace Through Law.

L o e is , W ish er . Adviser, Indonesian delegation to the U.N. General Assembly, 1976; 
Minister Counselor, Permanent Mission, 1977-1980; Vice-Chairman, Ad Hoc Com
mittee on the Indian Ocean, 1978-1980; Chairman, Ad Hoc Committee on the World 
Disarmament Conference, 1978-1980.

Lopez, Maria Clemencia. Minister Counsellor, Embassy of Venezuela at Brasilia; 
member, Secretary-General's Group of Experts on South Africa's Plan and Capabil
ity in the Nuclear Field, 1980.

L o u iz ,  M e k k i (L t. C o l . ) .  Engineer, Tunisian Ministry of National Defense; member, U.N. 
Secretary-General's Group of Experts on the Question of the Establishment of an 
International Satellite Monitoring Agency, 1980-1981.



596 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1980

L u g a r ,  R ic h a r d  G. U.S. Senator (R ., Ind.), 1977- ; member. Senate Foreign Relations
Committee and chairman. Subcommittee on European Affairs; member, senatorial 
delegation to the USSR, Aug. 1979.

L u n d b o , S t e n  F. Chief of Research Division, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Norway; 
member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental Experts on the Relation
ship Between Disarmament and Development, 1978-1981.

M c G o v e r n ,  G e o r g e  S. U.S. Representative (D., S.Dak.), 1957-1963; Senator, 1963-1981.
M c N a m a r a ,  R o b e r t .  Secretary of Defense, 1961-1967; President, World Bank, 1967-
M c P h a i l ,  D.S. Canadian Ambassador and Permanent Representative to the Committee 

on Disarmament, 1980-
M a c y ,  J o h n  W. Director, Federal Emergency Management Agency, 1980-1981.
M a in a ,  Charles Gatere. Permanent Representative of Kenya to the United Nations, 

N.Y.; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental Experts to Study 
the Institutional Arrangements Relating to the Process of Disarmament, 1980-1981; 
Chairman, Drafting Committee, Review Conference of the Parties to the Biological 
Weapons Convention, 1980.

M a n d e s c u ,  E u g e n iu . Inspector General and Secretary, Romanian Commission for Space 
Activities; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Experts on the Question of 
the Establishment of an International Satellite Monitoring Agency, 1979-1980.

M a r k e r ,  J a m s h e e d  K.A. Permanent Representative of Pakistan to the United Nations 
Office, Geneva, 1979- ; representative to the Committee on Disarmament, 1979- ;
Chairman, Drafting Committee, Conference on Certain Excessively Injurious Con
ventional Weapons, 1979; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Experts on a 
Comprehensive Study of Nuclear Weapons, 1979-1980.

M a r k e y ,  E d w a r d  J. U.S. Representative (D., Mass.), 1977-
Martin, Richard J. Minister and Deputy Permanent Representative of New Zealand to 

the United Nations, 1979-
M a z r u i ,  Ali a . Professor of Political Science and Director, Center for Afro-American and 

African Studies, University of Michigan; Chairman, U.N. Secretary-General's Group 
of Experts to Prepare a Study on Israeli Nuclear Armament, 1980—1981.

M l a d e n o v ,  P e t u r .  Bulgarian Minister of Foreign Affairs, 1971-
M o h a m e d ,  A.C.H. Member, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Sri Lanka; member, U.N. 

Secretary-General's Group of Governmental Experts on the Relationship Between 
Disarmament and Development, 1978-1981, and Group of Governmental Experts 
to Study the Institutional Arrangements Relating to the Process of Disarmament,
1980-1981.

M o n d a l e ,  W a l t e r .  U.S. Senator (D., Minn.), 1964-1976; Vice President, 1977-1981.
M o n t g o m e r y ,  Jam es. Deputy Assistant Director for Weapons Evaluation and Control, 

U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 1979; Counselor, 1980-1981.
M o o r e r ,  T h o m a s  H. (A d m ., USN, Ret.). Chief of Naval Operations, 1967-1970; 

Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, 1970-1974.
M o r e l l i ,  J o r g e .  Secretary-General, Peruvian Ministry of Foreign Affairs; member, U.N. 

Secretary-General's Group of Experts on the Relationship Between Disarmament 
and International Security, 1979-1980.

M o r g a n ,  R o b e r t  B u r r e n .  U.S. Senator (D., N.C.), 1975-1981.
M o r t e n s o n ,  K j e ld  V i lh e l m .  Danish Ambassador, Ministry for Foreign Affairs; Vice- 

Chairman, Drafting Committee, Review Conference of the Parties to the Biological 
Weapons Convention, 1980.

M o y n ih a n ,  D a n i e l  P. U.S. Senator ( D . ,  N.Y.), 1977— ; Ambassador to India, 1973- 
1975; Permanent Representative to the United Nations, 1975-1976.

M u s k ie ,  E d m u n d . U.S. Senator (D., Maine), 1965-1980; Secretary of State, 1980-1981.



LIST OF PERSONS 597

N a ik , N i a z  a . Pakistani Ambassador and Permanent Representative to the United 
Nations, 1978- ; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental Ex
perts on Regional Disarmament, 1979-1980; Chairman, First Committee of the 35th 
U.N. General Assembly, 1980.

N e g r o p o n t e ,  J o h n  D. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency staff officer, 1970; 
member. National Security Council, 1970-1973; Deputy Assistant Secretary of State 
for Oceans and Fisheries Affairs, 1977; Ambassador at international conferences on 
fish and wildlife matters, 1977-1981.

N it z e ,  P a u l  H. Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, 1961 -1963; 
Secretary of the Navy, 1963—1967; Deputy Secretary of Defense, 1967-1969; member, 
U.S. delegation to the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks, 1969-1974; private consultant, 
1974-1981; chief U.S. representative, U.S.-USSR talks on Limiting Intermediate-range 
Nuclear Forces (INF), 1981 -

N olan , Francis P. First Secretary, Australian Mission to the United Nations, 1980- ; 
Vice Chairman, Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean, 1980.

N o r b e r g ,  L a r s .  First Secretary of the Swedish Embassy in Switzerland; member, delega
tion to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and its successor, the Com
mittee on Disarmament, 1977—

N u n n ,  S am . U.S. Senator (D., Ga.), 1973- , member. Armed Services Committee and
Subcommittee on Arms Control; chairman. Subcommittee on Manpower and Person
nel, 1975—1981; member, Governmental Affairs Committee.

N y e ,  J o s e p h  S., Jr. Professor of Government, Harvard University, 1964-1977; Deputy 
Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance, Science and Technology, U.S. 
Department of State, 1977-1979; Professor, John F. Kennedy School of Government, 
Harvard University, 1979-

O d e k a ,  V i c t o r  O . Commandant, Nigerian Army Pay Corps Training School; member, 
U.N. Secretary-General's Ad Hoc Panel on Military Budgeting, 1979-1980.

O g a r k o v ,  N i k o l a y  V. Principal military adviser to the Soviet delegation at first three ses
sions of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks, 1969-1970; Marshal of the Soviet Union 
and Chief of Staff, Armed Forces, and candidate member of the Central Committee 
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, 1966; full member, 1971; First Deputy 
Minister of Defense and Chief, General Staff, Soviet Armed Forces, 1977-

O ' N e i l l ,  T h o m a s  P., Jr. U.S. Representative (D., Mass.), 1953- ; Majority Whip,
1971-1973; Majority Leader, 1973-1977; Speaker of the House of Representatives,
1977- .

O n w u m e c h i l i ,  C.A. Vice Chancellor, University of Ife, Ile-Ife, Nigeria; Chairman, U.N. 
Secretary-General's Group of Experts on South Africa's Plan and Capability in the 
Nuclear Field, 1980.

O r t i z  d e  Rozas, C arlos. Argentine Ambassador to the United Nations and Minister of 
External Relations and Worship; Chairman, Preparatory Committee for the Special 
Session of the General Assembly Devoted to Disarmament, 1977; Chairman, Ad Hoc 
Committee of the Tenth Special Session, 1978; Ambassador to the Court of St. James, 
1979; Chairman, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental Experts to Study 
the Institutional Arrangements Relating to the Process of Disarmament, 1980—1981.

O t e g u i ,  J o s e  M a r ia  V. First Secretary of Embassy, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Argentina; 
member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Experts on a Comprehensive Study of 
Nuclear Weapons, 1979-1980; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Govern
mental Experts on Regional Disarmament, 1979—1980; Rapporteur, U.N. Disarma
ment Commission, 1980.

OuEDRAOGO, J e a n  P ie r r e .  Director General, Regional Remote Sensing, Upper Volta; mem
ber, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Experts on the Question of the Establishment of 
an International Satellite Monitoring Agency, 1980.



598 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1980

OxLEY, A lan. Nuclear and Defense Division, Department of Foreign Affairs, Australia; 
member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Experts on a Comprehensive Study of 
Nuclear Weapons, 1979-1980.

P a c ,  H e n r y k .  Adviser, Polish Ministry for Foreign Affairs Department of International Or
ganizations; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental Experts to Study 
the Institutional Arrangements Relating to the Process of Disarmament, 1980-1981.

P a l u d a n ,  J a n u s  Q.W. Danish Ambassador to Iceland; member, U.N. Secretary-General's 
Group of Experts on the Relationship Betv^een Disarmament and International Secur
ity, 1979-1980.

P a r w o t o ,  B en ja m in . First Marshal TNI, Deputy Assistant for Planning, Department of 
Defense and Security of Indonesia; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Ad Hoc Panel 
on Military Budgeting, 1979—1980.

P a s s a l a c q u a ,  C a r l o s .  First Secretary, Argentine Ministry of Foreign Affairs; member, 
U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Experts on the Question of the Establishment of 
an International Satellite Monitoring Agency, 1979-1980.

