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FOREWORD

The present publication contains basic documents on arms control and 
disarmament developments in 1981 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 1981 is described in its 21st 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 sugges
tions 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 AND ACRONYMS

— General Assembly 
ABM — antiballistic missile 
ACDA — Arms Control and Disarmament 

Agency
ACIS — Arms Control Impact Statement(s) 
AID — Agency for International Develop

ment
ALCM — air-launched cruise missile 
ANZUS — Australia-New Zealand-United 

States security treaty 
ASAT — antisatellite weapon
B.C. — Board of Governors 
BMD — ballistic missile defense
BIB — Board for International Broadcasting 
BW — biological weapons/warfare
C.l^ — First Committee
Ĉ I — communications, command, and con

trol and intelligence ("see-cubed eye") 
CAMDS — chemical agent and munition 

disposal 
Cal. — Calendar
CBM — confidence-building measure 
CBO — Congressional Budget Office 
CCD — Conference of the Committee on 

Disarmament^ 2 

CD — Committee on Disarmament^  ̂
CMDD — Conference on Military Detente 

and Disarmament 
com. — committee 
Con. — concurrent 
Cong. — Congress/Congressional 
CPD^ — comprehensive program of dis

armament
CPSU — Communist Party of the Soviet 

Union
CSCE — Conference on Security and 

Cooperation in Europe 
CTB — comprehensive test ban 
CTBT — comprehensive test ban treaty 
CW — chemical weapons/warfare 
DE — directed energy weapon(s) 
doc. — document 
DOE — Department of Energy 
DOS — Department of State 
ENDC^ — Eighteen Nation Disarmament 

Committee
ENMOD — environmental modification [for 

hostile purposesJ/Convention on the Pro
hibition of Military or Any Other Hostile

Use of Environmental Modification Tech
niques

ER — enhanced radiation 
ERW — enhanced radiation weapon (nuclear 

neutron weapon)
EŜ  — emergency session [of the Security 

Council]
ESF — Economic Support Fund 
EURATOM — European Atomic Energy 

Community 
Ex. — Executive
FAA — Foreign Assistance Act/Federal 

Aviation Agency 
FMS — foreign military sale 
FRG — Federal Republic of Germany 
FY — fiscal year
G.A., GA — General Assembly 
GAO — General Accounting Office
GC — General Conference/General Counsel 
GDR — German Democratic Republic 
GESMO — Generic Environmental State

ment on Mixed Oxide Fuel 
GLCM — ground-launched cruise missile 
GNP — gross national product 
HEL — high energy laser 
HEU — highly enriched uranium
H.R. — House of Representatives
IAEA — International Atomic Energy 

Agency
ICA — International Communication 

Agency
ICBM — intercontinental ballistic missile 
IG — Interagency Group 
ILO — International Labor Organization 
IMET — International Military Education 

and Training 
IMF — International Monetary Fund 
INF — intermediate-range nuclear force(s) 
INFCE — International Nuclear Fuel Cycle 

Evaluation 
IOC — initial operating capability 
IRBM — intermediate-range ballistic missile 
IRPTC — International Registry of Poten

tially Toxic Chemicals [of the United Na
tions Environment Program]

IPCS — International Program on Chemical 
Safety

ISG — Interagency Steering Group 
ISMA — International Satellite Monitoring 

Agency

Footnotes at end of list.
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Jt. -  joint 
KT, kt — kiloton
MAD — mutual assured destruction 
MBFR — mutual and balanced force reduc

tions
MIRV — multiple, independently-targeted 

re-entry vehicles 
MRASM — medium-range antiship missile 

MX — missile experimental 
NATO — North Atlantic Treaty Organiza

tion
NNA — Neutral/Non-Aligned States 
NNPA — Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act 
NNPT — nuclear nonproliferation treaty 
NNWS — non-nuclear weapon states 
NPG — Nuclear Planning Group [of NATO] 
NPT — nonproliferation treaty 
NRC — Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
NSC — National Security Council 
OP ANAL — Agency for the Prohibition of 

Nuclear Weapons in Latin America 
{Organismo para la Proscripcicfn de las 
Armas Nucleares en la America Latine) 

OPM — Office of Personnel Management 
PII — Pershing II 
para.  ̂ — paragraph 
PB — particle beam(s)
P.D., PD — Presidential Directive 
P.L. — Public Law
PLO — Palestine Liberation Organization 
PNE — peaceful nuclear explosive/explosion 
POTAS — Program of Technical Assistance 

to IAEA Safeguards 
PPP — Pakistan People s Party 
prt. — print 
pt. — part
RB/ER — reduced blast, enhanced radia

tion
R & D — research and development 
RDT & E — research, development, test, 

and evaluation 
rept. — report 
res.  ̂ — resolution 
Rev.i — revision
RFE/RL — Radio Free Europe/Radio 

Liberty

RM® — Review Meeting 
RV — Re-entry vehicle 
RW — radiological weapon 
S. — Senate
SALT — Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty/ 

Talks
s e e  — Standing Consultative Commission 
sess. — session
SIG-DP — Senior Interagency Group- 

Defense Policy 
SIG-FP — Senior Interagency Group- 

Foreign Policy 
SIG-I -  Senior Interagency Group-Intel- 

ligence
SIPRI — Stockholm International Peace 

Research Institute 
SIR — Safeguards Implementation Report 
SJ. Res. — Senate Joint Resolution 
SLBM — sea-launched ballistic missile 
SLCM — sea-latmched cruise missile 
SOSUS — sound surveillance system 
SSBN — nuclear-powered ballistic missile 

submarine
SSOD — Special Session [of the United 

Nations General Assembly] on Disarma
ment

START — Strategic Arms Reduction Talks 
TASTEX — Tokai Advanced Safeguards 

Technology Exercise 
TIAS — Treaties and other International 

Agreements Series 
TNF — theater nuclear force(s)
TS — Treaty Series 
U.K. — United Kingdom 
U.N. — United Nations 
UNEP — United Nations Environment 

Program 
U.S. — United States 
U.S.C. — United States Code 
USSR — Union of the Soviet Socialist 

Republics 
UST — U.S. Treaties series 
WAAM — w^c-area antiarmor munitions 
WMO — World Meteorological Organiza

tion
WPi — working paper

‘Abbreviation used in documents of United Nations organs or international conferences serviced by the United Nations 
Secretariat.

Title changed from Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee in 1969 following addition of eight new members. 
’Replaced Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) in 1979.
‘Following addition of eight new members in 1969, title changed to Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD). 
’Abbreviation used to designate documents of the CSCE Madrid Review Conference.



LIST OF PRINCIPAL CONFERENCES 
AND ORGANIZATIONS

United Nations and Affiliates

A d  Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean
Established as a 15-member body by General Assembly resolution 2992 (XVII) of Dec. 15, 
1972 to further the objectives of the declaration set forth in resolution 2832 (XXVI) of Dec. 
16, 1971. Extended in succeeding years by General Assembly resolutions. Enlarged by addi
tion of 3 new members in 1974 (resolution 3259 B [XXIX]), 5 in 1977 (resolution 32/86), 22 in 
1979 and 1 in 1981 (resolution 34/80 B). Resolution 35/150 renewed mandate in 1980. Two 
preparatory sessions in 1981: Feb. 17-Mar. 6, June 1-19; one regular session: Aug. 17-28. 
Membership in 1981: 46. Chairman: Sri Lanka (Fonseka and predecessor Balasubramaniam). 
Vice Chairmen: Australia, GDR, Indonesia, Mozambique. Rapporteur: Madagascar.

A d  Hoc Committee on the World Disarmament Conference
Established by General Assembly resolution 3183 (XXVIII) of Dec. 18,1973 as a 40-member 
non-nuclear-weapon states committee appointed by the President of the General Assembly. 
Convened annually since then by successive General Assembly sessions, in 1981 by resolu
tion 35/151 of Dec. 12,1980. Two sessions in 1981: Apr. 6, 8; July 6-10. Participants: The 40 
member states and the USSR; GDR and Viet Nam as observers. China, France, U.K., and 
U.S. maintained contact through the Chairman. Chairman: Sri Lanka (Balasubramaniam 
and successor, Fonseka). Vice Chairman: Peru (Calle y Calle), Poland (Frelek), Burundi (Sim- 
bananiye). Rapporteur: Spain (Zelada).

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 1981: May 4-15; Sept. 28-Oct. 9, at 
U.N. Headquarters, New York. Members: 30. Chairman: Pakistan (Shahi). Vice Chairman: 
Poland (Wyzner).

Committee on Disarmament (CD)
Established in 1978 by the U.N. General Assembly to replace the Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament and organized along lines set out in paragraph 120 of the Final 
Document of that session.^ Two sessions in 1981: Feb. 3-Apr. 24; June 11-Aug. 21 (49 for
mal plenary, 45 informal, meetings), in Geneva. Membership: The five 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. Chairmanship: 
Rotated monthly in alphabetical order (by country). A d  Hoc working groups (established 
Mar. 17, 1980): on comprehensive program of disarmament, effective international ar
rangements to assure non-nuclear weapon states against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons, chemical weapons, radiological weapons, and of Scientific Experts to Consider 
International Cooperative Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic Events.

Footnotes at end of list.
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Disarmament Commission (DC)
Established as a deliberative body and subsidiary of the U.N. General Assembly by 
paragraph 118 of the Final Act of the Tenth Special Session^ to succeed original Disarma
ment Commission established by resolution 502 (VI) of Jan. 11, 1952. Continuation of its 
work mandated by General Assembly resolutions 35/152 F, 35/142 A, and 35/156 A, all of 
Dec. 12, 1980. Brief organizational meetings in 1980: Dec. 8, 9. One substantive session in 
1981: May 18-June 5, U.N. Headquarters, New York. Membership: All states members of 
the United Nations. Chairman: Denmark. Vice Chairmen: The Bahamas, Czechoslovakia, 
Pakistan, Peru, Portugal, Romania, Syria, Zambia. Rapporteur: Egypt.

Group of Consultant Experts on the Economic and Social Consequences of the Arms Race
and of Military Expenditures

Appointed by the Secretary General in accordance with General Assembly resolution 
35/141 of Dec. 12, 1980. One session in 1981: July 20-31, in New York. Members (12): 
Consalvi (Venezuela), Djokic (Yugoslavia), Ene (Romania), Gonzalez (Mexico), Martinez 
(Mexico), de Haan (Netherlands), Kikuchi (Japan), Matejka (Czechoslovakia), Nadel 
(USSR), Rahman (Bangladesh), Rothschild (Austria), Schmidt (France). Chairman: Ene.

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-Aug., in New York. Three sessions in 1981: Jan. 
19-30, Apr. 20-May 4, U.N. Headquarters, New York; June 15-19, Geneva. Members: 
Kapur (Canada), Khroustalev (USSR), Mazrui (U.S.), Quester (U.S.), Saab (Lebanon). 
Chairman: Mazrui.

Group of Experts on the Reduction of Military Budgets
Appointed by the Secretary General pursuant to General Assembly resolution 35/142 B of 
Dec. 12, 1980 to refine further the reporting instrument, examine and suggest solutions to 
question of comparing military expenditures, and to report to the second special session 
devoted to disarmament. Three sessions in 1981: Feb. 9-13, July 6-17, New York; Nov. 
16-Dec. 4, Geneva. Members: (8): Ayewah (Nigeria), Caporaso (Italy), Cars (Sweden), 
Encinas del Pando (Peru), Gallik (U.S.), Frozea (Romania), Nozu (Japan), Parwoto (In
donesia). Chairman: Cars.

Group of Experts on the Relationship Between Disarmament and International Security 
Appointed by the Secretary General pursuant to General Assembly resolution 3 3 /9 1 1 of 
Dec. 16,1978, in accordance with its decision set forth in paragraph 97 of the Final Docu
ment of the Tenth Special Session.^ Two sessions in 1979: June, Dec.; three in 1980: 
Apr.-May, July-Aug., Dec. Four sessions in 1981: Mar. 30-Apr. 10 and June 29-July 17, 
in Geneva; Aug. 17-28 and Nov. 2-6, in New York. Members (10): Achache (Algeria), 
Alexandrov (Bulgaria), Benites (Ecuador), Bougrov (USSR), Lall (U.S.), Morelli (Peru), 
Paludan (Denmark), Romulo (Philippines), Rossides (Cyprus), Tubman (Liberia). Chair
man: Romulo. Chairman of working group: Lall. Advisers: Berdennikov (to Bougrov); 
Boserup (to Paludan); Lall, A. (to Lall, B.); Guettel and Podea (to Rossides); Segarra (to 

Benites).

Group of Governmental Experts on Confidence-Building Measures
Appointed by the U.N. Secretary General pursuant to General Assembly resolution 34/87  
B of Dec. 11, 1979. Two sessions in 1980: Apr., Geneva; July-Aug., New York. Two ses
sions in 1981: May 26-June 5, New York; Aug. 3-14, Geneva. Members (16): Austria

Footnotes at end of list.
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(Ceska succeeded by Rudofsky), Canada (Roberts), Czechoslovakia (Stembera), Ecuador 
(Benites), Finland (Rajakoski), FRG (Pfeiffer), Ghana (Boaten/Dumevi), Japan (Ohta), 
Peru (Palma), Romania (Nicolae), Thailand (Bunnag/Gunnakasem), U.S. (Flowerree suc
ceeded by Clinard), USSR (Bykov), Zaire (Kamanda). Chairman: Pfeiffer.

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. Ap
pointed by the Secretary General pursuant to General Assembly resolution 3 3 /7 1 J of Dec. 
14,1978 and continued by resolution 34/83 E of Dec. 11,1979. Three sessions in 1980: Feb. 
4-8, May 19-30, Sept. 8-19; one in 1981: Feb. 16-20, all in Geneva. Members (13): Argen
tina (Passalacqua), Austria (Winkler), Colombia (Gaviria Lievano), Egypt (Abdel-Hady), 
France (Bortzmeyer), India (Santhanam), Indonesia (Sidik), Italy (Abanesi), Romania 
(Mandescu), Sweden (Danielsson), Tunisia (Louiz), Upper Volta (Ouedraogo), Yugoslavia 
(Vucurovic). Chairman: Bortzmeyer.

Group of Governmental Experts on the Relationship Between [Disarmament and Development 
Appointed by the Secretary General pursuant to paragraphs 94 and 95 of the Final Docu
ment of the Tenth Special Session.^ Held 7 sessions during Sept. 1978-Sept. 1980. Three 
sessions in 1981: Jan. 19-30, Apr. 21-M ay 1, Aug. 17-28, in Geneva. Membership (27): 
Brazil (Duarte), Canada (Wood), Egypt (El Shafei), France (Pradelle de la Tour de Jean), 
FRG (Becker), GDR (Engelhardt), Hungary (Bacskai), India (Subrahmanyam), Jamaica 
(Hill), Japem (Kakitsubo), Mexico (Garcfa Reynoso), Netherlands (de Haan), Nigeria 
(Sagay), Norway (Lundbo), Pakistan (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 (Acimovid). Chairman: Thorsson.

Group of Governmental Experts to Study the Institutional Arrangements Relating to the Pro
cess of Disarmament

Appointed by the U.N. Secretary General pursuant to General Assembly resolution 34/87  
E of December 11,1979. Two sessions in 1980: Apr., June-July. Two sessions in 1981: Jan. 
19-29; June 22-July 2; U.N. Headquarters, New York. Membership (20): Argentina (Ortiz 
de Rozas), China (Yang Hushan), Cuba (Lechuga-Hevia), France (d'Aboville), GDR 
(Thun), India (Dubey), Japan (Ishiguri), Kenya (Maina), Mexico (Cabrera-Silva), Moroc
co (Rahhali), Netherlands (Kooijmans), Nigeria (Adeyemi), Poland (Pac), Senegal (Sy), Sri 
Lanka (Mohamed), Sweden (Bjornerstedt), U.K. (Dean), U.S. (Rosenstock), USSR 
(Shustov), Yugoslavia (Silovic). Chairman: Ortiz de Rozas.

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

Established by resolution 35/47 of Dec. 3,1980, pursuant to resolution 33 /7 1 H of Dec. 14, 
1978. Organizational session in Dec. 1980. Two substantive sessions in 1981: May 4-15, 
Oct. 15-16 (29 meetings, number of informal meetings), U.N. Headquarters, New York. 
Members: 78 member states appointed by the President of the General Assembly (FRG). 
Chairman: Nigeria (Adeniji). Vice Chairmen (13): Australia, Bahamas, Bangladesh, Benin, 
Bulgaria, GDR, India, Italy, Japan, Mexico, Morocco, Peru, Yugoslavia. Rapporteur: 
Turkey (Ersun).

Footnotes at end of list.
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International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
Board of Governors, Feb. 24-27; June 9-12; Sept. 17, 18, in Vienna. 
General Conference, Sept. 21-25, in Vienna.
Membership: 110.
Secretary General: Eklund (Sweden).

United Nations General Assembly (UNGA(
Thirty-sixth regular session: Sept. 15-Dec. 18, 1981.
Resumed thirty-sixth session: Mar. 16-29, 1982.
Resumed thirty-sixth session: Sept. 20, 1982.
Membership: 157 states (including 3 new members).
Secretary General: Waldheim.
President, General Assembly: Iraq (Kittani).
Chairman, First Committee: Yugoslavia (Golob).

Others

Agency for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America {Organismo para la Pro-
scripcidn de las Armas Nucleares en la America Latine —OF ANAL)

Established by the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Trea
ty of Tlatelolco) of Feb. 14, 1967.* General Conference meets in regular session every 2 
years; first session 1969-70. Seventh General Conference in 1981: Apr. 21-24, in Mexico 
City. Participants: Parties to Tlatelolco Treaty (22). Secretary-General: Uruguay (Gros 
Espiell); for 4 years beginning July 1, 1981: Ecuador (Martinez Cobo).

Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE)
Meetings held originally during 1973-75 in Helsinki and Geneva. Final summit meeting, 
July-Aug. 1975, in Helsinki. First review conference: Oct. 4, 1977-Mar. 9,1978, Belgrade; 
second review conference: Nov. 11, 1980-Sept. 9, 1983, Madrid. Participants: 35 states, 
including U.S. U.S. delegation head: Kampelman.

Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers 
Convened in implementation of resolution of Eleventh Islamic Conference of Foreign 
Ministers held in Islamabad. Twelfth session held in 1981: June 1-5, in Baghdad. Par
ticipants: Algeria, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Cameroon, Chad, Comoros, Djibouti, Gabon, 
Gambia, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Indonesia, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libya, 
Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Mauritania, Morocco, Niger, Oman, Pakistan, Palestine, 
Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Somalia, Sudan, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, United Arab 
Emirates, Upper Volta, Yemen Arab Republic, Democratic Yemen. Observers: Nigeria, 
Turkish Muslim Community of Kibris. Chairman: Iraq (Hammadi). Vice Chairmen: Niger 
(Fgn. Min. Dauda Diallo) and Maldives (Fgn. Min. Fathallah Jamil). Rapporteur: Pakistan 
(Sharifudine Pirzade, Min. of Justice). Chairman, Drafting Committee: Iraq (Amb. Dr. 
Driad Mahmoud Sami Al-Qaisi). Secretary-General, Organization of the Islamic Con
ference: Tunisia (Habib Chatti).