P a t r i c i o ,  H i p o l i t o .  Mozambique Representative on the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian 
Ocean and Vice-Chairman of the Committee, 1980.

P e l l ,  C la ib o r n e .  U.S. Senator (D., R.I.), 1961— ; member. Foreign Relations Committee, 
U.S. delegation to Tenth Special Session of the U.N. General Assembly, 1978; U.S. 
delegate to 25th U.N. General Assembly, 1970.

Percy, Charles H. U.S. Senator (R., 111.), 1967- ; member. Foreign Relations Committee, 
chairman, 1981 — ; member. Governmental Affairs Committee, chairman. Subcom
mittee on Energy, Nuclear Proliferation and Governmental Processes, 1981-

P e r r y , W i l l ia m  J. Under Secretary of Defense for Research and Engineering, 1977-1980.
P e t r e e ,  R ic h a r d  W. U.S. Ambassador and Alternate Representative to the United 

Nations, 1978; Deputy Representative on the Security Council, 1979-1980.
P e t r o s y a n t s ,  A n d r a n ik  (D r .) .  Chairman, Soviet State Committee on Utilization of Economic 

Energy and successor to Morkhov as leader, Soviet delegation to U.S.-U.K.-USSR 
Working Group on a Comprehensive Test Ban, 1978-1980.

P e t r o v s k y ,  V.F. Soviet Representative at the First Committee of the 35th U.N. General 
Assembly, 1980.

P f e i f f e r ,  G e r h a r d  (Dr.). Ambassador and Head of the FRG delegation to the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament and its successor, the Committee on Disarmament,
1978-1981; Chairman, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental Experts on 
Confidence-Building Measures, 1980- .

P ic k e r in g ,  T h o m a s  R . Assistant Secretary of State for Oceans and International Environ
mental and Scientific Affairs, 1978-1981.

P ipes, R ic h a r d  H .  S o v ie t  a f fa ir s  s p e c ia l i s t  a n d  P r e s id e n t ia l  a d v is e r ,  1 9 8 1 - 1 9 8 2 .

P r a d e l l e  d e  l a  T o u r  d e  J e a n , J a c q u e s .  Ministry of External Relations, France; member, 
U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental Experts on the Relationship Be
tween Disarmament and Development, 1978—1981.

P r z y g o d z k i ,  S t a n i s l a w .  Adviser, Polish Ministry of Foreign Affairs Department of .Inter
national Organizations; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental 
Experts on Regional Disarmament, 1979; Ambassador and representative to Negotia
tions on Mutual Reductions of Forces and Armaments and Associated Measures in 
Central Europe, 1981-

PujA, Frigyes. Minister of Foreign Affairs, Hungarian People's Republic, 1973-

Q u e s t e r ,  G e o r g e  H. Chairman, Government Department, Cornell University; member, 
U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Experts to Prepare a Study on Israeli Nuclear 
Armament, 1980-1981.



LIST OF PERSONS 599

R a h h a l i ,  Sidi M o h a m e d .  Counsellor, Permanent Mission of Morocco to the United 
Nations, N.Y.; U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental Experts to Study 
the Institutional Arrangements Relating to the Process of Disarmament, 1980-1981.

R a s o l o n d r a i b e ,  H e n r i .  First Counsellor and Deputy Permanent Representative of Mada
gascar to the United Nations, 1976- ; Vice-Chairman, Ad Hoc Committee on the 
Indian Ocean, 1979; Rapporteur, Meeting of the Littoral and Hinterland States of the 
Indian Ocean, 1979, and Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean, 1980.

R e a g a n ,  R o n a l d  W. Motion picture and television actor, 1932-1966; Governor of Califor
nia, 1967-1974; presidential candidate, 1980; President of the United States, 1981 -

R o m u lo ,  C a r l o s  P. (G e n .) . Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Philippines; Chairman, U.N. 
Secretary-General's Group of Experts on the Relationship Between Disarmament and 
International Security, 1979-1980.

R o s e n s t o c k ,  R o b e r t  B. Adviser, U.S. Mission to the United Nations; member, U.N. 
Secretary-General's Group of Governmental Experts to Study the Institutional 
Arrangements Relating to the Process of Disarmament, 1980-1981.

R o s s id e s ,  Z e n o n .  Ambassador and Special Adviser to the Permanent Mission of Cyprus 
to the United Nations; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Experts on the 
Relationship Between Disarmament and International Security, 1979-1980.

R o w n y ,  E d w a r d  L. (Lt. G e n .,  USA, Ret.). Deputy Chief of Staff, Headquarters, U.S. Euro
pean Command, Stuttgart, Germany, 1968—1969; Deputy Chief of Army Research and 
Development, 1969; Deputy Chairman, NATO Military Committee, Brussels, and 
chairman. Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions in Europe Group, 1971—1973; Joint 
Chiefs of Staff representative for Strategic Arms Limitation Talks, 1973-1979; Ambas
sador and Special Representative for Arms Control and Disarmament Negotiations, 
U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 1981-

Rumsfeld, D onald. U.S. Representative (R., 111.), 1963-1969; Director, Cost of Living 
Council and Counsellor to the President of the United States, 1971-1973; Ambassa
dor and Permanent Representative to NATO, 1973-1974; Assistant to the President, 
1974—1975; Secretary of Defense, 1975—1977; President and Chief Executive Officer, 
G.D. Searie and Company, Skokie, 111., 1977- .

S a a b , A s s a a d .  Senior Research Engineer, Lebanon; member, U.N. Secretary-General's 
Group of Experts to Prepare a Study on Israeli Nuclear Armament, 1980-1981.

a l - S a d a t ,  A n w a r .  President of Egypt, 1970-1981.
Sagay, A n ir e .  Deputy Secretary, Ministry of Defense, Nigeria; member, U.N. Secretary- 

General's Group of Governmental Experts on the Relationship Between Disarmament 
and Development, 1978-1981.

S a n t h a n a m ,  K r is h n a m u r t h y .  Scientist "SE", Indian Space Research Organization; mem
ber, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Experts on the Question of the Establishment 
of an International Satellite Monitoring Agency, 1979-1980.

S a r a n ,  S h y a m . First Secretary and Alternate Representative of the Indian delegation to 
the Committee on Disarmament, 1980-

S a r b a n e s ,  P a u l s .  U.S. Representative (D., Md.), 1971—1977; U.S. Senator, 1977- ;mem- 
ber. Committee on Foreign Relations.

Sautos-Cuyugan, R u b en . Minister Counsellor, Permanent Mission of the Philippines to 
the United Nations, N.Y.; member, Secretary-General's Group of Experts on South 
Africa's Plan and Capability in the Nuclear Field, 1980.

Schlesinger, James R. Director of strategic studies, RAND Corporation, 1967-1969; 
Assistant Director and Acting Director, Bureau of the Budget, 1969-1971; Chairman, 
Atomic Energy Commission, 1971—1973; Director, Central Intelligence Agency, 
Feb.-July 1973; Secretary of Defense, 1973-1975; visiting scholar, Johns Hopkins 
University, 1975-1976; Secretary of Energy, 1977-1979.

S c h m id t ,  H e lm u t .  Chancellor of the Federal Republic of Germany, 1974-1982.



600 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1980

Sebilleau, Francois. Technical Adviser, Office of the Director of External Relations, Com- 
misariat a TEnergie Atomique (France); member, U .N. Secretary-General's Group of 
Experts on South Africa's Plan and Capability in the Nuclear Field, 1980.

S e g a r r a ,  A m a d a ,  Representative for U.N. Center for Disarmament; Executive Secretary, 
Preparatory Conference for the United Nations Conference on Prohibitions or Re
strictions of Use of Certain Conventional Weapons Which May Be Deemed To Be 
Excessively Injurious or To Have Indiscriminate Effects, 1978, 1979; Secretary, Pre
paratory Committee for the Biological Weapons Convention Review Conference, 
1979; Executive Secretary, U.N. Conference on Prohibitions or Restrictions of Use of 
Certain Conventional Weapons, 1979-1980.

S e ig n io u s ,  G e o r g e  M., II (Lt. G e n .,  USA, Ret.). Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Security Assistance and Director, Defense Security Assistance Agency, 1971 -1972; 
Director, Joint Staff for the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 1972-1974; President, The Citadel,
1974—1978; member at large, delegation to the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks, 
1977-1978; Director, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 1978-1979.

EL S h a f e i ,  O m r a n .  Under Secretary of State, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Egypt; member, 
U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental Experts on the Relationship 
Between Disarmament and Development, 1978-1981.

S h a h i ,  A g h a .  Secretary, Pakistani Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Vice-Chairman, delega
tion to the United Nations, 1974-1977; Chairman, 1978; Ambassador and Permanent 
Representative, 1979- ; Chairman, Secretary-General's Advisory Board on Disarma
ment Studies, 1980.

S h a k e r ,  M o h a m e d  Ib rah im . Minister, Egyptian Embassy, Washington, D.C.; member, 
U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental Experts on Regional Disarmament,
1979-1980.

S h item i, S im e o n . Counsellor, Kenya Mission to the U.N. Office, Geneva; representative 
at the Committee on Disarmament, 1979-

S h u s t o v ,  V la d im ir .  Soviet Ambassador and Deputy Permanent Representative to the 
United Nations, N.Y.; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental 
Experts to Study the Institutional Arrangements Relating to the Process of Disarma
ment, 1980-1981.

SiDiK, M o h a m e d .  Minister Counsellor, Indonesian Permanent Mission to the U.N. Office 
in Geneva; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Experts on the Question of 
the Establishment of an International Satellite Monitoring Agency, 1979.

SiLOVic, D a r k o .  Minister Counsellor, Deputy Permanent Representative of Yugoslavia 
to the United Nations; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental 
Experts to Study the Institutional Arrangements Relating to the Process of Disarma
ment, 1980-1981.