Footnotes at end of list.
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Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions Talks (MBFR) [Negotiations on Mutual Reductions 
of Forces and Armaments and Associated Measures in Central Europe]

Negotiations began with preparatory talks and one round of talks beginning in Oct. 1973; 
three rounds of talks held annually since then. 23d-25th rounds in 1981: Jan. 29-Apr. 9, 
May 14-July 24, Sept. 24-Dec. 10, in Vienna. 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 (until Oct.), Staar; Soviet 
delegation head: Tarasov (until Sept. 24), Mikhailov.

Nordic Foreign Ministers Meeting
Sept. 2-3, Copenhagen. Participants: Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, Sweden.

U.S.-Soviet Negotiations

Intermediate-Range Nuclear Force Negotiations (INF) Announced on Sept. 23, 1981 by 
Secretary of State Haig and Foreign Minister Gromyko after consultations at the U.N. 
General Assembly. One session in 1981: Nov. 30-Dec. 17 (same session resumed Jan. 12, 
1982) in Geneva. U.S. delegation: Chief—Amb. Nitze; deputy chief— Glitman. Soviet 
Delegation: Chief— Kvitskinskiy; deputy chief—Detinov.

Standing Consultative Commission (SCC) Joint U.S.-USSR body established pursuant to 
the Memorandum of Understanding of Dec. 21,1972^ for the purpose of promoting the im
plementation of the objectives and provisions of the SALT I agreements* and of the Agree
ment on Measures to Reduce the (lisk of Outbreak of Nuclear War.’ Two sessions in 1981: 
XlXth —May 27-July 8; XXth —Oct. 14-Nov. 19, in Geneva. Commissioners: U.S. (Act
ing) — Lasater; USSR —Starodubov.

^The Final Document of the Tenth Special Session, i.e., the Special Session 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 ENDC and the CCD, but it took no part in either. It took its seat at 

the CD for the first time in Feb. 1979.
«A/S-10/AC.l/7.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 436.
‘For text of the treaty, see ibid., 1967, pp. 69-83.
F̂or the memorandum, see ibid., 1972, pp. 868-869.

Hbid., pp. 197 ff.
Hbid., 1971, pp. 634-635.





Testimony of Secretary of State-Designate Haig Before the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations [Extracts], January 
9, 10, 12, 13, 14, 1981 '

P a r t  I

Senator Cranston. . . .
I want to be sure that I understand your answer to Senator Baker's ques

tion on the dangers of nuclear war. Did you mean that we run a greater risk 
of nuclear war, if we indicate any lack of will to undergo that ordeal, if 
neceessary, to preserve our freedoms? In other words. General, if we lead 
our adversaries to believe and to act on the assumption that we value our 
lives more than our liberties, will we be increasing the danger of nuclear 
war?

General Haig. I want to be sure I have the connotation of your question. 
Senator. I think that what you are asking me is, do I perceive international 
stability and peace are better preserved by projecting an image to potential 
adversaries, and in this instance the Soviet Union, that we are indeed 
prepared to employ the weapons that we are building, or are we better 
served to suggest to them that a nuclear exchange outcome would be an out
come that would be unacceptable to us under any set of circumstances?

Senator Cranston. That is what I meant. And in effect, do you thus mean 
that by taking that stance, we reduce the danger significantly that we will 
actually ever find ourselves in the catastrophe of nuclear war?

General Haig. Yes. And I think you have to be very careful of cryptic, 
compressed, glib answers to a question of such a profoimd nature. But I 
think you have to get to it to get to the essence of what deterrence is all 
about. Because after all, I don't think there is anybody in this room, and 
least of all me, who would come up here and present a rationale which was 
flirting with the desirability of getting into a nuclear conflict. It would be a 
disaster.

But the problem is, how do you get there? And here there are differences 
between very well-meaning thoughtful people. And I would suggest my 
reading of history, my experience in the international community, suggests 
to me that our deterrence achieves its credibility by the perception of our 
willingness to do whatever is necessary to protect our vital interests if they 
are challenged. And that must include the arsenal of nuclear weapons that 
we maintain at such great cost today.

It does not mean in any sense that someone that harbors that view — and I 
think it is the right one—is a proponent for nuclear warfare or for 
destabilization.

Senator Cranston. That is what I thought you meant, and I concur in 
your judgment.

' Nomination of Alexander M. Haig, Jr.: Hearings Before the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions . . .  on The Nomination of Alexander M. Haig, Jr. To Be Secretary of State, Pt. I, pp. 
70-72, 92-94, 98-99, 148-150, 188-191, 255-258, 322-323, 362-363; Pt. II, pp. 28-31, 65-67.

1



2 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1981

Do you believe that there is any acceptable alternative to the determined, 
steadfast pursuit of balanced, verifiable nuclear arms control agreements if 
our long-term security interests are to be advanced?

General Haig. Here again, I think a glib answer could get you into deep 
trouble. I would want to make it very clear that I have always been a propo
nent for arms control, and especially efforts to get the nuclear genie back in
to the bottle. That is, to minimize the level of nuclear weapons, and to 
minimize nuclear proliferation.

But if that becomes the end in itself, and it is sought at the expense of 
other vital national interests, we may end up with a process in which we put 
in jeopardy the very process you are seeking. J believe these are very impor
tant, vitally important objectives for the United States. But they must also 
and always be pursued as ancillary to our own vital national interests first 
and foremost.

For example, I have always believed that we acquire breakthroughs in 
negotiations with the Soviet Union in arms control only when they perceive 
that the alternative facing them is a willingness on the part of the United 
States to match or better what they are willing to deploy. Why in heaven 
should they sit down and negotiate limitations with us if we re going to do it 
to ourselves without such negotiations?

Senator Cranston. You said the United States should only agree to arms 
limitation agreements that are in our interest, and of course nobody would 
quarrel with that. You go on to link U.S. support for such agreements to 
other aspects of the United States-Soviet competition. Is there any reason 
for the United States to forgo any nuclear arms control agreement that is 
clearly in our strategic interests?

General Haig. Again, that is a very narrowly banded question.
I do not want to suggest to you that we should be in the business of scrub

bing existing agreements. Not at all. The worst thing we can do as a na
tion—and I have said this in my opening statement —is to project an image 
of unreliability or inconsistency. Where we have made obligations, we must 
live by them unless the terms of those obligations provide for escape clauses 
because of abrogation by the other partner.

I hope that's the answer to your question.
Senator Cranston. Well, first of i l ,  I was not thinking of any traps. I 

have none in mind. I was thinking prospectively more than to the present 
SALT I * and SALT II ® terms. I was thinking of the effort to achieve further 
agreements like those which might ultimately lead to the reductions which 
you indicated this morning you and President-elect Reagan feel would be 
desirable.

Is there any reason to forgo arms control agreements that are plainly in 
our national interest?

General Haig. Well, again, no. And I sense the same pitfall I sensed 
before, because you are clearly coming up on the concept of linkage from 
the side. And let me suggest to you that efforts on arms control cannot be

’ The SALT I agreements are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff.
* For the SALT II agreements, see ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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divorced from the overall climate under which those negotiations are con
ducted.

One need only look at the recent events and our experience with SALT II, 
where the whole procedure was derailed by blatant Soviet intervention in 
Afghanistan. I was concerned even before Afghanistan that we had not been 
giving proper attention to illegal Soviet activity abroad, illegal activity.

Senator Cranston. I believe, as I know you do, that competition, con
troversy, and confrontation between the United States and the Soviet Union 
is inevitable now and in the foreseeable future. I believe, and I ask you if 
you agree that a primary purpose of arms control agreements is to manage, 
to use your phrase, and to limit the dimensions of these inevitable collisions 
so that they do not escalate into nuclear conflict?

General Haig. No, I think successful arms control agreements that are 
verifiable, that are equitable, and hopefully that reduce the levels of arma
ments cannot help but be a contributor to improved security for the United 
States and the international stability at large.

Senator Cranston. What do you see as the limits of linkage? For example, 
should we withhold our support for an otherwise desirable SALT treaty as a 
means of pressuring the Soviet leaders to show greater respect for their 
citizens' human rights? Or, as another example, should we attempt to use 
SALT to pressure Soviet leaders on Middle East issues, such as their support 
for the PLO?

General Haig. Senator, again, I hope I made it reasonably clear in my 
opening statement that I do not view linkage as a mechanistic arithmetic 
game in which we add up pluses and minuses each day and decide how we 
are going to proceed in a number of important functional areas—not at all. 
And in the context of your question, hardly at all.

But I think it is vitally important for Americans to understand that the 
Soviets are not in arms control negotiations with us because they like the 
color of our eyes. It is because they see an interest in this subject too, and it 
is of importance to them.

Hopefully, if we do it right, that importance is going to be at the lofty 
area you and I are discussing. If we are foolish, it is going to be driven by 
other incentives as well.

But assuming the lofty outcome, if we find ourselves and international 
peace endangered, even perhaps to resort to nuclear weapons by unintended 
Soviet activity in the international environment, I think we must deal with 
these two in sync. We must make it clear to the Soviet leadership that they 
cannot expect benefits in a number of functional areas, whether it be arms 
control, trade, credit transfer, technology transfer, et cetera, while they are 
indulging in activity worldwide which is endangering international peace.

I know that the leaders of the Soviet Union would understand that 
message, and my own past experience in this Government suggests that they 
can cope with it in a constructive way.

• • • • • • •

Senator Biden. I am prepared to go on, Mr. Chairman. I would like 
generally to pick up where Senator Baker has left off, which is often my 
habit on this committee.
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As you know better than anyone, our NATO allies supported both the 
SALT II agreement — and I realize you described the reasons for that support 
different than I described for that support, but nonetheless, we both agreed 
that they went on the record as supporting SALT II —and TNF —theater 
nuclear force — modernization.

Some of them imposed their own linkage, some of our European allies by 
coupling the theater nuclear force —or as I am always corrected when I 
speak with Chancellor Schmidt, '"Euro-strategic force'" — decision both to the 
ratification of SALT II and to the initiation of European arms control 
efforts; that is, that we would simultaneously begin efforts to reach agree
ment on limiting theater nuclear force weapons. That was the condition that 
a number of our European allies placed, both in their legislative bodies and 
at an executive level, to their support for the December 12,1979, decision to 
move forward.^

And since you very strongly not only supported but advocated the deci
sion that there be a modernization of our theater nuclear force, how, as 
Secretary of State, would you proceed to satisfy our allies that there is a 
continuing commitment to arms control both within the theater and with 
the Soviet Union and central systems?

General Haig. This, Senator, is an extremely complex subject, not only 
because of the issues that you raise—and they are very precise —but also 
because of a number of other related issues such as the recent turn in the 
international environment, Afghanistan and the concerns about the situa
tion in Poland, among others.

What you have ascribed to me is accurate, about my support for Euro
pean arms control measures. My great concern has always been that if these 
talks were launched before the consensus and the necessary implementing 
steps were launched, then we would be at a negotiating table without a 
single negotiating tool. And we are clearly looking at both Backfire under 
the old SALT II a.ad perhaps not under a modified SALT II or a SALT III, 
and, above all, SS-20 deployments, which are now literally in the 
hundreds —these are 5,000-mile missiles.

So I think I am not uncomfortable with your question, but I am afraid 
that I cannot give you the kind of definitive answer that it deserves, the 
answer that must be given in the very near future.

Senator Biden. Well, let me try to help you. General. Implicit in your 
answer was the assumption that events in Afghanistan and possible inter
vention in Poland have somehow altered, galvanized, changed the Euro
pean attitude toward the linkage of arms control in the theater with deploy
ment of long-range nuclear force in the theater. And that is incorrect.

General Haig. No. There is more to it than that. There are other events. 
You know we have already launched Hawk. We had the initial discussion at 
least between I believe it was Secretary Vance—it may have been Secretary 
Muskie—and the Soviet Foreign Minister, which would have launched the 
theater nuclear discussions. Unfortunately, again, I had some complaints 
from European friends that they had not been consulted very carefully. I 
don't mean by that to suggest that theyVe gotten into substance yet. They

* For the NATO communique announcing this decision, see ibid., pp. 814-816.
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have not. But I think we have to bring all of these things into tandem, and 
we have a lot of consultations to do in our European capitals to make sure 
that we proceed from a single point of departure.

Senator Biden. Will you acknowledge that if we fail to proceed on arms 
control discussions that relate to the theater with the consultation and ad
vice of our European allies, that the decision to deploy long-range nuclear 
forces that was taken on December 12, 1979, will be in jeopardy?

General Haig. Yes, I believe that and other factors have begun to unravel 
or at least put in jeopardy the consensus arrived at last December.

Senator Biden. Yes. Well, we agree, then. I see the point you're driving at: 
that the December 12 decision is less secure today than it was December 12. 
I appreciate your saying that, because I misunderstood. I thought you were 
implying that there has been a stiffening, and that is, that it was more 
secure.

So the initiation, or at least a demonstration of an intent on the part of the 
Reagan administration to pursue arms control is something that Europeans 
still are looking for, will be looking for, and will be one of the factors that 
they will put into their mix about whether or not they will comply with the 
December 12 decision. Would you not agree with that?

General Haig. I would agree that that is an element in a somewhat more 
complicated picture, yes.

Senator Hart. . . .
General Haig, do you believe it is desirable and, if so, is it possible for the 

United States to achieve or seek to achieve strategic nuclear weapons 
superiority?

General Haig. I think this is another very complex and difficult question. 
Senator, that does not lend itself to too many glib answers because of the 
visceral reactions generated by such words as superiority versus adequacy, 
adequacy versus equivalence or essential equivalence.

I would hope that the policy we pursue in this area would contribute to 
the slowing of an arms race. In that context it's very important that we not 
pursue policies that we think are retarding the assurance but that are really 
contributing to an impasse in arms control negotiations.

I suppose I'm conditioned by past American history and attitudes, and 
there is no simple answer to this question. I am sorry to belabor it, but I 
lived with the post-Cuban missile crisis situation, when we first spoke of 
parity, equality. And then we spoke of equivalence. Then we spoke of 
rough equivalence or essential equivalence. Each concept represented a 
weakening of the American posture and, if you will, a justification for our 
failure to maintain the strategic levels of capability we should have as a na
tion.

In this hearing I would prefer not to get into whether or not we are seek
ing superiority in the narrow sense of that term or simply adequacy right 
now. The key issue facing the American people right now is that we are less 
capable than we should be in this area, and very early on into this decade
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we are going to be seriously less capable than we should be. And that is a 
problem of past discussions of the kind we have had here, and I hope I don't 
sound like I am attempting to avoid your question.

Senator Hart. Well, to try to answer my own question, based on what 
you said, I take it, as Secretary of State-designate, it is not your intention to 
recommend or pursue a policy for this country and Government of nuclear 
superiority?

General Haig, In general that is right, with the conditions and the great 
number of nuances that I suggest or that I suggested in my response.

Senator Dodd. Yd like to, this morning in my first opportunity to speak 
with you, talk about nuclear nonproliferation.

During the 1980 Presidential campaign it was quoted that President-elect 
Reagan said at one point nuclear nonproliferation is none of our business. 
During the Presidential debates President-elect Reagan quarreled with that 
quote and mentioned then that he thought that nuclear nonproliferation 
ought to be a very high priority in his administration.

Without getting into the question of whether or not the first statement 
was actually made or not, which of those two statements do you feel more 
comfortable with?

General Haig. Well, I think IVe touched upon that here. I think non
proliferation is a very important objective for American foreign policy. It 
must not be the exclusive one. And above all it must be dealt with in a con
text in which our other activities and policy don't generate the incentives 
which bring — that drive have-not nations into a position that they want to 
be nuclear powers.

For example, you must keep consistency in a regional sense. Policies 
toward India should be consistent with policies toward Pakistan.

Senator Dodd. I presume you are familiar with the Nuclear Non
proliferation Treaty of 1968 * and the Nuclear Nonproliferation Act of 
1978.* Could I ask you to comment on whether or not you support both 
that treaty and that act as passed by Congress?

General Haig. Oh, indeed. I spent a great deal of time in the executive 
branch while in the NSC laying out strategies and supporting efforts to 
broaden the signatories.

Senator Dodd. And you accept the full-scope safeguards provision of the 
1978 act?

General Haig. With the 1978 act I would like to study it with a little 
greater care than I have, but I know of no reason not to say yes, with the 
caveat that I have to study it, because I was abroad during the period that 
that was consummated.

Senator Dodd. You sort of touched upon it a little bit in your response to 
my second question with regard to India. As you will recall, in 1974 India

® Printed ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
• Ibid., 1978, pp. 118-164.
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detonated what it called a peaceful nuclear device. India has, of course, also 
refused to sign the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty of 1968 and has indi
cated that it would not accept any international inspections and so forth.

I am remembering what you said about your mother yesterday in 
rehashing events past, but I wonder if you might make an exception and 
comment on whether or not you think the present administration was cor
rect in its decision to export nuclear components—materials —to India 
despite the fact that they have refused to sign or agree to the Nuclear Non
proliferation Treaty.

General Haig. Here again. Senator, the basic answer to that question is 
one that is a rather misinformed one in the context of the question itself, and 
I want to be sure I caveat that.

Clearly the remark I made a moment or two ago was in reference to that 
very subject. So basically I was not comfortable with the decision. But I was 
not in on the give and take of the motivations for the action taken, and I 
think it's highly ill advised to indict a particular course of action without 
having all those facts.

The last linkage that you created at the end of your question is one that I 
am more sensitive to and would not want to endorse.

Senator Dodd. That is the failure to sign that treaty should not necessarily 
preclude the decision to sell?

General Haig. I would not necessarily endorse that. That certainly must 
be a major factor in decisions related to this subject. But it must not be rigid. 
There may be other courses of action or the very act of doing that may fur
ther contribute to nonproliferation objectives. A priori, you cannot 
establish that. That's the point I made about the Clark amendment.^ I think 
we have to be very careful. We have a great tendency to do that. Perhaps it's 
our legal mentality.

Senator Dodd. Could I ask you to comment just generally, understanding 
your response. Take Argentina, Brazil, South Africa —three nations, in ad
dition to India, have refused to sign the treaty. And understanding the con
text of your response to my previous question, what sort of assurances 
would you want to have, or how would you try to insure, as Secretary of 
State, assuming that we decided to sell nuclear components to those three 
countries, that they would not be used for the production of nuclear 
weaponry?

General Haig. Well, I think we'd have to insist on ironclad assurances. 
Now what the nature of those would be I couldn't spell out beforehand. One 
of them clearly might be signature commitment.

Senator Dodd. But not necessarily inspection?
General Haig. Well, you know, I think everything is relative here. You 

can speak to some of our friends abroad and they think they're being in
spected on a 24-hour basis and we haven't been very generous with them in 
this particular area.

We should be careful as we establish policies in this crucial area that we 
are not creating ramifications or impressions that are counter-productive to

' I.e., Sec. 404 of the International Security Assistance and Arms Export Control Act of 1976.
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our broader interest. I saw this in Europe some years ago when we came 
over and threatened to cut off enriched uranium if West Germany and 
France continued with contracts that they had made —one in Brazil and one 
in Pakistan, as I recall.

Well, you can imagine the impact that has on a trusted ally. It was 
devastating. And from that point on America's ability to do business in the 
European market in the nuclear area began to decline. One should take a 
look at the contracts for American industry in the nuclear power area, 
which used to average about 300 a year in Europe. They are now down to a 
handful.

WeVe abrogated this whole industry, this whole technology, to other na
tions. Now I think that is a product of some kind of myopia that we want to 
be very, very careful about.

Senator Dodd. I wouldn't disagree with you on that, but I do think it is 
sort of intriguing to note that, for instance, the Canadians, who were also 
involved in the sale of nuclear components to India, immediately ceased any 
relationship with India after the nuclear test.

The Soviet Union is far more stringent than we are on the restrictions it 
places on the sale of nuclear components. I am not going to disagree over 
the idea that we want to make sure that American industry does well. 
However, the whole issue of nuclear nonproliferation is so threatening that 
those nations which presently possess the ability to exercise a degree of con
trol have an inordinate responsibility to see to it that those nations which 
refuse—blatantly refuse —to impose any kind of safeguards or allow any 
kind of inspection is something that we've got a very great responsibility on.

General Haig. I couldn't agree more. Senator. And I think I failed to carry 
it the next step as I explained why I was concerned. Why was I concerned? 
Because that technology is transferred abroad now, and we are, instead of 
being the core of it, these nations are not going to be, perhaps, as scrupulous 
as we would like to be in this area.

So we have circumvented our own objectives. That's the point I was real
ly trying to make—not the need for American business to —

Senator Pell. . . .
In any case, my recollection of Senator Pressler's question was that he 

asked the Secretary of State-designate under what circumstances he believed 
SALT could be resumed, and the nominee replied that he thought there 
should be a dramatic improvement in our military posture before resuming 
SALT conversations.

Is that a correct analysis?
General Haig. I think. Senator, I wouldn't want to suggest that I'm saying 

that these improvements should be in place.
As you know, many decisions made today will require as many as 5 to 8 

years, in general terms, between what we used to refer to as "womb to 
boom," the time of a decision and the time a system can be produced and 
deployed.
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The point I was making and which I hope to reiterate this morning is that 
decisions, decisions on allocation of resources to programs designed to 
enhance our strategic posture are the precondition that I suggested, as I did a 
year ago in SALT testimony.

Now, some of those already have been taken and they are formulated. 
But clearly, with this new administration and these new Defense budget sub
missions, we have the need to give recognition to the implication of those 
submissions, to be able to anticipate the kind of success that we are seeking 
in SALT III and, above all, hopefully to be able to achieve some genuine 
reductions in armaments.

Senator Pell. Now the improvement in posture means an improvement in 
our strategic posture or in conventional posture?

General Haig. It means really the entire posture, but with primary focus 
on our strategic posture.

Senator Pell. May I follow up that thought for a second and ask you what 
is your thinking with regard to the idea to which I always have subscribed, 
that is, that if you can destroy your opponent once, if you can inflict imac- 
ceptable damage on your opponent, it does not matter if you can multiply 
that by a factor of 2, 3, or 4, as I think it was Khrushchev who once said to 
make the rubble bounce.

Don't you believe it is more a question of will? Are we able to use the 
force we have in a crisis rather than just having a larger amount to make the 
rubble bounce?

General Haig. Well, I don't anticipate that what you are suggesting to me 
is a so-called MAD concept within the connotations of your remarks. If it 
were, my answer to you would be I would be stringently opposed to a MAD 
concept for American strategy. As a matter of fact, the outgoing administra
tion clearly departed from that in its recent decision memorandum which it 
made public.

I think to answer your question in dialectic-strategic terms, it is really not 
quite so simple as to suggest that merely the perception of overkill or ade
quacy in the context of damage to populations, cities, or both is the essence 
of our strategic need. I think it is vitally important for Americans to 
recognize that the perceived balances between us and the Soviet Union, as a 
backdrop to the conduct of all of our relationships with the Soviet Union, 
are a vitally important aspect of our anticipated success.

You know, in crisis management, at lower levels of tension in which 
probably, certainly hopefully, the rattling of nuclear sabers will not be 
engaged, this backdrop serves to strengthen American diplomacy, to enable 
the American President to speak authoritatively at these lower levels, and 
hopefully to bring about a resolution without resort to higher levels of ten
sion and potential conflict. That certainly had a role to play in President 
Kennedy's successful management of the Cuban missile crisis in 1962.

What I am suggesting is if you slip into the exclusive mentality that it 
makes no difference what our levels of strategic power are because we have 
enough to register what we presume to be an unacceptable damage, then 
you tend to discoimt all of these other factors.

I'd suggest another thing that you discount by such a theory, and that is
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the incentive, as we sit down to negotiate with the Soviet Union, to achieve 
real breakthroughs in reduction of nuclear armaments, an objective you and 
I share very, very strongly.

You cannot unilaterally apply restrictions to American arsenals while ig
noring unbridled and unchecked growth of Soviet Union arsenals in the 
nuclear area without at some point providing a disincentive for 
breakthroughs in arms control and, above all, to provide a backdrop that 
could be extremely dangerous in the management of our day-to-day crises, 
inevitable as they are, with the Soviet leadership.

I hope I have shed some light on my thinking with respect to your 
question.

The Chairman. Senator Pell, would you yield 30 seconds on my time for 
me to put into the record exactly what General Haig said on Saturday?

Senator Pell Certainly.
The Chairman. He said:

It doesn't mean that until that's done we are not able to talk. Not at 
all. It does mean we ve got to change the backdrop under which those 
talks and ultimately the negotiations themselves can be conducted 
successfully.

Thank you.
Senator Pell. 1 guess what bothers me is the question of the response of 

the man on the other side of the negotiating table. I think it was Talleyrand 
who once said that the mark of the real diplomat is the man who spends 10 
minutes of every 60 thinking he is in the skin of his opponent. If you know 
that you are threatened by someone with a small bore gun or a cannon and 
it was pointed right at you, it would seem to me that then the factoring in 
your decision is what is the likelihood of this man pulling the trigger. In the 
case of a nation for example, in World War II, Switzerland and Sweden 
were faced with that gun, yet they retained their freedom because they had 
tremendous will; but France, with its great maginot line, succumbed.

I would have thought there would be more emphasis not on the size of the 
backdrop but on the state of the will, the national character of the 
participants.

What would be your reaction to that thought?
General Haig. Well, I think beyond a shadow of question that is an im

portant aspect of the overall mix that we are talking about.
But also, as you get into the discussions we are talking about. Senator, I 

think it is important for the American people to recognize that America s 
strategic ballistic nuclear capability increasingly is in jeopardy, based not on 
negotiating mistakes but primarily unilateral decisions made over a period 
of years here in the United States; and it is a matter of some importance that 
we rectify that. That is what this MX debate is all about. That's what led to 
this administration submitting, or at least preparing a deployment plan for 
the MX.

We find, as we look into the decade of the 1980's, that the United States, 
for a host of reasons, has permitted itself to be exposed in this vital area of 
first strike vulnerability in the ballistic missile area —fixed silo capability. I
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think that is an unacceptable position for us to be in. I have felt that way. I 
think now that most of the experts have come to believe that and I think it is 
an area, among several others, that has to be corrected.

Senator Pell. I want to be sure I understand what you are saying.
Are you saying that if the present trends continue there could be a nuclear 

exchange in which only the United States would be destroyed? I thought 
that would be incorrect because of the Trident, the third leg of the Triad, 
which is always there to render the unacceptable damage if such occurred.

General Haig. It really isn't so simple as who is destroyed and who isn't 
destroyed. There are a number of unfathomable and unmeasurable calcula
tions that have to go into that: what level of damage would American 
leadership accept versus what the Soviets might accept. I think there could 
be some substantial differences there.

That is one issue.
Another issue of overriding importance is after the first exchanges, what 

residual capability remains on both sides with which to influence ultimate 
outcomes. It can be rather substantial under current trends with respect to 
assets available to the Soviet leadership. Now we have to deal with that
problem and I think it is important that we do. We are beginning to do so.

Senator Pell. I had always understood that the Trident is a pretty secure 
secondary, followup weapon system. I had always inclined to the old 
triplet: "Put the weapons out to sea, where the real estate is free, and far 
away from you and me." I think that is how it goes.

General Haig. Yes; we all like that jingle.
Senator Pell. To me it makes a good deal of sense. Yet the weapons re

main there.
Would that not give you the followup that you are talking about if, God 

forbid, such an exchange occurred?
General Haig. Well, there are a host of reasons why I wouldn't endorse 

that jingle unreservedly. One is unforeseen technological breakthroughs 
available to the Soviets which might, in very quick order, enable them to 
neutralize, given the overwhelming number of submarines they maintain to
day, our undersea delivery capability. The second aspect that would give 
me pause is the current accuracy in what I call silo-busting capability of our 
current submarine launched systems. While they are improving tremen
dously, they are in no way comparable to heavy silo-based missiles of the 
kind the Soviet Union has deployed in large, large numbers, and continues 
to modernize.

You know, some years ago, we Americans pursued a philosophy that 
technological accuracy and precision could compensate for the yields of 
Soviet weapons which we largely relegated to free run.

Now we have been faced with what I would call the imprecision of that 
attitude as we see the Soviets not only merge these huge yields — or not only 
develop them—but to merge them with an alarmingly improved 
technological capability which is enhancing the accuracy as well as the 
yield.

And so, we find ourselves today in a very serious dilemma that must be 
dealt with, and it must be ballistic in character to be an appropriate
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counterweight. It must also be of the yield and the accuracy that is 
necessary. And, above all, its response time must be comparable in deter
rent terms.

There is another problem with our undersea delivery systems. There are 
some lags in response time, recycling time, which our silo-based systems 
would not have.

Now please do not misunderstand what I have said as a reflection of skep
ticism on my part about the desirability and the incalculable role that our 
undersea delivery systems contribute to our overall deterrent. But we have 
maintained a Triad in the American strategic inventory to assure a redun
dancy, to be sure that one system wasn't neutralized and we found ourselves 
totally without an alternative.

I feel very confident that we have been well served by this so-called Triad 
concept and we should not abandon it.

Senator Cranston. I would agree with that. If we appear to be turning the 
other cheek and appear to accept anything and not resort to appropriate 
means to defend ourselves, we increase the danger of reaching the point 
where we need to revert to the nuclear weapons.

However, given the fact that we are in conflict with them on many mat
ters now, due to their behavior, and to the fact that that is going to be the 
case for the foreseeable future, I believe the purpose of arms control and 
SALT is to seek to contain the dimensions of whatever collisions we have 
with them so that they do not become nuclear.

I would assume that you agree with that general purpose.
General Haig. Absolutely.
Senator Cranston. Because on the other side of that, certainly we would 

not come to the conclusion that the greater insecurities of the United States 
or the Soviet Union or the more severe or frequent the confrontations be
tween us, the less we need arms control.

General Haig. No. Again, I think it is important that we recognize that 
this is part of a broad interrelationship in which vital American interests are 
at the core. I include in that the avoidance of nuclear conflict as a vital 
American interest.

Senator Cranston. It is certainly one of our prime interests. However, I
accept the position that you expressed in prior dialogs on the need to make
plain our willingness to pursue that course if necessary. And I accept that 
view of the way of reducing the danger.

What I am driving at is a question that comes out of the fact that we need 
arms control all the more with a nation we don't get along with, like the 
Soviet Union. We don't need arms control with Canada or the United 
Kingdom or our allies with whom we do not have such conflicts. But given 
the matter of linkage, then I question the validity of applying the traditional 
concept of linkage — denying benefits to the Soviets in one area because they 
misbehave in some other area —to the problem of effective and verifiable 
nuclear arms agreements.
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It would seem to me that the conventional linkage doctrine must be ap
plied and is very appropriately applied with special appreciation of the im
portance and uniqueness of the problem of nuclear arms control. It may be 
much more appropriate to apply it in lesser areas than to arms control.

General Haig. I think that in relative terms that's probably true.
On the other hand, I would want to make it clear that the reservations 

Ive expressed here about SALT II, and you heard me express them in the 
past; I know you were there. Senator—were not exclusively related to the 
linkage issue. I recall that it was one of several factors I had mentioned that 
had to be sorted out before SALT II could be assessed.

I still feel that way today. I think it s awfully important that we sort out 
all of the concerns I had in the arms control area as they pertained to SALT 
II. First and foremost is, is it a good agreement? I know that very honest, 
serious people differed on this, and I perhaps am on a different side of the 
fence than you.

Senator Cranston. Going on from that, I want to make sure that I under
stand fully a matter that's been gone into several times. The 10-minute rule 
has tended to prevent us from pursuing questions on this matter, as on 
others. I want to understand more fully than I presently do your views on 
what is and what should be the relationship of United States and Soviet 
nuclear power —tactical, theater, and strategic.

If I understand the testimony that you've given this far, you were con
cerned—and I share this concern fully with you —that the change from 
original, unquestioned American nuclear superiority to the acceptance of 
equality and parity should not, under any circumstances, lead to a situation 
where the United States is second. And I assume that you mean that to ex
tend to strategic, theater, and tactical—each category, in other words.

General Haig. Well, again, I think we've indulged in our strategic thinking 
and I'm turning now not to the American triad, which we talked about this 
morning but the NATO triad which is a three-element, central strategic 
force, regional nuclear forces —or tactical nuclear weapons —and conven
tional power. In the past, we have accepted deficiencies in one area with the 
knowledge that we had supremacy in another.

That has permitted us, for example, in the post-World War II period, to 
accept fundamental discrepancies in our conventional capabilities under the 
umbrella of the overwhelming strategic nuclear power that the United States 
has maintained.That was also true as we made our assessments with respect 
to theater nuclear capability.

Now here is the danger that we Americans are facing today. The picture 
has changed. We are not only facing a period between 1981 to perhaps 1987 
in which we are deficient in regional nuclear power, and in conventional 
power, but, for the first time in post-World War II history, we will be 
vulnerable and deficient in central strategic nuclear power. Now that poses 
some very important dilemmas for all of us.

I hope I didn't leave you the other day with the impression that I was dis
counting the desirability of superiority and rejecting that thesis. What I was 
trying to do — and I think this is clear if my words are carefully read in their
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entirety — was to suggest that in this triad, together with our allies, we have 
to be unquestionably superior, in the broadest sense of that term.

That does not necessarily mean, in the context of our other arithmetic, the 
assured contributions by other nuclear powers — Britain and France —that 
the arithmetic of the balance has to be laid out in a 1 equals 1, or they have- 
we have context. There are many value judgments that make up an assess
ment of overall relative nuclear power.

Of course I recognize that we don't want to provide incentives for 
runaway Soviet arms building, but the simple facts are that despite 10 years 
of American restraint in our strategic programs, the Soviets have continued 
to build weapons at the maximum that our best technical estimations sug
gest they are capable of building. We see no signs of a letup in that construc
tion program despite SALT.

That should give us cause to pause. Senator, and I think it requires a very 
careful assessment by this administration of where we re going in the period 
ahead in this area of arms control and I certainly intend to participate in 
such an assessment.

Senator Cranston. Well, I understood you to suggest that we face a 
period on into the mid-1980s of deficiency and danger in strategic strength. 
Did you say that we need to establish or reestablish, superiority there, or 
that we need to achieve a balance?

General Haig. Well, what I said the other day, and what I repeat today, is 
that I am not going to fall into the trap of visceral codewords, such as 
domino theories. You know, I can remember a few years ago when the very 
uttering of the word drove serious people into diametrically opposed cor
ners. That same thing can happen with the term "superiority" in the 
Washington environment today.

I think that it is vitally important that we have sufficient nuclear power to 
be sure we have an invulnerable retaliatory capability vis-a-vis the Soviet 
Union and that they will perceive from the first moment of growing crisis or 
confrontation that the risks associated with entering into nuclear conflict are 
unacceptable to them.

Senator Cranston. Well, I think you have stated it clearly. Where, in your 
view, do we stand in theater and tactical systems, compared to them 
presently?

General Haig. Well, first lets turn to tactical or theater systems. Many 
Americans have tended to overlook this, and I don't mean that by way of 
criticism but perhaps by result of the failure of our own leadership to 
highlight it for them.

Some years ago we were vastly superior in Europe in theater-deployed 
systems. Today I think the latest arithmetic would suggest we are 
somewhere between 2- to 3-to-l inferior to the Soviet Union, especially in 
the critical area of medium- and long-range systems, with the deployment 
of the SS-20, unchallenged as yet by the West, and the deployment of the 
Backfire bomber.

Senator Cranston. In your testimony, when we were together at the time 
of the SALT hearings in July of last year, you criticized what you called the 
"never-never land of essential equivalence" and you endorsed the concept of
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"total equality" in United States-Soviet strategic forces. What do you mean 
by total equality and how does that differ from essential equivalence?

General Haig. Well, the point I was making in that testimony — and I 
think youll agree that there was some extended comment on my part —is 
that I have been a participant in the Washington scene and the strategic jar
gon associated with it for some 20 years, and at the end of the Cuban missile 
crisis, as I said the other day, we started talking about the desirability of 
mutual restraint, to never again permit us to be faced with the kinds of 
dangers that many saw in the Cuban missile crisis.

At that point we started unilaterally to restrain our strategic building pro
gram, with the hope that there would be some compensatory restraint on 
the part of the Soviet Union. We were simply wrong.

Now, in that process we started to talk first of parity. That was the jargon 
of the mid-1960s. Then we went to equivalence. Then we went to essential 
equivalence. Then we went to rough equivalence. And each iteration pro
vided an excuse or a formula for us to permit our strategic forces to fall into 
some disarray.

Now, today, we are faced with a situation where indeed equivalence, or 
whatever you want to call it, did not provide for the American people, for 
the Congress, for the executive branch, the understanding of what was 
necessary in the face of the continuing growth of Soviet strategic nuclear 
power.

That is why I used those terms and that is why I say weVe got to get away 
from that and I think we should, because we delude ourselves.