SiMBANANiYE, A r t e m o n .  Ambassador and Permanent Representative of Burundi to the 
United Nations and Vice-Chairman of the delegation, 1977- ; Vice-Chairman, Ad Hoc 
Committee of the World Disarmament Conference, 1978-

S im o n ia ,  N o d a r i .  Head, Institute of Oriental Studies, USSR Academy of Sciences; mem
ber, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental Experts on the Relationship 
Between Disarmament and Development, 1978-1981.

S m ith , G e r a r d  C. Assistant Secretary of State, Director of the Policy Planning Staff, 
1957-1961; Director, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 1969-1973; head, 
U.S. delegation to the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks, 1969-1972; Ambassador at 
Large, 1977-1979; Ambassador at Large and Special Representative of the President 
for Nonproliferation Matters, 1979-1980.

S m o ld e r e n ,  L u c . Belgian Ambassador and Representative at the Negotiations on Mutual 
Reductions of Forces and Armaments and Associated Measures in Central Europe, 
1976-



LIST OF PERSONS 601

S o u z a  e S i lv a ,  C e s l o  A. d e . Brazilian Representative to the Committee on Disarmament,
1979- ; Chairman, Credentials Committee, Review Conference of the Parties to the 
Biological Weapons Convention, 1980.

S t a r o d u b o v ,  V i k t o r  P. Soviet Ambassador and Commissioner, Standing Consultative 
Commission, 1980; member, Soviet delegation to preliminary talks on 'Turostrategic" 
nuclear forces, 1980.

S t e n n i s ,  J o h n  C. U.S. Senator (D., Miss.), 1947- ; member. Committee on Armed Ser
vices, 1969- ; member. Committee on Appropriations and Subcommittee on Defense.

S t o n e ,  R ic h a r d  B. U.S. Senator (D., Fla.), 1975-1981.
S t r u l a k ,  T a d e u s z .  Polish Representative to the Negotiahons on Mutual Reductions of 

Forces and Armaments and Associated Measures in Central Europe, 1978-1981.
S u b r a h m a n y a m , K. Director, Institute for Defense Studies and Analyses, India; member, 

U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental Experts on the Relationship Be
tween Disarmament and Development, 1978—1981.

SujKA, B o g u m il  (Dr.). Ambassador and Permanent Representative of Poland to the United 
Nations, Geneva, and leader of the Polish delegation to the Committee on Disarma
ment, 1979- .

SuMMERHAYES, D a v id  M. British Ambassador and leader of the United Kingdom delega
tion to the Committee on Disarmament, 1979-

S u w o n d o ,  P u r b o  s . Ambassador and Deputy Permanent Representative of Indonesia to 
the United Nations; member, Secretary-General's Group of Governmental Experts 
on Regional Disarmament, 1979-1980.

Sy, Ib ra h im . First Counsellor, Permanent Mission of Senegal to the United Nations, 
Geneva; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental Experts on the 
Relationship Between Disarmament and Development, 1978—1981, and Group of 
Governmental Experts to Study the Institutional Arrangements Relating to the Pro
cess of Disarmament, 1980-1981.

T a r a s o v ,  N i k o l a i .  Head, Soviet delegation to the Negotiations on Mutual Reductions of 
Forces and Armaments and Associated Measures in Central Europe, 1976-1981.

T h a t c h e r ,  M a r g a r e t .  Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, 1 9 7 9 -

Thorsson, I n g a  (Mrs. S t u r e ) .  Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State, Swedish Ministry 
for Foreign Affairs, 1974- ; Chairman, Swedish delegation to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament, 1974-1978; Chairman, Swedish delegation to the Com
mittee on Disarmament, 1979- ; President, Review Conference of the Parties to the
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, 1975; Chairman, U.N. Secretary- 
General's Ad Hoc Committee on a Review of the Role of the United Nations in the Field 
of Disarmament, 1976; Chairman, U.N. Secretary-General's Ad Hoc Group of Govern
mental Experts on the Relationship Between Disarmament and Development, 1978-
1981.

T h u n , F e r d in a n d .  Ministry for Foreign Affairs, German Democratic Republic; member, 
U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental Experts to Study the Institutional 
Arrangements Relating to the Process of Disarmament, 1980—1981.

T h u n b o r g ,  A n d e r s  I. Ambassador and Permanent Representative of Sweden to the United 
Nations, 1979- ; Chairman, U.N. Group of Experts on a Comprehensive Study 
on Nuclear Weapons, 1979-1980.

T h u r m o n d ,  S tr o m . U.S. Senator (D., S.C.), 1955-1964, (R., S.C.), 1964- ; member. 
Armed Services Committee.

T in c a ,  G h e o r g h e .  First Secretary, Romanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs; member, U.N. 
Group of Experts on a Comprehensive Study on Nuclear Weapons, 1979-1980.

T o r n u d d ,  K l a u s .  Director of Political Affairs, Finnish Ministry of Foreign Affairs; mem
ber, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental Experts on Regional Disarma
ment, 1979-1980.



602 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1980

T o w e r , J o h n  G. U.S. Senator (R., Tex.), 1961- ; member. Armed Services Committee 
and Joint Committee on Defense Production; Chairman, Republican Senatorial Policy 
Committee, 93d and 94th Congresses (1973-1976).

T r o y a n o v s k y ,  O l e g  A. Ambassador and Permanent Representative of the USSR to the 
United Nations, 1977-

T s o n g a s ,  P a u l .  U.S. Senator (D., Mass.), 1975- ; member. Committee on Foreign Rela
tions and Members of Congress for Peace Through Law.

T u r n e r , S t a n s f i e l d  (A d m ., USN, Ret.). President, U.S. Naval War College, 1972-1974; 
Director, U.S. Central Intelligence Agency, 1977-1981.

V a e r n o ,  O s c a r .  Norwegian Ambassador, Ministry for Foreign Affairs; President, Review 
Conference of the Parties to the Biological Weapons Convention, 1980.

V a n c e ,  C y r u s  R. General Counsel, Department of Defense, 1961 -1962; Secretary of the 
Army, 1962-1963; Deputy Secretary of Defense, 1964-1967; Special Representative 
of the President, Cyprus, 1967, Korea, 1968; U.S. Secretary of State, 1977-1980.

V a n d e n  H e u v e l ,  W i l l ia m  J. U.S. Ambassador and Deputy Permanent Representative to 
the United Nations, 1979—1980.

Van Doren, Charles. U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency Assistant General 
Counsel, 1963; Deputy General Counsel, 1964-1973; Special Assistant for Treaty Im
plementation (NPT), 1974; Deputy Assistant Director, International Relations Bureau, 
1975; Deputy A ssi^ant Director for Nonproliferation, 1976; Assistant Director for 
Nonproliferation, 1977—1981.

V a r n a j - D r a n g e r ,  J u d i t h  (M r s .) .  Second Secretary, Israeli Permanent Mission to the 
United Nations; representative at First Committee of the 35th General Assembly,
1980.

V e l l o d i ,  M . a . Adviser, Department of Atomic Energy of India; Chairman, Disarmament 
Commission, 1978—1980; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Experts on a 
Comprehensive Study on Nuclear Weapons, 1979-1980.

V e n k a t e s w a r a n ,  a . p . Ambassador and Permanent Representative of India to the United 
Nations Office, Geneva; head of delegation to the Committee on Disarmament,
1980-

V e r c e le s ,  L e a n d r o  I. Director-General for United Nations Affairs and International Or
ganizations, the Philippines; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Govern
mental Experts on the Relationship Between Disarmament and Development, 1978-
1981.

V la d ,  C o n s t a n t i n .  Director, Institute of Political Sciences and Study of the National 
Question, Stefan Gheorghiu Academy, Romania; member, U.N. Secretary-General's 
Group of Governmental Experts on the Relationship Between Disarmament and De
velopment, 1978-1981.

V o s  v a n  S te e n w ijk , W il le m  J., B a r o n  d e . Ambassador and representative of the Netherlands 
to the Negotiations on Mutual Reductions of Forces and Armaments and Associated 
Measures in Central Europe, 1974-

VOUTOV, P e t a r . Bulgarian Ambassador and Permanent Representative to the U.N. Office, 
Geneva; head of delegation to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and 
its successor, the Committee on Disarmament, 1978- ; Chairman, Committee of
the Whole at U.N. Conference on Excessively Injurious Conventional Weapons, 1977- 
1980; Chairman, Committee of the Whole, Review Conference of the Parties to the 
Biological Weapons Convention, 1980.

V r h u n e c ,  M a r k o  (Dr.). Ambassador and Permanent Representative of Yugoslavia to the 
U.N. Office, Geneva; head of delegation to the Committee on Disarmament, 1979-

V ucuR O V ic, O b r a d . Engineer, Military Institute of the Yugoslav Army; member, U.N. 
Secretary-General's Group of Experts on the Question of the Establishment of an In
ternational Satellite Monitoring Agency, 1979-1980.



LIST OF PERSONS 603

W a l d h e i m , K u r t  (Austria). Secretary-General of the United Nations, 1971-
W a r n e r , Jo h n  W .  U.S. Senator (R., Va.), 1979- ; member. Armed Services Committee 

and Subcommittee on Strategic and Theater Nuclear Forces.
WiECZOREK, W l o d z i m i e r z . Senior Research Fellow, Institute of International Affairs, Po

land; member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental Experts on Regional 
Disarmament, 1980.

W iLLOT, A l b e r t . Director, Disarmament Office, Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Belgium; 
Chairman, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental Experts on Regional 
Disarmament, 1979—1980.