Senator Pressler. This is my last round of questions on arms control. I 
would like to go through, just very quickly, some questions that I have not 
covered. One is on Presidential Directive 13, which President Carter set on 
"Guidelines and Prohibitions for U.S. Arms Transfers," and so on.®

Do you intend to seek a revision of Presidential Directive 13? Do you 
believe there should be firm guidelines, like those in Presidential Directive 
13, to be used in making judgments about individual arms transfers?

General Haig. In general, I think every arms transfer action should be 
very carefully considered. That is not a suggestion that they are wrong, in 
general; but I think they bring certain obligations and de facto commitments 
that require careful thought.

Its a great asset, incidentally, for our foreign policy.
Senator Pressler. Specifically, will you seek a revision of Presidential 

Directive 13, which President Carter issued, which laid out seven prohibi
tions on the transfer of arms? I don't know if it even is being followed, some 
of it is so vague.

General Haig. Well, I think it needs a complete restudy and probably a 
major modification if we are to continue it in the books.

■ The guidelines may be found in a statement by President Carter in Documents on Disarma
ment, 1977, pp. 328-329.
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Senator Pressler. To what extent will a country's human rights perform
ance be used to detenhine U.S. military aid and arms transfer policy 
toward that country? Can you conceive of circumstances in which you 
would recommend military aid be cut off for human rights reasons?

General Haig. I don't discount that possibility at all. I think it has been 
overused and it must be carefully considered, along with a number of other 
desirable, and sometimes essential, considerations.

Senator Pressler. In concluding my questions on arms control, there is a 
feeling that the arms control process will be slowed down substantially 
under the new administration. I know that you said that you want to con
tinue the process. But I want to get just a final comment in the arms control 
area from you before I close and yield my time, with unanimous consent, to 
Senator Kasten. Would you just make a statement on your feelings overall 
toward this process in the next 4 years? Presumably you will be Secretary of 
State during that time, and hopefully longer. The arms control process will 
continue, I am sure. The Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction Talks will go 
on, as they have gone on, for a long time and there will be new initiatives. 
But there is a feeling that this administration will substantially take a step 
back unless we have superiority. There is a feeling that this is your 
approach, that actually arms control will kind of have a much lower priori
ty in fact.

Would you make sort of a final statement on how you see arms control, 
how you feel about it over the next 4 years?

General Haig. I think arms control is an extremely important, high- 
priority item for the Department of State and for our entire Federal 
bureaucracy associated with national security affairs. I think President-elect 
Reagan has commented on that explicitly during the campaign. I know it 
will be a high priority on our agenda for the future. It is too important work 
to be otherwise.

General Haig. Senator, let me suggest that I share your sense of urgency 
for a continuation of arms control efforts. I think that is vitally important.

Let me suggest also that the problem in the current SALT II debate, if you 
will, was probably aggravated by unilateral Soviet action in Afghanistan. It 
was also a consequence of some serious questions in the U.S. Congress and 
in the executive branch as well, to say nothing of the media and the number 
of other think tanks and national security oriented organizational groups, 
that there were some doubts about the equity of the SALT II.

Now, I share your concern about the importance of this issue. I would also 
suggest, as a further elaboration on the very erudite quotation you cited 
from a distinguished American scholar and diplomat, that in my experience 
historic precedent would suggest it is not when there is an adequacy of ar
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maments, but when there is an inadequacy on one side or another, that the 
likelihood of conflict is greatest. Not just arms, arms growth per se, but 
rather anomalies which prove to be tempting to the side which perceives 
itself to have superior capabilities.

So all of these factors have got to be moved into this very important sub
ject area and we have got to proceed under the premise which you and I 
have discussed, and on which we share a common perception. I think there 
are things to be settled in our relationship with the Soviet Union in the 
period ahead, which, as callous as it may sound, are of even greater impor
tance than efforts to get control of the growth of armaments. These things 
will plant the seeds for the kind of confrontations that ultimately may lead 
to the employment of Armed Forces—heaven forbid. And so it must be 
prevented in its totality.

Senator Cranston. Are we not able to pursue these other matters, as 
important as they are, simultaneously?

General Haig. I think there has to be some clearing of the air early on. I 
think we can conduct certain talks and discussions designed to facilitate pro
gress at the right moment. Clearly, I think we owe the Soviet Union some 
explanations of our concerns today about the provisions of SALT II, which 
have not garnered the kind of American support, popular, legislative, and 
executive branch support that I think is necessary to sustain a long-term 
agreement of the kind we hope to achieve.

Senator Cranston. I would not quarrel with what you said about an im
balance in arms being an extremely dangerous invitation to conflict. 
However, when there is an even balance of nuclear weapons it seems to me 
even more important to contain, control, and reduce those armaments.

Do you see a danger that if we pursue a buildup while SALT is put on 
hold, the Soviets will commit themselves to a future course of action that 
will diminish the possibility that we can indeed halt the nuclear arms race?

General Haig. I think that is hard to predict with firmness, Senator. I 
think our past experiences have indicated that since 1962 the Soviets have in 
general built strategic forces to about the limit that they were capable of 
building within their restraints of technology, resource allocation, and the 
maintenance of some balance in their economy. And the boosts have been 
very sharp in that area.

Senator Cranston. You referred this morning to modern-day 
technological developments as in many respects the most worrisome and 
imique phenomenon of our time. Is there not some danger — regardless of 
the capacities at this moment in the Soviet Union to invest a great deal 
more—and I think that is an open question — that a continued delay in the 
SALT process may make likely a situation where new breakthroughs by 
both nations will lead to a situation where efforts to limit the growth of our 
nuclear arsenals and to contain new genies that emerge from the bottle will 
be, if not impossible, much, much more difficult?

General Haig. I think it is an associated risk, but I do not take much com
fort from the opposite thesis, that if we proceed that we are going to find 
restraint in their efforts for breakthroughs, whether it be in space, chemical, 
biological, laser, or a number of other highly sophisticated, potentially ex
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tremely dangerous developments, because we have not seen it during the 
dialog on SALT I, Vladivostok/ and SALT IL

Senator Cranston. Well, I am sure that we share a concern that we must 
not assume that some breakthroughs will be made which could be very 
foreboding.

General Haig. Absolutely.

P a r t  II

Senator Glenn. General, the last Republican Administration advocated 
the introduction of American nuclear materials into Egypt and Israel. The 
Iran-Iraq situation clearly shows the problems that can arise when such 
materials are placed in what could be termed tinderbox regions. The Iraqis 
have refused an informal request by the International Atomic Energy Agen
cy for an inspection of their nuclear facilities on the grounds that the war 
presents presently insuperable difficulties for such activity. The Egyptians 
are apparently willing to accept full scope safeguards in order to get nuclear 
materials, the Israelis are not.

Were you involved in the 1974 decision by President Nixon to send 
nuclear materials to the Middle East?

General Haig. I don't recall specifically making a contribution to that 
decision. Senator. But it raises an issue about which I have some views.

I think that not only American, but Western industrialized countries in 
general will have to reply [rely] on peaceful nuclear power and we are going 
to have to meet to find a way to provide the safeguards to prevent the abuses 
for which you express concern.

I remain convinced that a nation that has created nuclear power is every 
bit up to meeting the challenges of creating the most reasonable and assured 
safeguards to prevent abuse.

So, I would have favored that probably at the time with assurances that 
abuses were not going to creep in. That is the great danger and I share your 
concerns about that.

But I do not feel that those dangers should dominate our policies because 
they exist as a danger. Our problem is to deal with them along the lines of 
which you spoke, inspection and what have you.

Senator Glenn. Well, the spread of the benefits of nuclear power I think 
we agree on completely. Where your previous testimony indicated we might 
have some differing viewpoints is in the area of how we prevent the spread 
of reprocessing equipment, uranium enrichment equipment, plutonium 
shipments, all three of which are keyed to spreading nuclear weapons to 
more and more nations around the world. There is a difference there.

’ For the Vladivostok agreement, see ibid., 1974, pp. 746-750.
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I agree with you completely in what you just said about nuclear power. I 
presume you meant by that such things as electric power generation.

General Haig. Yes.
Senator Glenn. How about your views on reprocessing equipment, 

shipments of plutonium, on uranium enrichment plants?
General Haig. Well, I would never be a proponent for policies which had 

the practical consequence of raising the dangers of nuclear proliferation. In 
no way. There, of course, I am talking about weaponry.

Senator Glenn. You just mentioned safeguards methods a moment ago. 
Are you talking about something different than the International Atomic 
Energy Safeguards?

General Haig. Well, I think there are bilateral assurances that must 
accompany the transfer of nuclear technology. There are technical 
assurances that must accompany the transfer of nuclear technology. There 
are a host of safeguards that can be applied, related to such a decision.

Senator Glenn. Do you favor the idea of fullscope safeguards before we 
make shipments?

General Haig. In general, yes.
Senator Glenn. You indicated earlier some discomfort at the reaction of 

some of our European allies to the pressures that we put on them to alter 
their nonproliferation policies, policies that resulted in the French, for in
stance, attempting to send reprocessing plants to Pakistan and South Korea 
and the Germans transferring reprocessing technology to Brazil. Would you 
agree that at least the pressures created by our own change in policy have 
had the beneficial effect of at least raising the consciousness level of our 
allies so that, as I think has been indicated more recently, such transfers are 
less likely to take place?

General Haig. That would depend on a great number of things. Senator. 
It would depend, first and foremost, on the continuing regard that these 
other advanced industrialized nations hold for the U.S. point of view. That 
is an issue which remains to be determined.

Senator Glenn. We have 108 nonnuclear weapon nations that, at our re
quest and at our leadership, have followed us in agreeing to the Nuclear 
Nonproliferation Treaty, the NNPT. What benefits do you think should ac
crue to those nations as opposed to those which do not agree with us? 
Should we go ahead and continue shipping to other nations, too, whether or 
not they have signed the NNPT?

General Haig. Well, first as I stated earlier, I was a great proponent of the 
nonproliferation treaties and worked diligently during my time in 
Washington to get additional signatories.

Those nations which have not agreed—the panorama of differences for 
that nonagreement is very, very wide. Some of them might be understand
able; some far less so.

I think what is important as we address this issue and continue to try to 
broaden acceptance of the nonproliferation agreement is, above all, not to 
pursue ancillary or related policies which contribute, as I said, to the in
securities which raise the appetite. For example, in a regional sense, if one
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nation, a have-not nation is threatened by a have nation, the appetite is 
rather large. We have to deal with that in a host of possible ways.

Senator Glenn. Let's go back over this again.
The other day we talked about India and Pakistan. Now there is a have 

and have-not, side by side. Pakistan is scared to death and wants the bomb. 
Qaddafi is backing it, is sending them yellow cake for developing the bomb.

Now you also indicated that our policy should be the same to different 
nations, and you specifically said Pakistan and India.

Would you favor our shipments to Pakistan, then, so that we are 
evenhanded because we have just sent nuclear fuel shipments to India?

General Haig. Well, that would have me join the syndrome that one 
mistake begets another. Perhaps that's true, but I would like to think about 
that very carefully. I am not comfortable with that thesis.

Senator Glenn. Well, you are going to be faced with it in about 6 days. 
You don't have a lot of time to ponder this thing.

General Haig. That, including a host of other things, gives me pause.
Senator Glenn. Excuse me?
General Haig. I said that, among a host of other things, tends to give me 

pause.
Senator Glenn. Well, we tried and, of course, have cut off our support for 

Pakistan. We went ahead and cooperated with India, which has not signed 
the NNPT and rubbed our nose in it all the way through and has been just as 
antagonistic as it can be.

General Haig. Senator, I don't like to leave you with some cute exchange 
from me on a subject of this gravity and importance.

There are a host of ways of dealing with this. There are assurances, 
American commitments, and in the case of Pakistan, it is rather long
standing — since 1958, as I recall.

Senator Glenn. You mean our commitment to Pakistan to what?
General Haig. To be reassuring with respect to their future and their 

viability. There are things in the area of conventional armaments which can 
relieve the kind of tensions that feed an appetite for nuclear weaponry.

Senator Glenn. Well, in that particular situation, while I would hate to 
disagree with a learned gentleman like you, but I don't think anything is go
ing to persuade them that if you give them some other, conventional 
military equipment, they should cease and desist in their efforts to make the 
nuclear weaponry they obviously are bent on making in Pakistan.

General Haig. Well, I think this remains to be seen. I may be somewhat 
more optimistic and therefore will be soon disappointed, as apparently you 
are.

Senator Glenn. I think, further, that the Pakistan situation shows that the 
"trigger list," as it is called, of sensitive nuclear components adopted under 
the London Suppliers Agreement,'® is not sufficient to prevent nations bent 
on acquiring a weapons capability from buying the materials they need on 
the world market. Indeed, the Pakistanis received materials from most of 
our major European allies, including Britain, Germany, Switzerland, and

For this agreement, see ibid., 1978, pp. 14-26.
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even got some of their electronic equipment from a firm in California in our 
own country.

What steps would you take to plug the leaks that presently exist in this in
ternational safeguard system?

General Haig. Well, I hope that I have an assistant secretary who will 
have responsibilities in this area who will be sure we are doing all we can to 
prevent this.

Senator Glenn. The red light is on, so I guess my time is up.
This is all so extremely complex. I agree with you. Much as I would like 

to pin you down to specifics, I think you are wise not to get pinned down 
too tightly here. I guess it is not in any of our interests to pin you down that 
tightly at the moment.

This is all so extremely complex. I was a bit disturbed in our first or sec
ond day of questioning when we got into nuclear proliferation and you had 
an exchange with Senator Dodd. You came back on one of his questions and 
indicated — or at least I received the impression — that you felt it had been a 
big mistake that we had not just let business go on as usual around the 
world in this regard, that American business involvement had been held 
back, and you didn't like that. I think that was Senator Dodds impression 
also of what you said that day.

It has 'tugged" me a little bit since then and that is one reason I wanted to 
follow up on some of those questions today.

We made a very positive governmental decision in 1978 with the NNPA 
as to whether we were going to encourage American business to get in
volved everywhere in the world, to use oiir influence through American 
business to try to influence peaceful nuclear expansion — all over the world 
and to control the weaponry aspect of it, or were we going to try the 
govemment-to-government relationship. Well, we opted for the latter.

Your opening remarks on that subject left a little bit of doubt as to 
whether you thought we had made a mistake in going that route. That left 
me with the impression that perhaps you might not be ais willing to back up 
our view of this as we would like to see.

In all fairness, we wrote into that law a requirement for GAO to do a 
study at the end of 2 years on how it was working. Were we really prevent
ing proliferation or not?

They have had a lot of people working on that for 6 or 7 months and that 
report is due out in March, I believe.^’

The Chairman. [Nods affirmatively.]^*
Senator Glenn. It should give us advice on this. We may want to make 

some changes —I don't know. But right now, the law is, and what we are 
trying to make work is, to prevent the spread of reprocessing, enrichment, 
and plutonium. That was the objective of that NNPA.

I hope we have your very, very full support in carrjang out that law.

• • • • • • •

” Post, May 21.
Brackets in source text.
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Senator Glenn. . . .
Could you give your views on verification? We have touched on this just 

a couple of times, I think once the other night in our executive session just a 
little bit. But I have been concerned, and in SALT, SALT II, my main con
cern was not exactly the balance that was set. I think what we lost in one 
area we gained in another. It was a reasonable balance overall.

But I was very concerned that we be able to know what the Soviets are 
doing. And that feeds right into this whole intelligence business. Now, at the 
time when people were coming over and telling us at the committee when 
we were considering SALT II that, yes, we had a good intelligence capabili
ty, my judgment of it was we absolutely unequivocally did not have an ade
quate intelligence capability at that time.

Could you give us your views as to how you see this? Do you think there 
has to be an absolute verification capability? Are there degrees in it? What 
are your views on it?

General Haig. Well, first, I share your view that we do not have an ab
solute assured verification capability. And I would suggest that in our ac
ceptance of SALT I and even the discussions associated with Vladivostok 
and subsequently SALT II, there was a tendency to continue to accept risks 
in this area.

Now, those risks were less significant in SALT I but became somewhat 
more significant in SALT II. If we get down to the kinds of negotiations that 
I hope we will achieve in the period ahead, where we are really visualizing 
reductions in nuclear armaments, then those risks are going to be far less ac
ceptable than they have been when we were seeking certain functional con
trols, as we did in SALT I in certain specific areas, the ABM and a limited 
number of offensive systems.

Second, there is the problem of advancing technology, not only in the 
context of our ability to inspect and verify, but also in the ability of the 
other side to circumvent patterns that we have established. Now, this is an 
ongoing phenomenon. We have certain patterns that visualize status quo. 
And when you get breakthroughs in accuracy combined with break
throughs in yield, some of these patterns no longer potentially are going to 
provide us the kind of assurance that we need.

That is about all that I would care to say.
Senator Glenn. I would trust that in future negotiations that you are liable 

to get into that you would make verification a key matter and that we 
would not agree to anything that we cannot adequately verify, adequately" 
being subjective.

General Haif .̂ I do not think there are many disagreements on that.
Senator Glenn. Well, I did want to bring that up and get on the record 

here.
Senator Dodd. Would the Senator yield on that one point?
I have an interest in this as well. And just for the public record, I asked 

you the other evening. General, about whether or not you would insist 
upon onsite inspection as part of verification. You indicated you would not 
the other evening.

Is that still your position?
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General Haig. No. But I want to be careful. I am talking about the arms 
control, nuclear arms control. There are other aspects, reduced armaments 
or ancillary things, where onsite inspection might be somewhat more 
desirable, such as radiological weapons and what have you. I have not 
studied that with the degree of care that I would like to before I answer your 
question.

I want to be sure when I say, no, I do not insist on onsite inspection, that 
that is not across the whole spectrum of potential —

Senator Dodd. As far as strategic arms go, that would be responsive?
General Haig. No; I do not insist.
Senator Dodd. All right thank you.
Senator Glenn. That gets us into a very complex area and I do not want to 

pursue it. I do not want to get into the test ban, like that the Soviets might 
accept an onsite seismic —

General Haig. That is why I answered with that caveat. Senator.

Message From President Carter to the Congress Transmit
ting the 1980 Annual Report of the U.S. Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency, January 13, 1981 '

In transmitting to you the 1980 Annual Report of the United States Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency, I must emphasize that in 1980, although 
efforts to control the arms race have made some progress, they have also 
suffered a serious setback.

The SALT negotiations, aimed at controlling the strategic nuclear arms 
competition between the United States and the Soviet Union, have con
tinued through four Administrations. The SALT II Treaty,* which I signed 
in June 1979 with Soviet President Brezhnev, represents a significant step in 
the direction of such arms control. This treaty was the subject of intense na
tional debate and of hearings by three committees of the Senate. However, 
the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in December 1979 made it necessary for 
me to ask the Senate to delay consideration of the SALT II Treaty on the 
floor, although, as I informed the Congress, I intended to take up the treaty 
again after dealing with more urgent matters.

The subsequent Presidential campaign and election have had the effect of 
referring to the incoming Administration and Congress the question of what 
action to take with respect to the SALT II Treaty. The fact that this treaty 
has not been ratified raises serious issues concerning our national security 
and future arms control efforts.

In the period of relative calm that follows an election year, it should be 
possible to move quickly toward a mutually acceptable SALT II Treaty that 
will be ratified by the Senate. This is important to our own national secu

’ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Jan. 20, 1981, pp. 2880-2881.
* Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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rity, and it is the strong wish of all our allies. In addition, which some prog
ress has been made in other arms control negotiations —such as those seek
ing a Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, a treaty banning chemical 
weapons, and a treaty to achieve Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions in 
Europe —success in these efforts is probably dependent upon resolving the 
issue of SALT II. Similarly, the success of our continuing efforts to prevent 
the proliferation of nuclear weapons in other countries is directly related to 
what the major nuclear powers do in controlling their own nuclear arsenals.

There are many serious problems in this world, but I continue to believe, 
as I stated in submitting the first annual arms control report of this Ad
ministration, that "The challenge of preventing war —and redirecting 
resources from arsenals of war to human needs —is the greatest challenge 
confronting mankind in this last quarter of the 20th century." We have made 
progress, but much remains to be done. The future depends on our success.

Letter From ACDA Director Earle to the Congress Submitting 
Fiscal Year 1982 Arms Control Impact Statements, January 
15, 1981 ^

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.

On behalf of the President, I am submitting the fiscal year 1982 arms control 
impact statements pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2576, as amended. Classified as 
well as unclassified 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 1982 budget cycle marks the sixth year in which arms con
trol impact statements have been submitted to the Congress. As in previous 
submissions, some statements describe alternative points of view about 
arms control effects. The inclusion of a distinct viewpoint, therefore, should 
not be understood to imply its endorsement.

The administration has concluded that, while many of these programs 
will require continuing review, all the programs analyzed in the fiscal year 
1982 budget are consistent with the terms and provisions of existing arms 
control agreements, and that the specific programs to be accomplished dur
ing fiscal year 1982 are consistent with U.S. arms control policy and 
negotiations.

’ Fiscal Year 1982 Arms Control Impact Statements: Statements Submitted to the Congress 
by the President Pursuant to Section 36 of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act Ot. Com. 
prt.; 97th Cong., 1st sess.), Feb. 1981, p. v.

* The classified version is retained in committee files. This publication is the unclassified ver
sion in its entirety. [Footnote in original.]
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Report by Secretary of Defense Brown to the Congress: 
Countervailing Strategy, Strategic Arms Control, and Thea
ter Nuclear Forces Arms Control [Extracts], January 19, 
1981 ’

Equitable and verifiable international agreements that limit the size and 
capabilities of military arsenals can enhance our security by reducing the 
military threat arrayed against us, thus helping to reduce the chances of 
war. They can contribute to improved East-West relations by stabilizing the 
most dangerous aspects of that competition. And multilateral arms control 
agreements, such as the Non-Proliferation Treaty,* can help avoid regional 
developments that could threaten U.S. interests.

Discussion of arms control in the context of national security policy has 
often focused on strawmen—for example, that arms control is an acceptable 
substitute for military power, or that any arms control agreement is better 
than no agreement, or that arms control hasn't really accomplished 
anything. But in fact, while no arms control agreement can prevent, or de
fend against, the offensive use of weapons, arms control can complement a 
strong military effort. An arms control agreement that is either faulty in its 
terms or inadequately verifiable would be insidious, for it would produce 
only the illusion of greater security, but not greater security itself; a sound 
and verifiable agreement, on the other hand, can enhance security.

Furthermore, previous arms control agreements have advanced our na
tional security interests—for example, by halting atmospheric nuclear 
testing with the Limited Ban Treaty in 1963;® by restraining the spread of 
nuclear weapon capabilities with the Non-Proliferation Treaty of 1968; by 
creating nuclear-free zones in the Antarctic, outer space, and the seabeds;^ 
by prohibiting a competition in the deployment of destabilizing anti-ballistic 
missile systems with the 1972 ABM Treaty; and by freezing the number of 
strategic offensive missile launchers in the 1972 SALT I Interim Agreement.® 

We strive to preserve this solid progress. We have sought to build upon it 
with the SALT II Treaty ** and our other arms control efforts — conventional 
and nuclear, bilateral and multilateral; in particular, we have begun im
plementing NATO's decisions on modernization of long-range theater 
nuclear forces (LRTNF) and on LRTNF arms control.^

Arms control complements our own defense programs by limiting the 
threats our military forces must deter or defeat. Two examples will help il

' Report of Secretary of Defense Harold Brown to the Congress on the F Y 1982 Budget, FY 
1983 Authorization Request, and FY 1982-1986 Defense Programs, pp. 27-28, 38-43, 59-61, 
67-68.

 ̂ For text of the treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968. pp. 461-465.
’ Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
 ̂Ibid., 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1550-1556; ibid., 1967, pp. 38-43; and ibid., 1971, pp. 7-11, 

respectively.
“ Ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201, 202-204.
‘ Ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
 ̂ The decisions may be found ibid., pp. 814 ff.
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lustrate the general point. First, it would be both more difficult and more ex
pensive for us to plan, develop, and deploy our strategic nuclear forces if the 
Soviets were not subject to SALT constraints, for in that case, Soviet forces, 
in virtually every measurable dimension, could be larger, more powerful, 
and less susceptible to monitoring than they would be under the terms of the 
SALT II Treaty. Second, our task of security planning to protect our in
terests in Southwest Asia, the Middle East, or the Far East, for example, 
would be considerably greater were additional countries, beyond those who 
now have nuclear weapons, to develop and deploy them.

Arms control proposals are not ends in themselves; they should be evalu
ated in terms of their contribution to our security goals, their foreign policy 
implications, and their arms control rationale. If agreements meet these 
standards, the United States should be willing to reduce or limit U.S. 
capabilities where those of the Soviets or other potential adversaries are 
appropriately limited. But we must always be able to meet our security ob
jectives even if we reach no such agreements, or in case an agreement might 
be abrogated. To preserve the viability of existing arms control agreements, 
we must maintain: adequate intelligence to monitor compliance, ap
propriate hedges to permit us effective responses to detection of violations 
(should they occur), and strict U.S. observance of applicable limits, which, 
among other things, facilitates vigorous protest of possible violations.

• • • • • • •

I. T h e  C o u n t e r v a il i n g  S t r a t e g y

A significant achievement in 1980 was the codification of our evolving 
strategic doctrine, in the form of Presidential Directive No. 59. In my 
Report last year, I discussed the objectives and the principal elements of this 
countervailing strategy,** and in August 1980, after P.D. 59 had been signed 
by President Carter, I elaborated it in some detail in a major policy address.’ 
Because of its importance, however, the countervailing strategy warrants 
special attention in this Report as well.

Two basic points should underlie any discussion of the countervailing 
strategy. The first is that, because it is a strategy of deterrence, the counter
vailing strategy is designed with the Soviets in mind. Not only must we have 
the forces, doctrine, and will to retaliate if attacked, we must convince the 
Soviets, in advance, that we do. Because it is designed to deter the Soviets, 
our strategic doctrine must take account of what we know about Soviet 
perspectives on these issues, for, by definition, deterrence requires shaping 
Soviet assessments about the risks of war — assessments they will make us
ing their models, not ours. We must confront these views and take them in
to account in our planning. We may, and we do, think our models are more 
accurate, but theirs are the reality deterrence drives us to consider.

Several Soviet perspectives are relevant to the formulation of our deter
rent strategy. First, Soviet military doctrine appears to contemplate the

• Ibid., 1980, pp. 12-14.
’ Ibid., pp. 1 7 ^ 7 7 .
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possibility of a relatively prolonged nuclear war. Second, there is evidence 
that they regard military forces as the obvious first targets in a nuclear ex
change, not general industrial and economic capacity. Third, the Soviet 
leadership clearly places a high value on preservation of the regime and on 
the survival and continued effectiveness of the instruments of state power 
and control — a value at least as high as that they place on any losses to the 
general population, short of those involved in a general nuclear war. 
Fourth, in some contexts, certain elements of Soviet leadership seem to con
sider Soviet victory in a nuclear war to be at least a theoretical possibility.

All this does not mean that the Soviets are unaware of the destruction a 
nuclear war would bring to the Soviet Union; in fact, they are explicit on 
that point. Nor does this mean that we cannot deter, for clearly we can and 
we do.

The second basic point is that, because the world is constantly changing, 
our strategy evolves slowly, almost continually, over time to adapt to 
changes in U.S. technology and military capabilities, as well as Soviet 
technology, military capabilities, and strategic doctrine. A  strategic doctrine 
that served well when the United States had only a few dozen nuclear 
weapons and the Soviets none would hardly serve as well unchanged in a 
world in which we have about 9,000 strategic warheads and they have 
about 7,000. As the strategic balance has shifted from overwhelming U.S. 
superiority to essential equivalence, and as ICBM accuracies have steadily 
improved to the point that hard target kill probabilities are quite high, our 
doctrine must adapt itself to these new realities.

This does not mean that the objective of our doctrine changes; on the con
trary, deterrence remains, as it always has been, our basic goal. Our 
countervailing strategy today is a natural evolution of the conceptual foun
dations built over a generation by men like Robert McNamara and James 
Schlesinger.

The United States has never — at least since nuclear weapons were avail
able in significant numbers—had a strategic doctrine based simply and sole- 

|ly on reflexive, massive attacks on Soviet cities and populations. Previous 
administrations, going back almost 20 years, recognized the inadequacy as a 
deterrent of a targeting doctrine that would give us too narrow a range of 
options. Although for programming purposes, strategic forces were 
sometimes measured in terms of ability to strike a set of industrial targets, 
we have always planned both more selectively (for options limiting urban- 
industrial damage) and more comprehensively (for a wide range of civilian 
and military targets). The unquestioned Soviet attainment of strategic parity 
has put the final nail in the coffin of what we long knew was dead — the no
tion that we could adequately deter the Soviets solely by threatening 
massive retaliation against their cities.

This Administration's systematic contributions to the evolution of 
strategic doctrine began in the summer of 1977, when President Carter 
ordered a comprehensive review of U.S. strategic policy to ensure its con
tinued viability and deterrent effect in an era of strategic nuclear parity. 
Over the next 18 months, civilian and military experts conducted an exten
sive review, covering a wide range of issues, including U.S. and Soviet
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capabilities, vulnerabilities, and doctrine. As soon as the report was ready, 
implementation began. The broad set of principles this review yielded con
stitute the essence of the countervailing strategy. I outlined these in my FY 
1981 Defense Report and reviewed them at the NATO Nuclear Planning 
Group meeting in Norway in June 1980. Three years after he ordered the ini
tial review. President Carter signed the implementing directive —P.D. 
59—formally codifying the countervailing strategy and giving guidance for 
the continuing evolution of U.S. planning, targeting, and systems acquisi
tion. In September 1980, Secretary of State Muskie and I testified on the 
countervailing strategy and P.D. 59 before the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee.’® Again, in November of 1980, I engaged in extensive and in
tensive discussions of the countervailing strategy with our NATO Allies, 
this time at the fall Nuclear Planning Group meeting.

Our countervailing strategy—designed to provide effective deter
rence — tells the world that no potential adversary of the United States could 
ever conclude that the fruits of his aggression would be worth his own costs. 
This is true whatever the level of conflict contemplated. To the Soviet 
Union, our strategy makes clear that 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. Besides 
our power to devastate the full target system of the USSR, the United States 
would have the option for more selective, lesser retaliatory attacks that 
would exact a prohibitively high price from the things the Soviet leadership 
prizes m ost—political and military control, nuclear and conventional 
military force, and the economic base needed to sustain a war.

Thus, the countervailing strategy is designed to be fully consistent with 
NATO's strategy of flexible response by providing options for appropriate 
response to aggression at whatever level it might occur. The essence of the 
countervailing strategy is to convince the Soviets that they will be suc
cessfully opposed at any level of aggression they choose, and that no plausi
ble outcome at any level of conflict could represent "success" for them by 
any reasonable definition of success.

Five basic elements of our force employment policy serve to achieve the 
objectives of the countervailing strategy.

A. FLEXIBILITY

Our plarming must provide a continuum of options, ranging from use of 
small numbers of strategic and/or theater nuclear weapons aimed at nar
rowly defined targets, to employment of large portions of our nuclear forces 
against a broad spectrum of targets. In addition to pre-planned targeting op
tions, we are developing an ability to design other employment plans —in 
particular, smaller scale plans — on short notice in response to changing cir
cumstance.^

In theory, such flexibility also enhances the possibility of being able to 
control escalation of what begins as a limited nuclear exchange. I want to

'® The statements of Secretaries Muskie and Brown may be found ibid., 1980, pp. 411-418.
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emphasize once again two points I have made repeatedly and publicly. First, 
I remain highly skeptical that escalation of a limited nuclear exchange can be 
controlled, or that it can be stopped short of an all-out, massive exchange. 
Second, even given that belief, I am convinced that we must do everything 
we can to make such escalation control possible, that opting out of this ef
fort and consciously resigning ourselves to the inevitability of such escala
tion is a serious abdication of the awesome responsibilities nuclear weapons, 
and the unbelievable damage their uncontrolled use would create, thrust 
upon us. Having said that, let me proceed to the second element, which is 
escalation control.

B. ESCALATION CONTROL

Plans for the controlled use of nuclear weapons, along with other ap
propriate military and political actions, should enable us to provide leverage 
for a negotiated termination of the fighting. At an early stage in the conflict, 
we must convince the enemy that further escalation will not result in achieve
ment of his objectives, that it will not mean "success," but rather additional 
costs. To do this, we must leave the enemy with sufficient highly valued 
military, economic, and political resources still surviving but still clearly at 
risk, so that he has a strong incentive to seek an end to the conflict.

c. SURVIVABILITY AND ENDURANCE

The key to escalation control is the survivability and endurance of our 
nuclear forces and the supporting communications, command and control, 
and intelligence (C Î) capabilities. The supporting Ĉ I is critical to effective 
deterrence, and we have begun to pay considerably more attention to these 
issues than in the past. We must ensure that the United States is not placed 
in a "use or lose" situation, one that might lead to unwarranted escalation of 
the conflict. That is a central reason why, while the Soviets cannot ignore 
our capability to launch our retaliatory forces before an attack reaches its 
targets, we cannot afford to rely on 'launch on warning'* as the long-term 
solution to ICBM vulnerability. That is why the new MX missile should be 
deployed in a survivable basing mode, not in highly vulnerable fixed silos, 
and that is why we spend considerable sums of money to ensure the con
tinued survivability of our ballistic missile submarine fleet. Survivability 
and endurance are essential prerequisites to an ability to adapt the employ
ment of nuclear forces to the entire range of potentially rapidly changing 
and perhaps unanticipated situations and to tailor them for the appropriate 
responses in those situations. And, without adequate survivability and en
durance, it would be impossible for us to keep substantial forces in reserve.

D. TARGETING OBJECTIVES

In order to meet our requirements for flexibility and escalation control, 
we must have the ability to destroy elements of four general categories of 
Soviet targets.

1. Strategic Nuclear Forces

The Soviet Union should entertain no illusion that by attacking our
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Strategic nuclear forces, it could significantly reduce the damage it would 
suffer. Nonetheless, the state of the strategic balance after an initial ex
change-measured both in absolute terms and in relation to the balance 
prior to the exchange—could be an important factor in the decision by one 
side to initiate a nuclear exchange. Thus, it is important—for the sake of 
deterrence — to be able to deny to the potential aggressor a fundamental and 
favorable shift in the strategic balance as a result of a nuclear exchange.

2. Other Military Forces

"Counterforce" covers much more than central strategic systems. We have 
for many years planned options to destroy the full range of Soviet (and, as 
appropriate, non-Soviet Warsaw Pact) military power, conventional as well 
as nuclear. Because the Soviets may define victory in part in terms of the 
overall post-war military balance, we will give special attention, in im
plementing the countervailing strategy, to more effective and more flexible 
targeting of the full range of military capabilities, so as to strengthen deter
rence.

3. Leadership and Control

We must, and we do, include options to target organs of Soviet political 
and military leadership and control. As I indicated earlier, the regime con
stituted by these centers is valued highly by the Soviet leadership. A clear 
U.S. ability to destroy them poses a marked challenge to the essence of the 
Soviet system and thus contributes to deterrence. At the same time, of 
course, we recognize the role that a surviving supreme command could and 
would play in the termination of hostilities, and can envisage many 
scenarios in which destruction of them would be inadvisable and contrary 
to our own best interests. Perhaps the obvious is worth emphasizing: 
possession of a capability is not tantamount to exercising it.

4. Industrial and Economic Base

The countervailing strategy by no means implies that we do not —or no 
longer — recognize the ultimate deterrent effect of being able to threaten the 
full Soviet target structure, including the industrial and economic base. 
These targets are highly valued by the Soviets, and we must ensure that the 
potential loss of them is an ever-present factor in the Soviet calculus regard
ing nuclear war. Let me also emphasize that while, as a matter of policy, we 
do not target civilian population per se, heavy civilian fatalities and other 
casualties would inevitably occur in attacking the Soviet industrial and 
economic base, which is collocated with the Soviet urban population. I 
should add that Soviet civilian casualties would also be large in more fo
cused attacks (not unlike the U.S. civilian casualty estimates cited earlier for 
Soviet attacks on our ICBM silos); indeed, they could be described as 
limited only in the sense that they would be significantly less than those 
resulting from an all-out attack.

E. RESERVE FORCES

Our planning must provide for the designation and employment of ade
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quate, survivable, and enduring reserve forces and the support Ĉ I systems 
both during and after a protracted conflict. At a minimum, we will preserve 
such a dedicated force of strategic weapon systems.

* * ★

Because there has been considerable misunderstanding and misinterpreta
tion of the countervailing strategy and of P.D. 59, it is worth restating what 
the countervailing strategy is not.

— It 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 a refinement, a re
codification of previous statements of our strategic policy. It is the same 
essential strategic doctrine, restated more clearly and related more directly 
to current and prospective conditions and capabilities —U.S. and Soviet.

— It does not assume, or assert, that we can "win" a limited nuclear war, 
nor does it pretend or intend to enable us to do so. It does seek to convince 
the Soviets that they could not win such a war, and thus to deter them from 
starting one.

— It does not even assume, or assert, that a nuclear war could remain 
limited. I have made clear my view that such a prospect is highly unlikely. It 
does, however, prepare us to respond to a limited Soviet nuclear attack in 
ways other than automatic, immediate, massive retaliation.

— It does not assume that a nuclear war will in fact be protracted over 
many weeks or even months. It does, however, take into account evidence 
of Soviet thinking along those lines, in order to convince them that such a 
course, whatever its probability, could not lead to Soviet victory.