W i l s o n , L o u i s  H. ( G e n ., USMC, Ret.). Commandant, Marine Corps, 1977-1981.
W i n k l e r , H a n s . Assistant Legal Adviser, Austrian Federal Ministry for Foreign Affairs; 

member, U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Experts on the Question of the Establish
ment of an International Satellite Monitoring Agency, 1979-1980.

W iR jO N O , S a s t r o h a n d o y o . Minister Counsellor and Adviser, Indonesian Permanent 
Mission to the United Nations, 1980- ; Vice-Chairman, Ad Hoc Committee on the 
Indian Ocean, 1980.

W o l f f , L e s t e r  L . U.S. Representative (D., N.Y.), 1965—1981; member. Foreign Affairs 
Committee.

W o o d , B e r n a r d . Director, North-South Institute, Canada; member, U.N. Secretary- 
General's Group of Governmental Experts on the Relationship Between Disarmament 
and Development, 1978-1981.

Wu Z h e n . Military Adviser to the Chinese delegation at the United Nahons, 1979-
W y d l e r , Jo h n  W .  U.S. Representative (R., N . Y . ) ,  1963- ; member. Science and Tech

nology and Government Operations Committees; Republican Floor Manager.
W y z n e r , E u g e n i u s z . Ambassador and Perm anent Representative of Poland to the United 

Nations Office, Geneva; leader of the delegation to the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament, 1973-1978; Director, Departm ent of International Organizations, 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Alternate Representative to the United Nations, N. Y., 
1976-1978, Perm anent Representative, 1978- ; Vice-Chairman, Secretary-General's 
Advisory Board on Disarmament Studies, 1980-

Y a n g  H u s h a n . Counsellor, Permanent Mission of China to the United Nations; member, 
U.N. Secretary-General's Group of Governmental Experts to Study the Institutional 
Arrangements Relating to the Process of Disarmament, 1980-1981.

Y a t a b e , A t s u h i k o . Leader, delegation of Japan to the International Nuclear Fuel Cycle 
Evaluation and president, final plenary conference, 1980.

Y o r k , H e r b e r t  F. (Dr.). Director, Defense Research and Engineering, U.S. Department 
of Defense, 1958-1961; member. General Advisory Committee of the U.S. Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency, 1962-1969; Chancellor, University of California 
at San Diego, 1961-1964, 1970-1972; Professor of Physics and Director, Program on 
Science, Technology and Public Affairs, 1972- ; U.S. Ambassador and representa
tive to trilateral comprehensive test ban negotiations, 1979-1980.

Z a m y a t i n , L e o n i d  M. Ambassador of the Soviet Union and Chief, International Informa
tion Department, Central Committee, Communist Party of the Soviet Union, 1978- ; 
[director-general of TASS, 1970-1978].

Z e l a d a  Ju r a d o , D o n  F e r m i n . Counsellor and Adviser, Permanent Mission of Spain to the 
United Nations, 1977- ; Rapporteur, Ad Hoc Committee on the World Disarmament 
Conference, 1978-

Z h a n g  W e n -Ji n . Deputy Minister for Foreign Affairs, China; leader of the delegation to 
the Committee on Disarmament, 1980-

Z h a r k o v , V. V. Adviser to the Soviet delegation at the 35th U.N. General Assembly, 1980.
Z o r i n s k y , E d w a r d . U.S. Senator (D., Nebr.), 1977- ; member. Committee on Foreign 

Relations and its Subcommittees on Arms Control and on Western Hemisphere and 
European Affairs.





INDEX

Abdel Meguid, 486-487
ABM Treaty. See Anti-Ballistic Missile Trea-

ACDA. See Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency.

Afghanistan, Soviet invasion of (see also 
Chemical weapons: Reported use in: 
Afghanistan):

Chinese reaction, 21, 463, 464, 466 
NATO reaction, 556 
Soviet position, 49, 175, 516—517, 554 
U.S. reaction, 1, 3, 6, 7, 33, 35, 121, 141,

146, 149, 198-199, 215, 217-218,
219, 230, 242, 257, 263, 264, 325,
346-347, 355, 383, 395, 403, 405,
479, 480, 488, 490, 513, 514 

Africa, 233, 507-510
Agency for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weap

ons in Latin America (OPANAL) (see 
also Treaty of Tlatelolco), 32-33 

Agriculture, U.S. Departm ent of, 247 
Ahearne, John, 399 
Allen, Gen. Lew, 535 
Allison, E.F., 210-211 
Andrei, Stefan, 458 
Angola, 500
Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty (1972), 139,177, 

470, 477, 547 
Anti-Satellite Arms Control Talks (ASAT), 

11
ANZUS, 61
Argentina, 33, 63, 385, 400, 408, 498 
Arizona, 352, 353
Arms control. See Disarmament; Disarma

m ent and Non-proliferation under Nu
clear weapons; and Convention restric
ting use under Conventional weapons. 

Arms control agreements. See specific agree
ment names.

Arms Control and Disarmament Act (1961), 
543

Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 
215

Arms transfers, role in, 164, 166, 172 
Guidelines for arms transfers, 123—127 
Reports, 529-530
Testimony before Congress, 122-123, 

207-209
Arms control impact statem ents, 190-191 
Arms Export Control Act, 60, 61, 123, 127,

164, 170, 172, 173, 235, 237, 492-495, 
496-501

Arms Export Control Board (AECB), 165, 
166-167, 174 

Arms race (see also specific treaties to limit): 
Chinese position, 46z-464, 468 
Israeli position, 475 -476 
Soviet position, 188-190, 223, 227, 358,

365, 423-435, 452-458, 510 
U.S. position, 311-313, 323-325, 342, 

347, 354-355, 366, 369, 377, 378, 
382-383, 521

Arms race—Continued 
Warsaw Pact position, 459 

Arms transfers:
ACDA role in, 164, 166, 172 
Ad Hoc committee to monitor, proposed, 

27
British request from United States, 291-292 
Chinese position, 467 
Coneress, U.S., role in, 173-174, 234-239 
Guidelines, ACDA paper re, 123-127 
Israeli position, 474 
Italian position, 25-28 
M ultinational cooperation to restrain, 

145-146
Soviet-U.S. negotiations, 11, 120-121 
State, U.S. Departm ent of, role in, 164,

165, 168, 169, 170-171, 172-174 
Swedish position, 47 
U.S. policy, 1 -2 , 58, 61, 116-121, 

122-127, 140-147, 164-174,
178-179, 234-239, 292-293, 491, 
492-501 

Ashbrook, John, 243-244 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, 19, 29, 168, 244, 

274, 275, 284, 285, 389, 390-391, 500 
Atomic Energy Commission, U.S., 353, 410 
Australia, 60, 61, 63,117,142,145, 191-194, 

196, 197-198, 401, 495, 497, 500 
Austria, 181, 532

Bacteriological (biological) weapons (see also 
Chemical weapons), 183 

Convention restricting use, 152—156, 
175, 206-207, 220, 239, 240-241, 
242, 243, 337 

Soviet position, 430
Sverdlovsk incident, 207, 220, 239-243, 

337
U.S. position, 206-207, 220 

Baker, Howard H., Jr., 399 
Balasubramaniam, Nadarajah, 489 
Barnes, James S., 391, 392, 399 
Barrow, Gen. Robert H., 535 
Bartholomew, Reginald, 116-121 
Baruch Plan, 477 
Beausse, Jacques de, 255 
Behm, Allan, 191-198 
Belgium, 63, 296 
Betts, Richard, 399 
Biden, Joseph R., Jr., 399 
Bingham, Jonathan B., 392 
Bolivia, 31
Bondi, Hermann, 112 
Bonker, Don L., 391
Booby traps, restrictions on use of, 446-450 
Brazil, 33, 385, 400, . 409 
Brezhnev, Leonid Il'ich, 50, 149, 299, 365-

366, 424, 453, 458, 487, 545, 555- 556 
Broomfield, William S., 391 
Brown, Harold, 7 -18 , 283-284, 311-313, 

323-325, 374-377, 411, 413-414, 
415-419, 535

605
tBerry Library - Learning Cenu 

BUck HHIs Statd



606 INDEX

Brzezinski, Zbigniew, 415 
Buchanan, John, 391 
Bulgaria, 316, 325n, 458 
Busnnell, John A., 30-32 
Byrd, Harry F., 551 
Byrd, Robert C., 149, 215, 218

Cambodia. See Kampuchea.
Canada, 63, 193, 2 ^ -2 9 1 , 337, 338, 394,

401, 402, 518-520 
Cannon, Howard W., 551 
Carter, James E.:

Afghanistan, Soviet invasion of, 149, 215 
Arms transfer policy, 1—2, 31, 60,164-174, 

235, 238, 292 
Backfire bomber, 545, 546 
Confidence-building measures, 531-532 
Congressional veto, 246 
European Atomic Energy Agency, 29—30,

European theater nuclear forces, 256 
Executive orders, 39, 244, 247 
High technology transfers, 2—3 
International Atomic Energy Agency, 19, 

563
International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evalua

tion, 52-53, 59, 178 
M utual and Balanced Force Reductions, 

139-140
Nuclear m aterial, U.S. export policy, 

57-58, 216, 244-246, 260, 404 
Nuclear war, 259
Nuclear weapons, non-proliferation of, 

5 -6 , 58-60, 366, 377-378 
Presidential campaign debate, 468-472 
Presidential Directive 43, 247-248, 251 
Presidential Directive 59, 374, 417 
SALT I, 149, 470 
SALT II:

Ratification question, 6, 419, 470, 479 
Senate consideration, 1, 6, 35,139,149, 

215
Signature, 370
Treaty, 50-51, 149, 255-256, 378, 

468-472 
State of the Union message, 5 -6  
Strategic balance, 415, 416, 453 
Treaty of Tlatelolco, 33, 369, 504 

Central Intelligence Agency, U.S., 168 
Chayes, Abram, 53, 63, 113, 114 
Chemical weapons:

Bilateral (U.S.-Soviet) negotiations, 36, 
150, 155, 209, 285-289, 420 

British position, 281-282, 337-338 
Canadian position, 289-291, 518—520 
Chinese position, 24, 252-253, 465-466,

530-531
French position, 275-283, 518-520 
Geneva Protocol of 1925 (see Geneva Pro

tocol of 1925)
German Federal Republic position, 

518-520 
Group of 21 position, 340 
Investigations of use, 524, 525, 530-531 
Japanese position, 281-282 
Multilateral treaty re, 150—151, 155 
Netherlands position, 302-305

Chemical weapons—Continued 
New Zealand position, 518-520 
Norwegian position, 518-520 
Prohibitions on manufacture of (see Chem

ical weapons under Verification) 
Reported use in:

Afghanistan, 36, 151, 175, 198-199, 
202-203, 205-206, 252, 338, 360, 
421, 466, 481, 524-525, 527, 530 

Africa, 338
Iran-Iraq conflict, 523 
Kampuchea, 151, 175, 202, 203-204, 

252, 421, 466, 481, 526, 527, 530 
Laos, 151, 175, 201-202, 203-204, 252, 

421, 466, 481, 526, 527, 530 
Southeast Asia, 36, 338, 524 
Vietnam, 176, 360, 519, 524, 525, 526 

Soviet position, 147-148, 175-176, 204, 
360, 430, 523-528 

Spanish position, 518-520 
Swedish position, 46-47 
Turkish position, 518-519 
U.N. Aa Hoc working group report, 

328—334
U.S. position, 11, 34, 150-151, 181, 

198-209, 343-344, 420, 479 
Verification (see Chemical weapons under 

Verification)
Chile, 33, 385
China, People's Republic of (see also Chinese 

subheadings under other subjects)^ 141, 
309, 363, 385, 453, 499-500, 554 

Chipman, William, 246-252 
Chnoupek, Bohuslav, 458 
Christopher, Warren, 2, 30, 261-265, 392, 

394 398 399 
Church,' FraAk, 388-389, 399 
Civil defense, U.S. plans for, 247—252 
Clements, William P., Jr., 535 
Clifford, Clark M., 263 
Cohen, William S., 551 
Colbert, Evelyn, 201 
Colby, William E., 535 
Colombia, 31 
COMECON, 367, 384 
Commerce, U.S. Departm ent of, 498 
Comm ittee on D isarm am ent, 11, 464, 

512-513, 522 
Ad Hoc group of scientific experts re seis

mic events, 50-51,158,195, 319-320, 
346

Ad Hoc working group on a comprehen
sive program of disarmament, 345, 
348-351

Ad Hoc working group on chemical weap
ons, 209, 328-334, 343-344, 36D, 
525

Ad Hoc working g ro i^  on International 
Arrangements To Assure Non- 
Nuclear Weapon States Against the 
Use or Threat of Use of Nuclear 
Weapons, 314-316, 322, 323, 345 

Ad Hoc working group on radiological 
weapons, 3d5—358 

Non-member participation, 180-181, 362 
Non-nuclear states, negotiations to pro

tect, 232-233



INDEX 607

Committee on Disarmament—Continued 
Proposals, memoranda, messages, state

ments, and working papers: 
Australian, 191-198 
British, 336-339 
Bulgarian, 325n 
Canadian, 289-291 
Chinese, 20-25, 252-253, 321-322 
Czechoslovakian, 325n 
French, 255, 275-283 
Group of 22, 115-116, 210-211, 

253-255, 339-341 
Hungarian, 325n 
Indian, 269-273, 322 
Italian, 25-28
Joint U.S.-Soviet report on chemical 

weapons negotiations, 285—289 
Mongolian, 325n 
Netherlands, 302-305 
Pakistani, 293-298
Soviet, 147-148, 175-176, 181-183, 

305-311, 358-365 
Swedish, 39-48, 323 
United States, 33-37,150-151,180-181, 

198-200, 334-336, 343-347 
Yugoslav, 37-38 

Role of, 520
Working groups, establishment of,

115-116, 340-341, 344, 345, 364 
Comprehensive Test Ban (CTB) (see also 

Tests under Nuclear weapons): 
Australian position, 194—198 
Chinese position, 465 
French position, 255 
Group of 22 position, 253—255 
Nigerian position, 210-211 
Soviet position, 425 -426, 456, 521, 

522-523 
Swedish position, 45 
Treaty, 43, 45, 386
Trilateral (U.K.-U.S.-Soviet) negotiations,

10, 35, 45, 159, 161-164, 317-321, 
369, 522-523 

U.N. role, 195, 196-197 
U.N. Secretary-General's report, 157-164 
U.S. position, 334-336, 345-346, 420,

479, 522
Conference on Security and Cooperation in 

Europe. See under Europe. 
Confidence-building measures, 333, 476 

British position, 532
NATO position, 266-267, 531-532, 556 
Notifications, 532 
SALT II provisions, 259 
Soviet position, 289, 432-434, 532 
U.S. position, 289, 531-532 
Warsaw Pact position, 228, 460-461 

Congress, U.S. (see also House of Repre
sentatives and Senate)

Arms transfers, role in, 173-174, 234-239 
Conference committee report on security 

assistance, 491-501 
Constable, Peter, 398
Convention on Prohibitions or Restrictions 

of Use of Certain Conventional 
W ey)ons Which May Be Deemed To 
Be Excessively Injunous or To Have

Convention—Continued
Indiscriminate Effects, 440-452, 467,
480, 501-503 

Convention on the Physical Protection of 
Nuclear Material, 129-138, 139,
211-215, 216, 368, 386 

Convention on the Prevention and Punish
ment of Crimes Against Internationally 
Protected Persons Including Diplomat
ic Agents, 214 

Convention on the Prohibition of Military 
or Any Other Hostile Use of Environ
mental Modification Techniques (1980), 
209

Convention on the Prohibition of the De
velopment, Production and Stock
piling of Bacteriological (Biological) and 
Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruc
tion, 206-207, 220, 239, 240-241, 242, 
337

Conventional Weapons:
Chinese position, 24-25, 467 
Convention restricting use, 440-452,467,

480, 501-503 
Israeli position, 474 
Soviet position, 456 
Transfers (see Arms transfers)
U.S. position, 501-503, 529 

Coordinating Committee (COCOM), 3 
Council on Mutual Economic Assistance,

367, 384
Countervailing strategy. See Deterrence: 

U.S. position.
Cranston, Alan, 399 
Cuba, 33, 515 
Culver, John C., 551
Cutoff of production of fissionable materi

als for weapons use, 191—194, 528 
Czechoslovakia, 185-187, 325«, 458 
Czyrek, Jozef, 458

Davies, Thomas D., 207-209 
Defense, U.S. Departm ent of, 215, 353 

Arms transfers, role in, 164-165, 166, 
167, 168, 169-170, 171, 172-174 

Report to Congress, 7 -1 8  
Defense Civil Preparedness Agency, 247 
Defense expenditures, 312, 324, 342, 432, 

434-435, 463, 511-512, 529-530 
Defense Intelligence Agency, 169 
Defense Security Assistance Agency

(DSAA), 164, 172, 173 
Denmark , 181 
Derwinski, Edward J., 391 
Desai, Morarji R., 393 
Detente:

Chinese position, 21, 464 
Soviet position, 421—424, 435, 452,

552-554
Warsaw Pact position, 224-225,

459-462 
Deterrence:

British position, 291-292 
Chinese position, 463-464 
Countervailing strategy (see U.S. position 

below)
French position, 268—269



608 INDEX

Deterrence—Continued 
Indian position, 269-270 
Strategic balance, 15-16, 20, 324, 453, 

463-464, 536-540, 548, 557 
U.S. position, 12-14, 324, 374-377, 

411-419, 453, 478-479, 528 
Diego Garcia, 434, 516 
Disarmament (see also Committee on Dis

armament and Nuclear weapons: Dis
armament):

Chinese position, 20-24, 467 
Comprehensive program for, 34, 325- 

327, 340, 345, 348-351, 361, 476- 
477, 482 

Decade:
First, 20, 21, 188 
Second, 21, 188-190, 351, 517 

French proposal for European conference 
re, 556-557 

Israeli position, 472-477 
NATO support for, 265, 556-557 
Soviet position, 48-50, 181-183,

188-190, 346, 358-365, 552-554 
Tenth Special Session of the U.N. General 

Assembly re, 26, 28> 37, 42,115, 152, 
192, 232, 255, 285, 294, 295, 339, 349, 
467, 473, 482, 483, 485, 487 

Week, 477 
Dodd, Christopher J., 392 
Dougherty, Gen. Russell E., 535 
Dunn, Lewis A., 392

Earle, Ralph II, 190-191, 367-374,
529-530, 535 

Eckhardt, Bob, 351-353 
Ecuador, 31 
Effat, Kamal, 112 
Egypt, 63, 140, 141, 232, 408, 476 
Elian, Arieh, 472-477 
Eklund, Sigyard, 3n 
Ellis, G en .^ c h a rd  H., 535 
Energy, U.S. Department of, 164, 167, 168, 

213, 215, 353, 371, 381 
Environmental Modification Treaty, 34 
Environmental Protection Agency, 353 
Ericcson, U.L.F., 336
Europe (see also North Atlantic Treaty Orga

nization):
Conference on Security and Cooperation 

in (CSCE), 38,128, 224, 225,227,228, 
259, 420, 432, 458, 459,460-462, 476,
531-532, 556 

Conventional forces in, 270—272 
M utual and Balanced Force Reduction 

(MBFR) talks:
NATO position, 10-11, 139, 183-185, 

266, 298-300, 437-440, 557,
558-560 

Soviet position, 431-432, 433 
Troop reductions, 10, 224, 299-300, 

301, 363, 437-440, 454, 558, 559, 
561-562 

U.S. position, 347, 370, 420 
Warsaw Pact position, 10, 185-187, 

226, 266, 300-302, 462, 560-563 
Theater nuclear forces:

German Federal Republic position,
139-140

Europe—Continued 
Theater nuclear forces—Continued 

NATO position, 140, 221-222, 267-268, 
412, 542, 557-558 

Soviet position, 49, 433, 454 
U.S. position, 128, 139-140, 176-177,

215, 218, 256, 347, 370, 420,
477-478, 541, 542 

U.S.-Soviet meetings, 11, 226, 436, 488 
Warsaw Pact position, 223-224, 226 

European Atomic Energy Community 
(feURATOM), 29-30, 39, 64, 112, 214 

European C om m uni^, 480 
Executive O rder 12218 (see also Tarapur 

atomic power station), 244-246, 389 
Exon, J. James, Jr., 551 
Export Administration Act (1979), 171, 496, 

500
Export-Import Bank, 371, 381, 387

Fascell, Dante B., 391 
Federal Civil Defense Act (1950), 251 
Federal Emergency M anagement Agency 

(FEMA), 246-252 
Federal Preparedness Agency, 247 
Fein, Richard H., 302-305 
Fenwick, Millicent H., 391 
Findley, Paul, 391 
Finland, 63, 181, 475
First Committee of the U.N. General As

sembly:
Ad Hoc committee on the Indian Ocean, 

463, 489-490, 514, 515-516 
Statements before:

Chinese, 462-468, 530-531 
Egyptian, 486-487 
French, 503 
Indian, 505-506 
IsraeH, 472-477, 507-508 
New Zealand, 518-520 
Pakistani, 482-485
Soviet, 452-458, 510-513, 515-517,

521, 522-528
United States, 477-482, 489-491, 

501-503, 504-505, 506-507,
508-510, 513-515, 517, 520, 521,
522, 528, 529, 533-534 

Fischer, Oskar, 458
Fisher, Adrian S., 33-37 
Fissionable materials, cutoff of production 

for weapons use, 191-194, 528 
Fithian, Floyd J., 391
Flowerree, Charles C., 150-151, 180-181, 

198-200, 334-336, 343-347, 501-503, 
504-505, 506-507, 508-510, 513-515, 
517, 520, 521, 522, 528, 529, 533-534 

Ford, Gerald R., 342, 470, 471 
Foreign military sales. See Arms transfers. 
France (see also French subheadings under 

other subjects), 266, 269, 2/0, 297, 
313-314, 337, 338, 367, 384, 385, 401, 
504, 532, 556

Gandhi, Indira, 262, 393, 395, 400, 404 
Gam, Jake, 535 
Gaylor, Adm. Noel, 535 
Geneva Conventions of 1949, 356, 441, 443, 

502



INDEX 609

Geneva Protocol of 1925,152, 204, 206, 208, 
252, 253, 272, 305, 330, 333, 337, 338, 
466, 481, 518, 519, 520 

Calls for strengthening, 176, 343, 344 
Chinese compliance, z i ,  520 
Soviet compliance, 147,175,360,525-526, 

528
U.S. compliance, 151 

G ermany, D emocratic Republic of, 299, 
301, 363, 454, 458, 532, 560 

Germany, Federal Republic of {see also Ger
man Federal Republic subheadings under 
other subjects), l75, 364, 401, 532, 562 

Ghafoor, Choudhry A., 482-485 
Ghezal, Ahmed, 112 
Gilinsky, Victor, 399 
Gilman, Benjamin A., 391 
Gistard d'Estaing, Valery, 268-269 
Glenn, John H., Jr., 399 
Goheen, Robert, 398 
Goldwater, Barry, 551 
Goodlii^, William F., 391 
Gorce, Irangois de la, 255, 503 
Gray, William H., 391 
Gromyko, Andrei A., 48-50, 188-190, 217, 

218, 219, 230, 421n, 423m, 458 
Group of 21, 115-116, 210-211, 253-255, 

339-341 
Guyana, 33 
Guyer, Tennyson, 391

Ha Van Lau, 204 
Haig, Gen. Alexander, Jr., 535 
Hall, Tony P., 391 
Harriman, W. Averell, 263 
Hart, Gary W., 551 
Hayakawa, S.I., 399 
Hayward, Adm. Thomas B., 535 
Health and Human Services, U.S. Depart

ment of, 247, 251, 353 
Helms, Jesse, 399
Helsinki Conference. See Conference on Se

curity and Cooperation in under Eu
rope.

Hendne, Joseph, 399
High technology transfers, U.S. policy, 2 -3
Holbrooke, Richard, 204
Hollings, Ernest F., 470
Holloway, Adm. James L., Ill, 535
Honecker, Erich, 560
House of Representatives, U.S.:

Foreign Affairs Committee:
ACDA testimony before, 122-123, 

207-209 
Reports, 391-398
State Department testimony before, 

3 0 -3 ^  61, 116-121, 200-207, 
261-265

Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com
mittee, 351-354 

Permanent Select Committee on Intelli
gence, subcommittee report, 239—244 

Resolutions, 220n, 391 
Human rights, 199, 205, 208, 238, 420, 

491-492, 493, 556 
Humphrey, Gordon J., 551 
Hungary, 325n, 458, 531

Hyderabad nuclear fuel complex, 390, 410, 
411

Ikle, Fred C., 535
Incendiary weapons, restrictions on use of, 

451-452, 467 
India (see also Indian subheadings under other 

subjects), 63, 244-246, 255, 259-265, 
385, 388-389, 390, 394, 395, 396, 402,
403, 404, 405, 410-411, 556 

Indian Ocean as a zone of peace:
Chinese position, 466—467 
Soviet position, 434, 555-556 
Talks, suspension of, 11, 454 
Threats to (see also Afghanistan, Soviet 

invasion of), 480, 489-490 
U.S. position, 480, 489-491, 513-515 
Warsaw Pact position, 227 

Indonesia, 384
INFCE. See International Nuclear Fuel Cy

cle Evaluation.
International Atomic Energy Agency 

(IAEA), 53, 56, 109, 110, 113, 114, 131, 
365

Agreement for cooperation with the 
United States, 3 -5 , 19, 38-39, 274, 
284-285, 563 

Safeguards system, 59, 83, 139, 163, 178,
211, 260, 314, 368, 386, 394-395,
402, 408, 486, 509-510 

U.S. participation, 371-372, 381 
International Committee of the Red Cross, 

205
International Energy Agency, 65 
International Militaty Education and Train

ing (IMET), U.S., 491-492 
International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evalua

tion (INFCE) (see also Nuclear fuel), 6, 
29, 36, 43, 52-59, 62-111, 112-115, 
178, 371, 380, 395 

International security, U.S. position, 
533-534

International Security Assistance Acts, 120, 
123, 146, 164, 491-503 

Iran, 63, 140, 141, 263, 395, 403, 404, 496, 
523

Iraq, 313-314, 496, 523 
Ireland, Andy, 391
Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers, 

231-234
Israel (see also Israeli subheadings under other 

subjects), 140, 141, 232, 234, 235, 385, 
408, 486, 505 

Issraelyan, Viktor L., 147-148, 175-176, 
181-183, 305-311, 358-365, 511-513, 
515-517, 521, 522-528 

Italy (see also Italian subheadings under other 
subjects), 63

Jackson, Henry M., 470, 551 
Japan (see also Japanese subheadings under 

other subjects), 60, 61, 63, 117, 142, 145,
175, 281, 384, 495, 497, 500 

Javits, Jacob K., 399 
Jepsen, Roger W., 551 
Jomt Chiefe of Staff, U.S., 168, 172-173, 

174, 250, 544, 549



610 INDEX

Jones, Gen. David C., 535

Kampuchea (see also under Chemical weap
ons: Reported use in), 141,395,403,404 

Keblusek, Emil, 185-187 
Kennedy, John F., 293 
Kidd, Adm. Isaac C., 535 
Kirk, Roger, 3n
Kissinger, Henry A., 416, 488, 535 
Korea, Republic of, 63, 237, 493

Lagomarsino, Robert J., 391 
Lai Yali, 462-468
Laos. See under Chemical weapons: Report

ed use in.
Latin America:

Nuclear weapons, prohibition in (see 
Treaty of Tlatelolco)

U.S. security assistance, 30-32 
League of Nations, Articles of the Cove

nant, 472-473 
Levin, Carl, 551
Limited Test Ban Treaty (1963), 157— 58,

176, 318, 386, 425, 470 
Lugar, fochard G., 399

McGovern, George, 399 
McNamara, Robert, 416 
McPhail, D.S., 20 
Macy, John W., Jr., 247 
M adnd Conference. See Europe: Confer

ence on Security and Cooperation in. 
Malaysia, 372 
Marcos, Ferdinand, 493 
Marker, Jamsheed K.A., 253n, 294-298 
Markey, Edward J., 392 
Martin, Richard J., 518-520 
Mass destruction weapons, prohibitions on 

development of, 181-183 
Mediterranean Sea, reduction of tension in, 

434
Meyer, Gen. Edward C., 535 
Middle East, 140 

Camp David Accords, 232, 476 
Nuclear-weapon-free-zone, 233, 234,

486-487, 504-505
Oil, 554, 555 

Military assistance programs. See Arms 
transfers: U.S. policy.