— It does not call for substituting primarily military for primarily 
civilian targets. It does recognize the importance of military and civilian 
targets. It does provide for increasing the number and variety of options 
available to the President, covering the full range of military and civilian 
targets, so that he can respond appropriately and effectively to any kind of 
an attack, at any level.

— It is not inconsistent with future progress in arms control. In fact, it 
does emphasize many features — survivability, crisis stability, deter
rence—that are among the core objectives of arms control. It does not re
quire larger strategic arsenals; it does demand more flexibility and better 
control over strategic nuclear forces, whatever their size.

— Lastly, it is not a first strike strategy. Nothing in the policy con
templates that nuclear war can be a deliberate instrument for achieving our 
national security goals, because it cannot be. The premise, the objective, the 
core of our strategic doctrine remains unchanged —deterrence. The counter
vailing strategy, by specifying what we would do in response to any level of 
Soviet attack, serves to deter any such attack in the first place.
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IV. A r m s  C o n t r o l

A. THE RATIONALE

As the foregoing analysis reveals, arms control, when coupled with 
vigorous force improvements, can make distinctive and important contribu
tions to the strategic balance, and thus to stability and to deterrence. 
Negotiated arms control agreements can limit the threat, in terms of overall 
size and specific characteristics. Limiting the threat reduces our re
quirements. The smaller and more predictable the threat, the easier it is for 
us to design, and the less expensive it is for us to build, our own forces to 
balance and to deter those arrayed against us. Arms control agreements can 
contribute to stability by foreclosing competition in certain potentially 
destabilizing areas and by charmeling competition into less destabilizing 
directions, for example, by encouraging development of invulnerable 
second-strike capabilities such as SLBMs.

B. SALT

The history of the strategic arms limitations talks (SALT) demonstrates 
that the theoretical rationale for arms control can be applied in specific, 
equitable, verifiable, and practical terms. More than a decade of experience 
has shown that such progress, although slow and difficult, is well worth the 
time and effort, given the alternative — an unconstrained strategic competi
tion.

The 1972 ABM Treaty has enabled both sides to avoid the potentially 
enormous expenditures required to attempt to build an effective ABM net
work. Otherwise, ABM deployments could continue to spiral upward as 
each side designed and built more powerful offensive forces to overcome the 
other s ABM system, and they could be destabilizing by creating a false im
pression of damage-limiting capabilities.

Limits on defensive forces and limits on offensive forces can be mutually 
reinforcing. ABM limits can reduce the drive for larger and more capable of
fensive systems, thus creating a situation that is more conducive to offensive 
limits. The converse is, of course, also true: in a situation in which offensive 
forces were not limited, it would be appropriate to evaluate whether the 
ABM Treaty's limits on defensive systems, standing alone, continued to 
serve U.S. interests.

Because large, complex, and diverse offensive strategic forces were in 
place in the United States and the Soviet Union when SALT began in the last 
days of the 1960s, the process of negotiating agreements on offensive 
weapons has been especially challenging. Progress has been hard won and 
has come only in stages. Of necessity, the process is a matter of addressing 
the problems layer by layer, one step at a time. Especially in retrospect, the 
SALT I Interim Agreement can be seen as the essential, and necessarily 
limited, first step —a freeze in place in the most elementary measure of 
strategic power, numbers of missile launchers —as a complement to the 
ABM Treaty. It remained for SALT II to design a more comprehensive 
framework that would also include numbers of heavy bombers, equal
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overall numerical ceilings, detailed and precise definitions, limitations (both 
direct and indirect) on other strategic measures such as warheads and 
throwweight, and the first qualitative restraints, as well as beginning the 
process of numerical reductions.

The SALT II Treaty, signed after almost seven years of negotiations, pro
vides such a framework. It is not necessary for me to repeat here the detailed 
case for its ratification that I have made many times before, including in my 
Annual Report a year ago. Nor need I detail once again the many specific 
limitations it places on Soviet strategic programs and forces, or the ways in 
which it permits us to continue necessary programs. I deeply regret that the 
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan made it impossible to continue to press for 
Senate ratification of the Treaty —an effort whose outcome was uncertain, 
but which I believe would likely have been successful. Ratification would 
have contributed to a favorable climate for a solid defense program for the 
1980s.

Given the political reality that the Treaty in its present form is unlikely to 
be ratified, I should —after reiterating my firm conviction that SALT II 
serves and advances our national security interests—rather note that there is 
more at stake than just one agreement. There is the question of whether 
there will be continuing negotiations, not merely to give the appearance of 
continuing the process, but to reach effective and verifiable agreements to 
limit strategic nuclear weapons, and thus, in conjunction with sound 
defense programs, to contribute to U.S. security. Statements of commit
ment to the process are necessary but not sufficient conditions for progress. 
Real progress requires a willingness to consolidate the imperfect and in
complete successes won at each stage of the process, and then to move on to 
address the unfulfilled agenda. I remain hopeful about the prospects for 
strategic arms control. But I want to reiterate here my view of the impor
tance to U.S. strategic interests (as well as to those of the USSR) that the 
SALT II limits continue to be observed by both sides.

c. COMPREHENSIVE TEST BAN (c TB)

For many years, the United States has supported the goal of a comprehen
sive and verifiable ban on nuclear explosive testing. In 1977, we entered into 
negotiations with the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom to reach such 
an agreement, and we have made progress on many provisions of a treaty. 
It would prohibit nuclear explosions both of weapons and for peaceful pur
poses. It would be of limited duration, unless the parties later agree to a 
replacement treaty.

We have not yet completed the negotiations, primarily because of dif
ficulty in meeting our objective of establishing verification measures that go 
beyond those of any previous arms control agreement, measures that would 
be supplemental to our national means of verification. In this regard, the 
three negotiating parties have reached agreement in principle that the treaty 
will provide for on-site inspections and for establishment of a system of 
seismic monitoring stations on the territories of the parties. Considerable 
work remains to translate these agreements in principle into detailed
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verification arrangements that would be satisfactory to all parties; in par
ticular, there are important differences as to the origin and characteristics of 
the national seismic stations.

In parallel with our pursuit of an adequately verifiable treaty, we must be 
sure that, under its terms, we would be able to retain adequate confidence in 
the reliability of our nuclear weapons. To this end. President Carter has 
stated that it would be U.S. policy to resume nuclear testing for weapon 
safety and reliability purposes, following the termination of the treaty, 
unless a vigorous safeguards program and studies in the interim show that 
this is not necessary.

Realistically, however, progress on CTB will be especially difficult in the 
absence of a resolution of the issue of the SALT II Treaty.

c. LONG-RANGE TNF MODERNIZATION AND ARMS CONTROL

In December 1979, NATO unanimously decided to modernize its long- 
range theater nuclear forces (LRTNF) and in parallel to pursue arms control 
efforts with the Soviets covering U.S. and Soviet LRTNF systems. In 
response to the continuing and steady buildup of Soviet TNF, notably the 
SS-20, NATO demonstrated its commitment to maintain a credible flexible 
response strategy and to modernize its TNF posture. The alliance also called 
upon the Soviet Union to negotiate equal limits on land-based long-range 
missiles.

We are working closely with the United Kingdom, the Federal Republic of 
Germany, and Italy in planning for the deployment of LRTNF in their coun
tries. The United Kingdom announced the sites of its GLCM bases in June. 
The Federal Republic of Germany has agreed that the Pershing IIs will be 
based at the sites currently occupied by U.S. Pershing I As. We are in the 
final stages of selecting GLCM sites in Italy and Germany. We are hopeful 
that the Belgian Cabinet s September 1980 decision will permit their country 
to participate fully in both elements of the NATO plan. The Netherlands 
has indicated that by the end of 1981, it will decide on accepting 
deployments.

We are proceeding with our LRTNF development program to achieve 
nearly simultaneous deployments of Pershing II in the Federal Republic and 
GLCMs in the United Kingdom near the end of 1983 and of GLCMs in Italy 
at a later date. Major component testing for the Pershing II missile has been 
very successful, and the first flight test will occur in April 1982. Pershing IIs 
will replace all the U.S. Pershing I As in the Federal Republic of Germany by 
the end of 1985.

In May 1980, we completed the first flight test of a GLCM from an 
engineering model. While we are making some technical alterations to the 
GLCM program schedule (because of a six-month delay in the delivery of 
the software package for the cruise missiles weapon control system), we 
foresee no slippage in the late 1983 IOC and plan to deploy 160 GLCMs in 
Europe by the end of FY 1985 and 464 by the end of FY 1988.
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Since the new theater nuclear systems will be deployed with U.S. units in 
Europe, we will necessarily assume a major portion of their costs. The 
alliance has agreed, however, that a significant part of the funding for their 
basing will be shared through the NATO infrastructure program. Basing 
countries will defray some operational costs. To ensure that we are able to 
make our initial deployments on schedule in late 1983,1 requested last year 
and the Congress approved an appropriation of $19 million to prefinance 
construction of GLCM facilities in the United Kingdom. We expect to 
recoup these funds through the infrastructure program at the earliest oppor
tunity. But, I must emphasize that U.S. fulfillment of its specific com
mitments regarding LRTNF modernization is key to success of the overall 
plan.

The December 1979 decision, as I noted earlier, involved both moderniza
tion and arms control. So even prior to LRTNF deployments, we are seeking 
limits on U.S. and Soviet LRTNF. We began preliminary exchanges with the 
Soviets on TNF last October with an initial round of talks in Geneva lasting 
one month. The U.S. position set forth in Geneva was developed in inten
sive consultations with our NATO allies, providing for firm and unified 
Alliance support for the U.S. negotiating effort. That position calls for equal 
and adequately verifiable limitations, focusing initially on U.S. and Soviet 
long-range, land-based TNF missiles. The U.S. approach is designed to pro
vide the basis for timely and concrete limitations on these systems, which 
are of greatest concern to both sides. The discussions in Geneva were serious 
and business like, and they represented an important first step. The United 
States and Soviet Union have agreed to be in contact concerning the 
resumption of talks in 1981.

We will be prepared to review our modernization plans in light of con
crete results reached through these negotiations. We and our NATO allies 
agree that pursuit of our program for long-range TNF modernization is the 
best way of providing incentives for the Soviets to negotiate in good faith 
and that it maximizes the possibility of ultimate success in arms control.

We remain committed to implementation of both aspects of the December 
1979 LRTNF decision. We must ensure that the steps necessary for LRTNF 
deployments are taken and that the funds are made available to achieve the 
planned deployments in 1983. We must also continue our pursuit of an 
effective arms control strategy. But we must leave no doubt that any 
modification of the Alliance commitment to the presently contemplated 
level of LRTNF deployment can come about only as the result of concrete 
achievements in TNF arms control.
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Interview of the U.S. Ambassador to the Soviet Union 
(Watson): U.S.-Soviet Relations, January 19, 198r

Q Mr. Ambassador, what should the Reagan administration do to 
bridge the gap between the United States and the Soviets?

A  I wouldn't presume to advise a President-elect. But I hope a new 
dialogue with the Soviets could commence at once, with very competent 
people on both the American and Soviet sides exploring the problems, stak
ing out the parameters of our differences and then trying to work out ac
ceptable solutions.

As you know, I have been involved in arms control. As of now, my con
clusion is that it would be very unwise for the United States to get into an 
arms race. There must be, of course, equality in arms, both conventional 
and nuclear. But building more nukes, hoping to get ahead of the Russians, 
is pointless. We know the Soviets will match anything we build, and this 
will merely take the world into an uneasy situation, much more tense than 
it is now.

Let me add this: The 15 months IVe just spent in Moscow have been 
among the most tense moments I have ever lived through, perhaps becausie 
I've been so very close to the conflict.

Q Is the world headed into a period of growing danger, with the Soviet 
Union using its military power more aggressively?

A  I perceive the world to be more dangerous than it has ever been in its 
history.

I do not anticipate that the Soviet Union will use its military power any 
more aggressively in the future than in the past two decades. However, the 
United States must do everything it can to continually demonstrate its na
tional will.

We must keep ourselves appropriately armed with conventional arms and 
do everything in our power to avoid a nuclear-arms race.

General de Gaulle said that all you need is enough in connection with 
nuclear weapons. While I am strongly for parity, I just don't think there is 
any way to win an arms race in thermonuclear weapons.

Q Why have relations between the United States and the Soviets turned 
sour?

A  The primary reason is found in the Soviet action in Afghanistan, 
followed by the very sensible actions the Americans took.

Q But the Soviets claim that the relationship had been deteriorating 
long before they invaded Afghanistan —

A  They've certainly accused us of bad faith. They cited our demands for 
withdrawal of the Soviet brigade in Cuba, the criticism in the Senate of the 
SALT II treaty and the administration's failure to push for its ratification.* I 
have explained to them very carefully that if SALT II had gone up to the

' U.S. News & World Report, Jan. 19, 1981. Reprinted from U.S. News & World Report, 
Copvright 1981, U.S. News & World Report, Inc.

 ̂The SALT II agreements are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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Hill, it would have been defeated, and the treaty would be worse off than it 
is now. But they insist detente was ruined before they went into 
Afghanistan. They use these so-called actions —or inactions —on our part to 
justify what they did in Afghanistan.

Q Do you see any signs that the Soviet Union would be willing to 
renegotiate the SALT II treaty?

A  First of all, I think they would entertain only very minor changes; 
and secondly, they would insist on matching every change we asked for 
with a concession on our part. This trade-off could lead to fairly long 
negotiations simply because the Russians are not easy negotiators.

Q How do the leaders of the Soviet Union view the United States —as a 
decadent capitalistic paper tiger or as a worthy adversary?

A  They know we are formidable — perhaps the only force in the world 
they really have to worry about. A paper tiger? Not at all.

However, the Soviets do grossly misunderstand the United States. I don't 
think, for example, that they foresaw how fast and how strongly we would 
react to Afghanistan. And they didn't realize how the position we took 
would make it easier for other nations to take a stand.

But even now, the Soviets question our willingness to make the enormous 
sacrifices that their own people have been willing to make.

For better or for worse, the leaders of this country have been able to get 
their people to accept a low living standard, or even to reduce it to provide 
the arms the leadership decides are necessary.

The Russians, it seems to me, are perfectly willing to make these sacrifices 
again. They can an(J will do it. Their leaders are not going to let us move 
ahead of them in any arms race.

Q Are you suggesting neither side can win an arms race?
A  That is precisely what I am suggesting. The Russians will not allow 

us to move ahead of them in conventional arms. They've made sacrifices to 
draw even with us in thermonuclear weapons.

Now both sides have thousands of such weapons, and it takes only one to 
three of them to eliminate any of the major cities of the world. So one 
wonders if the risk of a flat-out arms race is worth any possible temporary, 
minuscule gain that either side might make.

Q How do you size up President Brezhnev and other Soviet leaders in 
the Kremlin?

A  They are extremely tough, shrewd leaders, very knowledgeable and 
confident of their ability to hold their own as a superpower. I have found 
Soviet officials generally polite and at some levels deferential. But at no 
level have I detected a lack of confidence.

The Soviets say they want to put limitations on certain weapons or 
weapons systems because building them will hurt our living standards, and 
this is not going to help anyone very much." But if the U.S. is unwilling to 
agree to SALT II levels or lower current ones, they say, "We are perfectly 
willing to race you at whatever level you want and in whatever arms areas 
you want to include."
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Let me make this point: I'm sure were behind the Russians in conven
tional arms. We ought to balance out what we actually need because it s not 
necessary to match the Soviets on a tank-for-tank basis. Their defense prob
lems are different than ours. But we must draw even in conventional 
forces. And that presumes that, should we establish controls over thermo
nuclear weapons, somewhere down the road we should try to control con
ventional weapons.

Q Will the next generation of leaders in the Politburo be more flexible 
than Brezhnev s group?

A  Not really. The system is to bring senior officials into the Politburo as 
candidate members, presumably to test their ideology, their devotion to the 
system and to see if they match the current philosophy. If they don't match, 
the candidate members never move up to full membership. They go back to 
whatever job they came from.

I would expect very few changes in philosophy inside the Politburo in the 
foreseeable future. Of course, there is likely to be a period of uncertainty 
when the top leadership changes, but the system has survived similar 
periods in the past. Youll probably see some kind of collective leadership 
developing, with the real leader emerging much later.

It s one of the weaknesses of the system. There is no formal mechanism to 
ease the changeover.

But remember, this is in the Russian tradition, and it goes back a long 
way. One-man control doesn't date just to the Communist Revolution.

Q Are the Russians unhappy about the slow development of trade be- 
ween the U.S. and the Soviet Union?

A  Of course. Expanding trade would allow them to buy technology that 
otherwise would take enormous time cmd manpower for them to develop on 
their own.

But the Soviets don't seem to worry. When they talk to me about sanc
tions, they say, 'We are able to make what we need ourselves" or "We're get
ting it from others." And then they add that "You fellows are shooting 
yourselves in the foot."

Q Would you give the Soviets access to the American technology that 
they need to exploit their oil resources?

A  That's a tough question. On balance, however, if the two-country 
dialogue was under way again, progress toward detente would move faster 
if the Soviets were able to develop their resources quickly.

There is going to be an oil shortage here, and that will produce stress. We 
have stress at home already, even though we are coping with our oil prob
lem. But if we lost access to Middle East oil, we'd come under greater 
stress. We'd be pushed to make difficult decisions on what to do about that 
Mideast oil. The same thing is true here. They have the oil, and they will 
develop it on their own. But it will take longer. Our technology would 
probably help them avoid a crisis.

Q Would that be to the advantage of the United States?
A  If you are counting on the Soviets' collapsing if we don't provide them
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with technology, don't believe it. They won't run out c-,
I see nothing that will make the Soviet Union weaker yil- itarily or bring 

about an internal rebellion or do the other things that might seem advan
tageous to the West.

All that is wishful thinking. I see no possibility of the Soviet system 
folding.

Q On the basis of your experience as the United States Ambassador to 
the SoyietJJnion, are you optmistic or pessimistic about the future?

A  Perhaps I am more hopeful than others think I should be.
On one side, I have respect for the demonstrated common sense of 

General Haig. He is knowledgeable in military affairs and international rela
tionships. He certainly knows everything about arms.

On the other side, such people as Defense Secretary Harold Brown in the 
Carter administration have told me that in their experience — and Secretary 
Brown has been working with the Russians on SALT for a decade —the 
Soviets live up to their treaty obligations once they're made.

I'm sure that, like most countries, the Soviets would break any treaty they 
thought threatened their national security. But on the whole, if you work 
out with them one of these very difficult arrangements, the Soviets will live 
up to its terms.

I would go beyond that, however, and try to create the framework of a 
relationship in Geneva that would be constantly at work, not just on arms 
control or treaty obligations, but on crisis control.

It simply isn't sensible to have a superpower dialogue drop to the level it 
has been on for the past year. We should have a group of authoritative 
Soviet and American Experts in Geneva at all times examining and con
sulting on the scenarios of potential crises as they emerge and develop.

Q What are the most important qualities an American ambassador to 
Moscow needs to deal with the Soviets?

A  First off, he's got to have common sense. Then he needs a lot of 
experience in managing organizations. Actually, I don't see a great deal of 
difference in the experience gained in diplomacy and that in business. As an 
ex-businessman, I haven't found my work here particularly difficult. I've en
joyed free discussions with Foreign Minister Gromyko and his associates, 
just as I formerly enjoyed discussions in the business world. The challenges 
in each case were great.

Of course, an ambassador should know the history of how this country 
has developed and changed over the last thousand years. Knowledge of the 
language is certainly helpful. But I haven't found my background as a 
businessman a handicap.

Q So you think that being a career diplomat is not necessarily the most 
important requirement for successful diplomacy in Moscow —

A  I hope not, else you would have to categorize my term as unsuc
cessful.
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Congressional Research Service Digest of Fiscal Year 1982 
Arms Control Impact Statements, February 198T

I n t r o d u c t i o n

An arms control impact statement (ACIS) is organized into six general 
sections: (1) Introduction; (2) program descriptions; (3) stated military 
requirements; (4) funding; (5) analysis; and (6) a final section termed "Sum
mary and Overall Arms Control Assessment." The following summaries are 
based primarily on the analysis section of each ACIS and have been 
prepared from the unclassified versions provided to the Congress by the 
administration. These summaries represent restatements of the language of 
the ACIS itself and do not necessarily reflect the views of the Congressional 
Research Service. Additional information beyond the scope of these sum
maries is available in the unclassified ACIS published in this volume. Of 
course, the most complete information is available in the classified ACIS.

ICBM P r o g r a m s

While there may be arms control' risks involved with the deployment of 
the MX, the national political and military risks involved in not doing so are 
even greater. Potential arms control implications include:

— The MX is designed to address the potentially adverse effects of a 
perceived vulnerability problem. By helping the United States maintain 
secure, survivable, retaliatory capabilities and essential equivalence, the MX 
enhances strategic stability.

—The MX may cause Soviet leaders to react in ways that could affect 
stability and have an adverse impact on arms control. Some Soviet planners 
could see Minuteman improvements alone as posing an increased threat to 
their ICBM s and conclude that the MX deployed in large numbers would 
present a first-strike threat. While contrary to stated U.S. policy, this pros
pect could concern Soviet leaders, given the concentration of their 
capabilities on ICBM s. It may serve to stimulate them to increase the 
number of attacking reentry vehicles (RV s) to retain the capability to poten
tially threaten the U.S. ICBM force or to respond to increased U.S. strategic 
capabilities in general.

—The MX could enhance strategic stability by providing the Soviets with 
incentives to reduce dependence on ICBM s or to seek a ground-mobile bas
ing mode similar to that proposed for the MX. A situation in which both 
sides deployed mobile ICBM s could be more stable than one in which only 
one sides ICBMs were mobile.

—The deployment of the MARK 12A RV and other modifications to the 
Minuteman are consistent with the SALT II treaty.*

'Fiscal Year 1982 Arms Control Impact Statements , pp. VII-XV. The Digest was com
piled by Joel Wit, Research Fellow, under the supervision of lineice Wu, Specialist in Interna
tional Relations, Foreign Affairs and National Defense Division, Congressional Research 
Service.

*The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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— The deployment of a mobile ICBM could raise difficult although not 
insurmountable verification problems, especially if cooperative measures 
are taken to prevent concealment measures.

— In the absense of further progress on nuclear arms control agreements, 
extensive nuclear modernization programs like MX will probably lead to 
additional criticism of United States and Soviet behavior under article VI of 
the NPT® and could eventually weaken its effectiveness in preventing the 
spread of nuclear weapons.

—Many nonnuclear countries that rely on the U.S. nuclear arms umbrella 
look upon U.S. nuclear modernization as essential, and, for these countries, 
U.S. nuclear modernization would inhibit proliferation.

SSBN/SLBM P r o g r a m s

The Trident submarine and missile systems should sustain for the 
foreseeable future the already high survivability of the U.S. ballistic missile 
submarine force and add to retaliatory capabilities deployed to deter sur
prise attack. Potential arms control considerations follow:

—The Trident SSBN, Trident I missile and Trident I warhead will help to 
maintain the U.S. strategic deterrent and stability in United States-Soviet 
relations by improving U.S. retaliatory capabilities and by providing an ad
ditional hedge against anticipated improvements in Soviet antisubmarine 
warfare capabilities.

— The Trident II missile and warhead programs may have some effects 
which could be adverse from an arms control perspective. The additive ef
fects of two potential advances (Trident II and MX) in U.S. countersilo 
capabilities by the early 1990's could put a large portion of Soviet fixed 
ICBMs at risk. This could have significant destabilizing effects, and thus a 
potential negative arms control impact.

— Trident IIs potential hard-target-kill capabilities may be useful to main
tain a real or perceived essential equivalence with the Soviet Union in the 
1990 s. It might move the Soviets to a more stable force configuration rely
ing less on silo-based ICBM's. Finally, Trident II could provide a hedge 
against catastrophic failure of the other legs of the triad.

— Under SALT II limits, the Trident program could eventually necessitate 
tradeoffs among MIRV'd missile systems and force the retirement of some 
existing MIRV'd missile launchers.

—A new warhead for Trident II above 150 KT yield could not be tested at 
full yield under the constraints of the Threshold Test Ban Treaty.

Despite the possible risks inherent in the Trident II missile program, the 
SSBN/SLBM and associated communications programs analyzed in the 
ACIS appear to have beneficial arms control implications.

A ir b o r n e  S t r a t e g ic  O f f e n s i v e  S y s t e m s

The programs described in the statement would improve U.S. retaliatory

*The Non-Proliferation Treaty, printed ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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capabilities and thus strengthen deterrence and crisis stability.

— Current programs help maintain the effectiveness of the U.S. airborne 
strategic offensive forces in the face of improving Soviet air defenses. Since 
either penetrating bombers or standoff aircraft equipped with long-range 
cruise missiles take at least several hours to deliver their weapons on target, 
such forces clearly are not a destabilizing first-strike threat against the 
U.S.S.R.

—The Soviets might respond to U.S. air-launched cruise missile (ALCM) 
deployments in a variety of ways, including further improvements in air 
defense, development, and deployment of their own ALCM s, with corre
sponding increased force loadings on Soviet bombers, accelerating their 
strategic weapons buildup beyond the scope of present plans, increased 
willingness to pursue negotiated arms limitations, or some combination of 
the above. However, without corresponding Soviet restraint in air defenses 
and the deployment of more warheads on Soviet strategic missiles, a U.S. 
decision unilaterally to restrict cruise missile deployment could lead to U.S. 
forces that were not equivalent to those of the U.S.S.R.

—The development of cruise missiles, particularly ALCMs, and their 
launch platforms may provide the United States with a certain amount of 
leverage in future SALT negotiations. The possibility of a major increase in 
U.S. strategic capabilities in the absence of SALT limits, as suggested by 
cruise missiles and related force improvement programs, could provide a 
considerable incentive for the Soviets to make concessions as part of a SALT 
III agreement.

— The United States and U.S.S.R. will be able to adequately verify com
pliance with cruise missile constraints embodied in the SALT II treaty. This 
is due in part because of cooperative measures embodied within the SALT II 
treaty, the limited scope of negotiated range constraints, and the embryonic 
stage of the Soviet Unions long-range ALCM development program.

— Cruise missiles represent a class of weapons which could raise 
troublesome SALT verification problems, particularly over the longer term. 
As cruise missile programs and technology mature, and particularly if 
negotiated cruise missile constraints become more severe, future arms con
trol agreements will require detailed and stringent cooperative measures in 
order to assure adequate verification.

The benefits of the ALCM program in meeting our defense needs should 
be weighed against potential problems in verification and weapons pro
liferation. On balance, since SALT II limits prevent a large buildup in cruise 
missiles, it is unlikely to upset the overall strategic balance. Therefore, the 
ALCM program is not likely to adversely affect U.S. arms control efforts 
and will enhance U.S. national security.

S p a c e  D e f e n s e

U.S. arms control policy is to seek agreement with the Soviet Union 
limiting antisatellite (ASAT) systems. This policy aims to:

(1) Minimize or eliminate competition in ASAT systems;
(2) Help maintain the survivability of satellites; and
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(3) Enhance stability by banning ASATs that could grant either 
side an advantage in a crisis or conflict.

The U.S. space defense program for fiscal year 1982 supports this policy 
by providing a hedge against failure to achieve an adequate antisatellite 
agreement, against cheating or sudden abrogation if an agreement were 
achieved, and by making it clear to the Soviets that the alternative to such 
an agreement is an arms competition in space in which the United States 
could compete on favorable terms.

The U.S. space defense program is subject to revision, depending on the 
course of AS AT negotiations, is consistent with all current U.S. treaty 
obligations, is not likely to lead to third-country development of anti
satellite sytems, and would not adversely affect other arms control negotia
tions.

B a l l is t ic  M is s il e  D e f e n s e  ( B M D )

The U.S. ballistic missile defense (BMD) program, as it is presently con
stituted, has no adverse arms control impact. A program conducted within 
the terms of the ABM treaty supports U.S. arms control policy by keeping 
the United States abreast of BMD technologies, thereby hedging against, 
and at the same time, serving to discourage, any possible Soviet breakout 
from the ABM treaty. It also provides a future option should the Soviet 
strategic threat greatly increase.

A continuing R. & D. program within the terms of the ABM treaty 
serves to promote global and regional stability. Absent the U.S. BMD R. 
& D. program, the prospects for Soviet advantages in BMD technology, 
or perceptions of Soviet advantages, could be increased. This would 
undermine strategic stability and could lead to an interactive offense- 
defense competition.

The fiscal year 1982 U.S. BMD research and development program is 
not inconsistent with the ABM treaty. The program elements described in 
the ACIS will continue to be carefully monitored to insure their com
pliance with the terms of the treaty. The fiscal year 1982 U.S. BMD R. & 
D. program should have no effect on current or prospective arms control 
negotiations.

L o n g - R a n g e  T h e a t e r  N u c l e a r  M is s il e  P r o g r a m s  a n d  t h e  S e a -  

L a u n c h e d  C r u is e  M is s il e  ( S L C M )

These programs are important to deterrence and stability, but entail 
political costs and raise difficult questions about their arms control impli
cations. A U.S. goal is to insure these programs are consistent with U.S. 
national security objectives, including arms limitation to insure deterrence 
and global stability.

Uncertainties surround many aspects of the likely impact of these pro
grams and, consequently, their arms control implications are subject to 
differing interpretations.

— Theater nuclear forces (TNF) interact with both conventional and 
U.S. strategic forces in a doctrine of flexible response for enhanced
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deterrence and the possibility of escalation control should deterrence fail. 
They also allow overall improvements to the survivability and stability of 
NATOs TNF posture. However, deployments must strike a balance so as 
to enhance deterrence by providing NATO with more effective TNF but 
not to undermine the credibility of the U.S. strategic commitment to 
NATO.

— Soviet reactions to deployment of these weapons is unclear. They 
may provide additional incentives to the Soviets to pursue theater nuclear 
arms control agreements. On the other hand, they might engender further 
modernization of Soviet theater nuclear forces as well as diplomatic activ
ities with attendant difficulties for political relations.

—The Pershing II is not constrained by any arms control agreement 
to which the United States currently is a party. The SALT II protocol 
which would expire on December 31, 1981, would prohibit the deploy
ment of cruise missiles capable of ranges in excess of 600 km on ground- 
and sea-based launchers during the period of the protocol. Development 
and testing of long-range (over 600 km) cruise missiles from sea- or 
ground-based launchers would be permitted as long as they are equipped 
with multiple independently targetable warheads. The ground-launched 
cruise missile (GLCM) and SLCM would not be impeded by the protocol.

— With respect to potential future arms control agreements, mobile 
systems in general and cruise missiles in particular are more likely to pre
sent difficulties for verification than are fixed and ballistic systems.

— Development and deployment of warheads for LRTNF and SLCM mis
siles would not be affected by the Limited Test Ban Treaty  ̂ or the 
Threshold Test Ban Treaty.*

B a t t l e f ie l d  N u c l e a r  S y s t e m s

Modernization of NATO battlefield nuclear weapons is not inconsistent 
with U.S. arms control policy.

— Planned improvements could strengthen NATOs capability both to 
deter attack and, if necessary, to use nuclear weapons effectively and with 
restraint. The enhanced radiation Lance and the 8-inch artillery-fired atomic 
projectile are intended to contribute to stability through greater operational 
control, survivability, reliability in use.

— On the other hand, the expected gains in NATOs nuclear war-fighting 
capabilities may increase Soviet propensities to use nuclear weapons in war 
if the Soviets believed NATO was increasing its reliance on nuclear weap
ons. Nonetheless, the contribution to deterrence or the incentive to escalate 
would be tempered by the existence of other U.S. nuclear weapons.

The United States is not a party to any treaty or other legal obligations 
that would inhibit the development, production, or deployment of bat
tlefield nuclear weapons, and development of these weapons is not affected 
by the Threshold Test Ban Treaty.

^Printed ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293. 
•Printed ibid., 1974, pp. 225-229.
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W id e -A rea  A n t ia r m o r  M u n it io n s  (W A A M )

Wide-area antiarmor munitions (WAAM) are consistent with U.S. arms 
control objectives. The force multiplier potential inherent in WAAM would 
enhance NATOs conventional force posture and, thus, could make the 
necessity to resort to nuclear weapons less likely. Because they do not ap
pear to be an offensive threat to the Warsaw Pact, they are likely to 
strengthen global and regional stability.

Because WAAM is, by definition, a wide area weapon, it is possible it 
might be perceived as being indiscriminate under the provisions of protocol 
I to the 1949 Geneva Conventions, which was signed on June 12, 1977. 
However, since all WAAM variants are developed and intended for use as 
antiarmor munitions, they would have low efficiency as antipersonnel 
munitions.

WAAM are consistent with current phase I mutual balanced force reduc
tion talks objectives and with the recently agreed provisions in the U.N. 
"Conference [Convention] on Certain Conventional Weapons Which May 
Be Deemed To Be Excessively Injurious or To Have Indiscriminate Effects.

M e d iu m -R a n g e  A ir -to-S u rface M issile (M R A S M )

The land attack MRASM provides an improved conventional capability 
to accomplish missions currently being performed by penetrating aircraft. 
The development and acquisition of conventionally armed cruise missiles 
are consis! it with U.S. arms control policy. In general, conventional force 
improvement programs, like MRASM, are meant to strengthen deterrence 
and regional stability.

— By enhancing NATOs conventional posture, MRASM could make 
NATOs resort to nuclear weapons in the initial phase of a NATO-Warsaw 
Pact conflict somewhat less likely.

— Because of its fuel exhaustion range, MRASM would not be considered 
a long-range cruise missile under the terms of the SALT II treaty. Verifica
tion of compliance with provisions of the SALT II treaty will require such 
monitoring tasks as determining ranges, distinguishing MRASMs from 
long-range cruise missiles, and distinguishing MRASM platforms from plat
forms equipped for long-range SALT-accountable cruise missiles (so that the 
MRASM platforms do not become SALT-accountable as cruise missile car
riers). If negotiated cruise missile constraints become more severe, future 
arms control agreements could conceivably require more encompassing and 
stringent cooperative measures in order to assure adequate verification.

C h e m ic a l  W arfar e  (C W )

The present U.S. CW program is not inconsistent with declared CW arms 
control policies. The United States is presently pursuing as the primary 
objective of its CW policy the complete, effective, and verifiable prohibition

*The convention was opened for signature on Apr. 10, 1981. For text see Documents on 
Disarmament, 1980, pp. 440-452.
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of all chemical weapons. The present CW programs are supportive of U.S. 
policy by:

(1) Indicating continued restraint in retaliatory preparations while 
seeking a broad prohibition; while

(2) Retaining protective preparations, signaling an intent to provide 
continued protection to our own personnel.

The United States is not presently constrained by international law from 
developing, producing, stockpiling, or deploying chemical weapons.

U.S. restraint in improving retaliatory CW forces may enhance global 
and regional stability by lessening the interest on the part of others to ac
quire their own CW capability. The continued retaliatory research develop
ment, testing, and evaluation efforts should not detract from this stability as 
long as progress is being made toward an effective chemical weapons arms 
control agreement. On the other hand, continued unilateral U.S. restraint 
may eventually have a destabilizing effect because other countries could 
judge that they could employ chemical weapons against the United States or 
its allies without fear of retaliation in kind.

Given current conditions, the U.S. CW defense program to improve pro
tection measures should have a positive arms control effect, albeit a modest 
one since, by reducing the vulnerability of U.S. forces, it reduces the 
military value of chemical weapons. At the same time, the requirement for 
an in-kind retaliatory capability as part of our CW deterrent remains but 
may become less important as U.S. forces become less vulnerable to CW.

La r g e-A rea  O c ean  S urv eillan c e  S ystem s

The sound surveillance system (SOSUS) and related development pro
grams are not inconsistent with U.S. arms control policies. Assessments of 
Soviet reactions to improvements in ocean surveillance systems are open to 
debate.

—These improvements could improve stability in that they help make 
more credible the U.S. ability to fight prolonged conflict abroad and pro
vide monitoring capabilities against ballistic missile submarines.

— These programs may weaken strategic stability by lowering Soviet con
fidence in the survivability of its SLBM forces and force a greater reliance on 
potentially destabilizing ICBM's.

The United States is not party to any arms control agreement which 
restricts deployment of SOSUS. On balance, the improvements to U.S. 
large area ocean surveillance systems proposed in the fiscal year 1982 
budget are not likely to have an adverse arms control impact.

D irected En erg y  W ea po n s  (D E )

Although the high energy laser and particle beam concepts represent new 
technologies in directed energy, with potential weapons applications, some 
may not be cost-efficient and others may not be feasible. The directed 
energy related R. & D. efforts funded in the fiscal year 1982 budget have no
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more than marginal arms control effects now, but this technology deserves 
continuing attention in the future. For example:

—The BMD potential of future DE weapons could eventually create a 
conflict with the obligations assumed by the United States under the provi
sions of the ABM Treaty. The 1972 ABM Treaty^ bans the development, 
tiesting, and deployment of all ABM systems and components that are sea- 
based, air-based, space-based or mobile land-based. In addition, although 
the treaty allows the development and testing of fixed, land-based ABM 
systems and components based on other physical principles (such as lasers 
or particle beams), including such fixed, land-based components capable of 
substituting for ABM interceptor missiles, ABM launchers, or ABM radars, 
the treaty prohibits the deployment of such fixed, land-based systems and 
components unless the parties consult and amend the treaty.