Mines, restrictions on use of, 446-450 
Missiles and missile systems, 7 

B-2, 469, 546
S44

Backfire bomber, 469, 537, 544-546, 550 
Cruise missile, 469, 541-543, 546- 547, 

550
ICBMs, vulnerability of, 15-18 
Minuteman, 15, 16, 17, 18, 469, 539, 550 
MX, 16, 17, 177, 418, 419, 469, 538, 539,

540, 550 
Polaris, 293 
Poseidon, 550 
SS-4, 267 
SS-5, 267 
SS-II, 8 
SS-27, 8
SS-18, 8, 15, 177, 539

Missiles and missile systems—Continued 
SS-2 9 8
SS-20' 11,218, 221, 222, 256, 267, 268, 347,

541, 550, 558 
Soviet ICBM, 8, 538-540 
Titan, 15
Trident, 16, 291, 293, 418, 419, 469 
U.S. ICBM, 538-540, 546 

Mittal, Sat Paul, 505—506 
Mladenov, Petur, 458 
Mondale, Walter F., 469 
Mongolia, 325w 
Montgomery, James, 122-123 
Moorer, Adm. Thomas H., 535 
Morgan, Robert B., 551 
Morocco, 372, 493 
M ountbatten, Earl of, 41 
Moynihan, Daniel P., 392, 395 
Muskie, Edmund:

Arms control, 342, 419-421, 478-479 
Congressional testimony, 411-415, 

478-479 
Deterrence, 411-415, 478 
Nuclear fuel for India, 390-391 
SALTII, 217-219,230-231,247,257-258,

354-355, 382-384, 418 -419, 420 
Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions. See 

under Europe.

NAC. See North Atlantic Treaty Organi
zation.

National Aeronautics and Space Adminis
tration, 164, 170 

National A^litary Information Disclosure 
Policy Committee (NDPC), 165, 166, 
167, 168, 174 

National Security Agency, U.S., 168 
National Security Council, U.S., 166, 168, 

172
Negative security assurances. See under 

Nuclear weapons.
Negroponte, John D., 204 
Netherlands (see also Netherlands subheadings 

under other subjects), 63, 183-185, 298- 
'Vm 480 

Neutron weapons, 268-269, 431 
Nevada, 351, 353
New Zealand, 60, 61,117,142,145,495, 497, 

500, 518-520, 525 
Nigeria, 210-211
Nimetz, Matthew B., 61, 140-147,

200-207 
Nitze, Paul H., 535 
Nixon, Richard M., 258 
Non-aligned states. See Group of 21. 
Non-nuclear states, protection against the 

use or threat of use of nuclear weap
ons. See Negative security assurances 
under Nuclear weapons.

Norberg, Lars, 323
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (see also 

Europe and NATO subheadings under other 
subjects), 218, 269, 270, 271-272, 367, 
384, 485

Arms transfers to third countries, U.S.
control over, 237 

British participation, 291-293



INDEX 611

North Atlantic Treaty Organization—Cont. 
Council (NAC) communiques, 265- 

268, 556-558 
Defense Planning Committee com

munique, 221-222 
Efforts to strengthen, 292-293 
Flexible response strategy, 413, 417 
Soviet view of, 1 7 5 -1:^, 452-453, 455, 

511, 526-527 
U.S. arms transfers policy, exemptions 

from, 60, 61, 117, 142, 144, 145, 497 
Warsaw Pact view of, 186, 223-224 

Norway, 518-520, 532 
NPT. See Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 

Nuclear Weapons.
Nuclear energy:

Chinese position, 463 
Demand for, 89-96, 107-108, 114 
Feasibility, 74-83 
French position, 313-314 
INFCE report, 62-111 
Peaceful uses, 4, 19, 29-30, 39, 52-57, 

103-107, 112, 115, 162-163, 193,
212, 262, 314, 317, 318, 365, 371, 380- 
381, 397, 421 

Soviet position, 365-366 
U.S. position, 52-57, 366, 371-372 
Worla generating capacity, 64-74 

Nuclear-free-zones. See Nuclear weapons: 
Zones free from.

Nuclear fuel:
U.S. export policy, 244-246, 259-265, 

371-372, 380, 382, 387, 388-389, 
390-411, 500, 510 

U.S.-India supply agreement (2963), 261, 
394, 399, 432, ^ - 4 1 0 ,  411 

Nuclear material:
Convention to protect (see Convention on 

the Physical Protection of Nuclear 
Material)

Technology transfers, 5, 379-380 
U.S. export policy, 57-58, 371-372,

509-510 
Zangger committee, 379 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978, 6, 
19, 29-30, 58, 212, 213, 216, 246, 262, 
264, 380, 391-392, 393, 394, 399, 400,
404-405. 406-410, 500, 509 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 58, 215, 
244, 245, 274, 275, 284-285, 353, 371, 
391, 393, 399, 406 

Nuclear Suppliers Guidelines, 405 
Nuclear war:

By accident, 259, 552 
Effects of, 246-252
Efforts to deter (see also Deterrence), 

375-376, 412, 415, 417 
Possibility of, 283-284, 312, 324, 362, 

377
Protracted, 415
Reduce threat of, 348, 374, 421-422, 

429, 452-458, 462, 510 
Nuclear weapons (see also Missiles and 

missile systems and Arms race): 
Comprehensive ban on (see Comprehen

sive Test Ban)

Nuclear weapons—Continued 
Disarmament (see also Disarmament) 

Australian position, 191-194 
Chinese position, 20-25, 321-322, 465 
Group ot 21 position, 341 
Indian position, 269-273, 322 
Pakistani position, 293-298, 482-485 
Soviet position, 359, 421-422,

424-425, 427-428, 456, 510-511 
Swedish position, 40-43, 44, 47 
Warsaw Pact position, 424-425 
Yugoslav position, 37-38 

Escalation in use of (see Nuclear war) 
First strike capabili^, 452-453 
Fissionable material, prohibition of pro

duction for weapons use, 191-194, 
528

French position, 297 
Latin America, prohibition in (see Treaty 

of Tlatelolco)
Limitations of (see Strategic Arms Limi

tation Treaty I, Strategic Arms Limi
tation Treaty II, Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear W eapons, 
and Treaty of Tlatelolco)

Negative security assurances (see also 
Zones free from below):

Ad Hoc working group report, 314—316 
Chinese position, 23-24, 321-322 
French position, 297 
Group of 22 position, 340-341 
Indian position, 322 
Islamic conference resolution, 232—233 
Pakistani position, 293-298, 483-485 
Security Council draft resolution, 

U.N., 293-294 
Soviet position, 297, 305-311, 359- 

360, 429-430, 512-513 
Swedish position, 45, 323 
U.S. position, 34, 297, 345, 370 

No-first-use, Chinese statem ent of, 23 
Nonproliferation of (see also Treaty on 

the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons):

Egyptian position, 486-487 
INFCE position, 83-89, 96-102, 112 
Soviet position, 365-366, 427-428, 

429-430 
Swedish position, 43 
U.S. position, 5 -6 , 51, 58-60, 138- 

139, 150, 178, 366, 377-378, 396- 
398, 400-403, 405-406, 477-479, 
481

Tests:
Ban on (see Comprehensive Test Ban, 

Limited Test Ban Treaty, Peaceful 
Nuclear Explosion Treaty, and 
Threshold Test Ban Treaty)

China, 45
Effects of low-level radiation, 351-354 
France, 45, 268-269 
Group of 22 position, 253-255, 341 
India, 45, 393, 394, 397, 400, 403 
Moratorium on, 335, 359, 422, 425, 

456-457, 521, 522 
Pakistan, 30, 150 
Soviet Union, 44-45



612 INDEX

Nuclear weapons—Continued 
Tests—Continued 

United Kingdom, 45 
United States, 45, 351-354 
Verification of (see Verification)

Zones free from:
Africa, establishment of, 507-510 
Indian Ocean (see Indian Ocean as a 

zone of peace)
Islamic Conference resolution, 233- 

234
Israeli position, 475 
Latin America (see Treaty of Tlatelolco) 
Middle East, establishment of, 233, 

234, 486-487, 504-505 
South Asia, establishment of, 482- 

483, 505-507 
Soviet position, 430 
U.S. position, 311, 369, 506-507 

Nunn, Sam, 551
Nye, Joseph S., 392, 395, 402, 408-409

Occupational Safety and Health Adminis
tration, 353 

Ogarkov, Nikolay V., 417-418 
Organization for Economic Cooperation 

and Development (OECD), 65 
Organization of African Unity, 509

Pakistan (see also Pakistani subheadings under 
other subjects), 30, 150, 263, 385, 398,
405-406, 512, 554 

Parity. See Strategic balance under Deter
rence.

Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty (1976), 
160, 161-162 

Pease, Donald J., 391 
Pell, Claiborne, 38n, 399 
Percy, Charles H., 399 
Perry, William J., 169, 535 
Persian Gulf, 555 
Peru, 31, 372
Petree, Richard W., 489-491 
Philippines, 63, 382, 493 
Pickenng, Thomas R., 150, 398 
Pipes, Richard H., 535 
Plimsoll, Sir James, 194, 195 
Plutonium. See Nuclear fuel.
Poland, 225, 358, 458 
Popovsky, Mark, 239-240 
Portugal, 384
Presidential Directive 59 (see also U.S. 

position under Deterrence), 374, 412, 
417-418, 453 

Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in 
War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or 
O ther Gases, and of Bacteriological 
Methods of Warfare. See Geneva Pro
tocol of 1925.

Puja, Frigyes, 458

Radiological weapons:
Convention to prohibit, 34, 36-37, 46,

355-358 
Group of 22 position, 340 
Soviet position, 359, 361, 431 I

Radiological weapons—Continued 
Soviet-U.S. agreed proposal, 11, 183, 

209, 344, 356, 357, 479 
Swedish position, 46 
U.S. position, 344-345, 420, 479 

Reagan, Ronald W., 258, 382, 436-437, 
468-472, 487-488 

Rohnsch, W., 112 
Romania, 63, 458, 462 
Rosenthal, Benjamin S., 391 
Rowen, Henry S., 392, 399 
Rumsfeld, Donald H., 535

al-Sadat, Anwar, 141 
Saran, Shyam, 322 
Sarbanes, Paul S., 399 
Saudi Arabia, 140 
Scherr, S. Jacob, 392, 399 
Schlesinger, James, 416 
Schmidt, Helmut, 139-140, 256 
Seignious, Gen. George, 535 
Senate, U.S. (see also Congress, U.S. and 

House of Representatives, U.S.): 
Armed Services Committee, SALT II re

port, 469, 534-551 
Foreign Relations Committee, 388-389 

Defense Departm ent testimony before, 
415-419

Reports, 234-239, 274-275, 398-411 
State Departm ent testimony before, 30,

140-147, 150, 176-179, 411-415,
478-479

Labor and Human Resources Committee, 
FEMA testimony before, 246-252 

Resolutions, 220, 284-285 
SALT II, consideration of (see Strategic 

Arms Limitation Talks II: U.S. Sen
ate consideration)

Select Committee on Intelligence, 243-244 
Shitemi, Simeon, 210 
Smirnov, Col. Gen. Efim Ivanovich, 240 
Smith, Gerard C., 52-57,259-261,392, 399 
Smolderen, Luc, 437-440 
Somalia, 493-494
South Africa, 234, 385, 408, 409, 508, 509 
South Asia, 233, 234, 482-483, 505-507 
Soviet Union (see also Afghanistan, Soviet 

invasion of, and Soviet, Bilateral, and 
Trilateral subheadings under other subjects), 
63, 458, 468, 480 

Defense expenditures, 435, 463, 511-512 
India, relations with, 264, 395, 396, 403,

404, 405
United States, relations with, 216-217, 

552-555
U.S. transfers of technology to, 2 -3  
U.S. view of, 478
Withdrawal of forces from central Eu

rope, 10, 224, 299-300, 301, 363, 
437-440, 454, 558, 559, 561-563 

Spain, 63, 181, 385, 400, 408, 409 
Sri Lanka, 384 
State, U.S. Department of:

Arms transfers, role in, 164, 165, 168, 
169, 170-171, 172-174 

IAEA safeguards agreement, role in, 215,
216, 274, 285



INDEX 613

State, U.S. Department of—Continued 
Nuclear exports to India, role in, 245, 

393, 408-409 
Testimony before Congress, 30-32, 61,

116-121, 140-14^ 150, 176-179, 
200-207, 261-265, 411-415, 478- 
479

Stermis, John C., 551
Stockholm International Peace Research In

stitute (SIPRI), 157w, 473, 518 
Stone, Richard, 399
Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty I (SALT I), 

49, 128, 139, 176-177, 325, 342, 436- 
437, 470, 538, 543, 548, 552 

Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty II (SALT 
IIT:

Backfire bomber exemption from, 
544-546, 550 

Benefits of, 9 -10 , 16, 177, 369 
Cruise missile restrictions, 541-543, 

546-547, 550 
German Federal Republic position, 139 
ICBM development constraints, 543-544, 

S47—S48 
NATO position, 221, 265-266 
Numerical limits under, 7-8,16,355,537, 

538, 539-540, 544-545, 546-547, 
549-550

Protocol restrictions, 541-543, 550 
Soviet position, 35, 49, 384, 454, 552 
U.S. position, 2, 51-52, 128, 149, 177, 

215, 216-219, 230-231, 255-256, 
325, 355, 369, 378, 383-384, 413, 
415, 418-419, 479, 513, 517 

U.S. Presidential campaign issue, 
436-437, 468-472, 487-488 

U.S. Senate consideration, 1, 6, 10, 33, 
43, 215, 218, 230, 256, 257-258, 347,
383, 386, 534-551 

Verifiability of, 9, 244, 547-549, 550 
Warsaw Pact position, 224 
Yugolsav position, 38 

Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty III (SALT 
III), 215, 218-219, 267, 347, 383, 386, 
420, 479, 488, 542 

Strulak, Tadeusz, 300-302 
Studds, Gerry E., 391 
Sudan, 491, 493
Summerhayes, David M., 336-339, 363 
Sverdlovsk incident, 207, 220, 239-243, 337 
Sweden (see also Swedish subheadings under 

other subjects), 63, 337 
Switzerland, 63, 162, 384, 532

Tarapur atomic power station, U.S. fuel ex
ports to, 244, 245, 260, 261, 389, 
390-391, 394, 402, 411 

Tests of nuclear weapons. See Nuclear 
Weapons: Tests.

Thailand, 141, 493
Thatcher, Margaret, 291-292
Theater nuclear forces. See under Europe.
Thorsson, Inga, 39-48
Three Mile Island, 250
Threshold Test Ban Treaty (1974), 543
Thurmond, Strom, 551
Tower, John G., 551

Treasury, U.S. Departm ent of the, 172 
Treaties. See specific names.
Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in 

tne Atmosphere in O uter Space and 
Under Water. See Limited Test Ban 
Treaty.

Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America. See Treaty 
of TIatelolco.

Treaty of TIatelolco (1967), 6, 23, 32-33, 64, 
83, 112, 168, 369, 384, 385, 388, 430, 
475, 503, 504 

Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons, 36, 42, 83,112, 161, 314, 318, 
323, 486 

Chinese position, 463 
First Review Conference (1975), 43, 162- 

163, 368, 378, 380 
Safeguards under, 261, 368, 386, 405 
Second Review Conference (1980), 317, 

365-374, 384-388, 420, 429, 463, 
481

Signatories, 45, 59, 139, 367, 384-385, 
401, 509

Soviet position, 189, 365-366, 425 
U.S. position, 5, 9, 138-139, 178, 366- 

374, 378-382, 384-388, 401, 420, 
481

Triad, U.S., 15, 16, 18 
Troyanovsky, Oleg A., 452-458 
Tsongas, Paul E., 399 
Tunisia, 493 
Turkey, 384, 518-520 
Turner, Adm. Stansfield, 535

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. See 
Soviet Union.

United Kingdom (see also British and Trila
teral subheadings under other subjects), 63, 
139, 317, 363 

United Nations (see also Committee on Dis
armament; First Committee of the U.N. 
General Assembly; and U.N. subhead
ings under other subjects):

Budget, 512
Charter, 21, 472, 473, 477, 482, 490, 515, 

533
Commission on Human Rights, 199, 205, 

208
Consultahve Committee of Experts, 357 
Peacekeeping forces, protection of, 449- 

450
Security Council, 220, 289 
Special Committee on Enhancing the Ef

fectiveness of the Principle of Non- 
Use of Force in International Rela
tions, 179-180 

Tenth Special Session of the General 
Assembly on Disarmament (see under 
Disarmament)

United States (seealso U.S., Bilateral, and Tri
lateral subheadings under other subjects), 63 

Defense expenditures, 312, 324, 342 
Soviet view of, 516 

United States Communications Security 
Board, 168 

Uranium. See Nuclear material.



614 INDEX

Utah, 352, 353

Van Cleave, William, 535
Van Doren, Charles, 378-382, 384-388
Vance, Cyrus:

Congressional testimony, 176-179, 535 
International Atomic Energy Agency, 

38-39
Nuclear material, 211-215 
SALT II, 176-177 
Treaty of Tlatelolco, 33 
U.S.-Soviet relations, 127—128, 453 

Vanden Heuvel, William J., 477-482 
Varnai-Dranger, Judith, 507-508 
Venkateswaran, A.P., 269-273 
Verification:

Australian position, 194-198 
British position, 336-339 
Chemical weapons, problem of, 253, 

275-283, 288-291, 302-305, 328- 
334, 337-338 

Comprehensive Test Ban, problems of, 
35, 157-161, 195, 319, 335, 522 

Definition, 548—549
Fissionable materials, problems of, 192— 

193
IAEA inspections, 274-275 
Indian position, 273 
Multilateral arrangements, 160-161 
National technical means of (NTM), 9, 

10, 52, 273, 289, 319, 547 
On-site inspections, 160, 273, 276, 357 
Radiological weapon procedure re, 357 
SALT II provisions, 9, 244, 547-549, 550 
Seismic monitoring system, global, 

50-51, 158-160, 194-198, 319, 346, 
523

Soviet position, 423
Trilateral efforts (U.K.-Soviet-U.S.), 159, 

160
U.S. position, 370, 517, 528 

Vietnam (see also under Chemical weapons: 
Reported use in), 141, 258, 362, 395, 
468

Vladivostok Treaty (1974), 342, 470, 541, 544 
Vos van Steenwijk, Willem J., Baron de, 

183-185, 298-300, 558-560 
Vrhunec, Marko, 37-38

Waldheim, Kurt, 157-174, 211 
Warner, John, 5M
Warsaw Pact (see also Warsaw Pact sub

headings under other subjects), 346, 367,
384, 424, 429, 431, 432, 438, 485 

Foreign Ministers communique, 458-462 
Indian view of, 269, 270, 271-272 
Political Consultative Committee declara

tion, 222-230, 462 
Weap^ons. See Bacteriological, Chemical, 

Conventional, Incendiary, Mass de
struction, Neutron, Nuclear, and Radio
logical.

Wieland, 560-563 
Wilson, Gen. Louis H., 535 
Winn, Larry, Jr., 391 
Wolff, Lester L., 391, 392 
Wolper, Howard E., 391 
World Energy Conference, 65 
World Meteorological Organization (WMO), 

51, 158, 195, 319 
Wu Zhen, 530-531 
Wydler, John W., 392

Yatabe, Atsuhiko, 112 
Yatron, Gus, 391 
Young, C.W., 243-244 
Yu Peiwen, 321-322 
Yugoslavia, 382

Zablocki, Clement, 391 
Zaire, 493
Zamyatin, Leonid, 552n 
Zhang Wen-Jin, 20-25 
Zharkov, V.V., 510-511 
Zorinsky, Edward, 399