— With regard to DE systems in an ASAT role, only the actual use of such 
systems to interfere with satellites used to verify compliance with strategic 
arms control agreements is prohibited under the provisions of the SALT I 
and SALT II agreements. Existing treaties and agreements impose certain 
additional restraints on ASAT activities.

DE research programs have only limited potential effects on nuclear non
proliferation objectives and policies, and are consistent with present U.S. 
positions in arms control negotiations.

F is c a l  Y e a r  1982 A b b r e v ia t e d  A r m s  C o n t r o l  I m p a c t  S t a t e m e n t s

The fiscal year 1982 ACIS include two abbreviated ACIS: One for Depart
ment of Defense programs and one for Department of Energy programs.

The abbreviated ACIS for the Department of Defense is grouped into two 
sections. Section I covers programs treated in previously submitted ACIS. 
Although they have continuing arms control implications, the programs 
have had no significant changes in funding, program direction, policy, or 
international developments that would revise the administration s analysis 
forwarded early in 1980. The need for updated ACIS will be reevaluated 
as these programs evolve. The titles of these ACIS are: "Anti-Ship Missile 
Systems," Tleet Air Defense," "Inertial Confinement Fusion," "Advanced 
Isotope Separation and Centrifuge Enrichment," "Strategic Warning and 
Attack Assessment," and "Navstar Global Positioning System."

Section II covers approximately 400 programs which meet the congres
sional criteria for ACIS, but are associated with one or more types of pro
grams for which in-depth ACIS were not prepared. Examples are:

— Programs in too early an exploratory research and development stage 
to determine with precision their possible arms control implications.

— Programs providing continuing normal support for existing missions of 
deployed operational systems and organizations.

—Production and procurement of a developed weapon system, spares and 
repair parts; support, storage, industrial, and test facilities construction and

^The ABM Treaty and the other SALT I agreements may be found ibid., 1972, pp. 197 ff.
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operations, and the like, all of which are judged not to have a significant im
pact on arms control policy or negotiations.

— Modification or modernization of an already procured system which 
does not significantly alter the characteristics of the system from an arms 
control standpoint.

— Programs involving miscellaneous research, development, testing, and 
evaluation of programs not otherwise categorized, which are judged to have 
marginal, if any, impact on arms control policy or negotiations.

This section of the abbreviated ACIS includes a brief description of each 
program, its program element number, and R -lor P-1 report page and line 
number, as applicable.

The abbreviated ACIS for the Department of Energy programs list those 
activities related predominantly to normal maintenance and reliability 
assessment of the nuclear stockpile. Because they do not provide for addi
tional warheads/bombs or for significant changes in characteristics or 
deployments, none of them is judged to have a significant impact on arms 
control policy or negotiations. The ACIS lists 24 different nuclear warheads 
and gravity bombs, with a brief statement about the weapons systems for 
which they were developed.

Swedish Working Paper Submitted to the Committee on Dis
armament: Prohibition of Retention or Acquisition of a 
Chemical Warfare Capability Enabling Use of Chemical 
Weapons, February 10, 1981 '

1. Sweden considers that in order to secure an effective abolition of 
chemical weapons and chemical warfare, it is not sufficient to prohibit 
development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons. It is also 
necessary to prohibit activities, facilities and materials aimed at using 
chemical weapons in the battlefield or elsewhere in war. The reason for the 
Swedish position is that unless such an extended prohibition is accepted 
there would not exist any major difficulties for a Party either to retain or ac
quire the ability to use chemical weapons within a comparatively short 
time, were it to withdraw from a ban on development, production and 
stockpiling. This is illustrated in Annex I. If preparative activities aimed at 
the acquisition of a qualified capability to use chemical weapons were not 
prohibited, they would also not be subject to verification measures. This 
would undoubtedly cause the prospective parties to a convention to feel a 
lesser degree of security, and might lead to a reluctance on their part to 
adhere to such a convention. In Sweden's view these circumstances have to 
be taken into consideration in the drafting of the convention on chemical 
weapons now being negotiated in the CD. The following considerations ap
pear relevant in this context.

' CD/142. The four annexes to this paper are not printed here.
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2. A chemical warfare capability consists of two elements;

(a) ability (including resources) to use chemical weapons in a militarily 
effective way against an adversary,

(b) ability to perform combat duties on different levels in an environment 
contaminated through the use of chemical weapons, one s own or the adver
sary's, that is a protective capacity stretching from only surviving to actual
ly continuing combat.

Both tasks require proper protective equipment and training. However, in 
order to use chemical weapons effectively some specific measures are re
quired as exemplified in Annex I.

Recognizing the almost unanimously held view that a capability to pro
tect oneself against attacks with chemical weapons is to be allowed in a 
chemical weapons convention, the Swedish delegation holds that the par
ticular measures required to obtain or retain a capability to use chemical 
weapons could and ought to be prohibited in a convention. As discussed in the 
following, such a prohibition would —apart from rendering it more mean
ingful—increase significantly the possibilities to verify compliance thereof.

The expression used by Sweden so far to describe the suggested prohibi
tion has been formulated "prohibition of planning, organization and train
ing for a chemical warfare capability". This expression is to be taken as 
referring to a capability to use the chemical weapons.

3. Before discussing the Swedish proposals more in detail, some impor
tant conditions will be considered.

(a) The Swedish delegation is aware that its suggestions concern much 
more of purely military matters usually guarded by strict secrecy measures, 
than would a convention banning only development, production and 
stockpiling of chemical weapons. However, since the ultimate goal is the 
final abolition of chemical warfare, the Swedish delegation is convinced that 
normal military secrecy in relation to specific measures required for a 
chemical warfare capability need not be upheld in the long run.

(b) It is often argued that since a protective capability against chemical 
weapons would be allowed, it would in practice be possible to disguise ef
forts to obtain a capability to use chemical weapons among allowed efforts 
to acquire or maintain such a protective capability. There are indeed par
ticular activities which do not fall within the area of general protection, such 
as training of flight behaviour or munition transportation directives (see 
Annex I). Sweden therefore believes that the opportunities offered by the 
distinction that can thus be made should be explored in order to obtain an 
effective prohibition.

(c) An option inherent in Sweden's approach is the possibility to increase 
significantly the effectiveness of the verification of compliance with the con
vention. If a greater number of activities were covered by a prohibition, this 
would clearly increase the possibilities to verify compliance thereof. It 
would also improve the grounds on which the Parties might adhere to or 
continue adherence to the convention. Examples nf the activities to be 
monitored are given in Annex I.
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(d) It is sometimes argued that the most effective way to secure the aboli
tion of chemical warfare would be to prohibit also protective measures. It 
must be recalled, however, that a very long time would be needed to imple
ment provisions concerning, inter alia, destruction of existent stockpiles of 
chemical weapons. Obviously during such a time many States would want 
to retain their capacity for protection against chemical weapons. If protec
tive measures were to be prohibited from the outset, it would imply a 
diminished security for those States for whom chemical weapons at present 
have a military significance and might cause them not to adhere to a treaty 
in the foreseeable future. This would obviously detract from the value of the 
convention.

To this must be added that a certain capacity, military as well as civilian, 
will always be necessary to protect against accidents and catastrophes in
volving poisonous chemical substances, not intended for use as chemical 
weapons.

4. A prohibition of a capability to use chemical weapons would require 
specific undertakings to be spelled out in annexes to a convention. The 
following are possible examples of such undertakings:

— to declare the content of, or the non-existence of, doctrines, 
manuals and chains of command for the use of chemical weapons;

— to declare schools, training facilities and curricula intended for 
teaching the use of chemical weapons;

— to declare weapons production and training plans. (Items that 
might be included in such declarations would concern munition hand
ling instructions, including labelling practices, artillery firing tables, 
air plane flying and bombing instructions, etc.);

— to declare the organization of protection units against (NB)C war
fare;

— to invite observers or inspectors to attend military manoeuvres in 
general, and those which include training in (NB)C-protection in par
ticular. In the latter case observers might be allowed to monitor also 
electronic communications;

— to issue a general order for all armed forces that no planning, 
organization and training for retaining or acquiring a capability to use 
chemical weapons is allowed as long as the State is a party to the con
vention;

— to co-operate regarding specific protective activities, e.g., ex
change information on therapeutic means;

— to allow regular visits —on site inspection — to military units, 
munition stockpiles and air fields;

— to allow on site inspection when complaints about violations of a 
prohibition of the kind discussed here are made;

— to provide parties to a convention with information, either direct 
or through e.g. a consultative committee, concerning items ex
emplified in Annex II.

These different undertakings would be carried out on different occasions
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during the implementation of the convention, e.g. when the convention 
enters into force, when declared stockpiles have been destroyed and when a 
certain number of States have adhered to the convention.

5. To illustrate the proposal that a convention on chemical weapons 
should also prohibit activities, facilities and materials aimed at using such 
weapons in war, a text is given in Annex IV containing the elements which 
might be included in the corresponding provision of the convention.

Agenda and Program of Work Adopted by the Committee 
on Disarmament for Its Spring 1981 Session, February 10, 
1981 '

The Committee on Disarmament, as the multilateral negotiating forum, 
shall promote the attainment of general and complete disarmament under 
effective international control.

The Committee, taking into account inter alia the relevant provisions of 
the Final Document of the first special session of the General Assembly 
devoted to disarmament, will deal with the cessation of the arms race and 
disarmament and other relevant measures in the following areas:

I. Nuclear weapons in all aspects;
II. Chemical weapons;

III. Other weapons of mass destruction;
IV. Conventional weapons;
V. Reduction of military budgets;

VI. Reduction of armed forces;
VII. Disarmament and development;

VIII. Disarmament and international security;
IX. Collateral measures; confidence-building measures; effective 

verification measures in relation to appropriate disarmament 
measures, acceptable to all parties concerned;

X. Comprehensive programme of disarmament leading to general 
and complete disarmament under effective international con
trol.

Within the above framework, the Committee on Disarmament adopts the 
following agenda for 1981 which includes items that, in conformity with the 
provisions of section VIII of its rules of procedure, would be considered by 
the Committee:

1. Nuclear test ban.
2. Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament.
3. Effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear weapon 

States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.
4. Chemical weapons.

' CD/144*, Feb. 11, 1981.
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5. New types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such 
weapons; radiological weapons.

6. Comprehensive programme of disarmament.
7. Consideration and adoption of the annual report and any other 

report as appropriate to the General Assembly at the United Na
tions.

The Committee will conduct its work bearing in mind the contribution 
that it should make to the success of the second special session of the 
General Assembly devoted to disarmament.

P r o g r a m m e  of W ork

In compliance with rule 28 of its rules of procedure, the Committee also 
adopts the following programme of work for the first part of its 1981 ses
sion:

3-6 February Statements in the plenary.
Consideration of the agenda and programme of 
work.

9-13 February Statements in the plenary.
Preliminary consideration of the question of the 
establishment of subsidiary bodies on items of 
the agenda.

16-20 February Nuclear test ban.

23 February-4 March Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear
disarmament.

5-13 March Comprehensive programme of disarmament.

16-20 March Effective international arrangenients to assure
non-nuclear weapon States against the use or 
threat of use of nuclear weapons.

23 March-3 April Chemical weapons.

6-10 April New types of weapons of .mass destruction and
new systems of such weapons; radiological 
weapons.

13-17 April Further consideration of agenda items.

20-24 April Interim reports of ad hoc groups, if any.

In adopting its agenda and programme of work, the Committee has kept 
in mind the provisions of rules 30 and 31 of its Rules of Procedure.
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Statement by the U.S. Representative (Kampelman) to the 
Madrid Conference of the Final Act of the Conference on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe: Confidence-Building 
Measures [Extract], February 11, 1981'

It is those facts rather than words alone that we face at these meetings. 
They are not only statistics about a sharp increase in Soviet military 
capability. We have learned in Afghanistan that there is a demonstrated 
readiness to use those military forces. These realities are on our minds as we 
consider the proposals on security before us, particularly the proposal in 
RM.6 for a Conference on Military Detente and Disarmament (CMDD), 
which the Soviet delegation so persistently supports.

Let us examine that proposal with care. The Final Act refers to the role of 
military confidence-building measures (CBMs) in strengthening confidence, 
stability, and security in Europe.* We have now had 5 years of experience 
with them. It is clear that the CBMs now in force are insufficient to fulfill 
their purposes and our hopes for them. Five years after their adoption, the 
Soviet Union has yet to notify of a single smaller-scale maneuver. It has yet 
to implement adequately the measure for the invitation of observers to 
major maneuvers. It has yet to provide anything more than the sparest in
formation in its notifications of major maneuvers. Even as this meeting was 
getting under way, Mr. Chairman, the Soviet Union undertook significant 
military preparations, including the mobilization of reservists, in Eastern 
Europe; and none of this activity was accompanied by notification under 
the Final Act.

A change in the character and stringency of CBMs is needed if they truly 
are to improve confidence, dispel doubts, and prevent misunderstandings 
about the intent of military activities in Europe. For such measures to make 
real contributions to security, they must in fact inhibit actions that threaten 
the confidence of other states in their own security.

Given the importance of this issue, in our consideration of the various 
proposals before us, we have looked closely at RM.6, supported by the 
Soviet Union, for some indication that its proponents recognize the type of 
CBMs which would further the goal of a more stable and secure Europe and 
reduce the risk of surprise attack. We find no such indication. Indeed, RM.6 
itself gives no idea at all that its authors view CBMs as a serious vehicle for 
security.

Recent declarations of the Warsaw Pact countries give some picture of 
what CBMs they have in mind. It is not encouraging. One proposal would 
lower the threshold for maneuver notifications by 5,000 men, a number that 
would leave untouched the significant military activities that occur when 
military formations, such as divisions, are in the field. The possibility of

' Dept, of State, Selected Documents No. 20, "Madrid CSCE Negotiations," pp. 19-20.
 ̂For this portion of the Final Act, see Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304-308.



54 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1981

other types of measures is mentioned, but the context in which these pro
posals are given, and the paucit> detail on their parameters, indicates that 
the sponsors of RM.6 contemplate nothing more than minor adjustments of 
the current CBMs, with perhaps some additional measures that would have 
little or no effect on the Warsaw Pact s ability to undertake military ac
tivities for political intimidation or to threaten the security of other states.

There is also a remarkable absence from RM.6 (and from previous 
declarations of its authors) of any mention of the need for verification 
measures. Indeed, 2 days ago, we heard the representative of the Soviet 
Union question the need for CBMs to be verifiable. Verification is an essen
tial element of a security agreement. If an agreement on CBMs is to increase 
security and confidence, the CBMs must be verifiable. And they must ob
viously be accompanied by provisions which provide means to assure they 
are being observed.

It is abundantly clear to us, Mr. Chairman, that the purpose of the 
CMDD under RM.6 is not to negotiate concrete steps to improve security. 
Evidently it is rather to provide a platform for eventual adoption of so- 
called "political and legal" steps, designed, they say, to reduce the danger of 
the outbreak of war in Europe. Noble words. But RM.6 does not specify 
what these "political and legal steps" might be. We, therefore, look for 
guidance to the plenary statement of the Soviet Union of 2 days ago.

It would appear that in some cases, these words would merely reiterate 
commitments already undertaken in the Final Act and the U.N. Charter, 
such as the nonuse of force or the threat of force. In other cases, such as the 
proposal for nonexpansion of alliances, they would infringe on the recog
nized rights of states under the Helsinki Final Act to arrange for their collec
tive defense. In still others, they would offer a vague and unverifiable com
mitment to freeze military forces at their present levels. We understand, of 
course, Mr. Chairman, that this commitment has an exception to it: the 
freeze is not to apply to forces in all but a small part of the European 
U.S.S.R.

It is absurd to believe that confidence in Europe can be built by such de
claratory measures. Such assurances are especially hollow in the face of the 
Soviet Union's brutal invasion of Afghanistan, its determined and continu
ing military expansion, its dismal implementation record of commitments it 
previously undertook under the Final Act, and its obvious reluctance to ac
cept the concepts of "military significance," "verification," 'binding," and "to 
the Urals."

The conference proposed in RM.6 apparently would have us progress 
from a set of inadequate confidence-building measures, to empty "political 
and legal" steps, to a third condition — and I quote — "measures aimed at 
lowering the level and intensity of military confrontation in Europe, in
cluding the limitation of military activity and disarmament." Let us look 
carefully at this third element, that dealing with disarmament. Here the 
utter poverty of RM.6 becomes most apparent.

The Final Act indicates the necessity to take effective, and I stress effec
tive, measures in the CBM's field which by their scope and by their nature 
constitute steps toward disarmament. Instead, RM.6 seeks to lure us with
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words, the word "disarmament," as a goal which the substance of RM.6 
itself and the history of the Warsaw Pact military preparations deny. It 
seeks to induce us to abandon what is surely a more believable and useful 
form for our efforts, the development of more effective and significant 

 ̂ CBMs. It seeks also to impose an erroneous and wholly unacceptable con
ception of the geographic scope of European security.

In one of his plenary interventions during this phase of our discussions, 
the distinguished chairman of the Soviet Union delegation indicated that the 
arms race had gone beyond acceptable limits on what he referred to as "our 
continent." One might assume that the proposal would include the area of 
all of Europe, "our continent." But, unfortunately, we have learned that the 
Soviet Union maintains that for the purposes of such a conference, Europe 
ends 250 kilometers inside the European borders of the U.S.S.R. One is 
tempted to ask, is not Moscow a European capital?

We owe it to our own peoples to consider the implications of a proposal 
which would define European-wide arms control as reaching only 250 
kilometers inside the Soviet Union. All other European states would be 
called upon to reduce their forces on all their European territory. Non- 
European states, the United States and Canada would be required to reduce 
their forces in Europe. But the largest and most militarily powerful Euro
pean state of all, the Soviet Union, would only participate in the arms con
trol process in the 250 kilometers adjacent to its European borders — a tiny 
fraction of the European area which contains the human and material 
resources for its vast military establishment.

We respectfully suggest that such a restrictive interpretation of the 
geographical dimensions of military security directly contradicts Principle I 
of our Act, which indicates that all participating states have equal rights and 
equal duties. Such an arrangement would not at all improve the military 
security of other participants in CSCE. It would rather intensify the danger.

Let us look further at this proposal to see what it could mean for the 
future of our CSCE process. KM.6 makes no mention whatsoever of a con
tinuing link between its proposed conference and future CSCE followup 
meetings of the type we are now conducting. We cannot help but wonder if 
this deficiency is intentional; and whether the authors of this proposal seek 
to give the proposed conference a life of its own so that issues on the 
military aspects of security are separated from the CSCE process. This 
would seriously undermine the integrity of the Final Act and the CSCE 
process.

The conference proposed in RM.6 offers no real program to further 
security and cooperation in Europe. Indeed, by its deliberate vagueness, it 
would permit evasion of the concrete and specific measures that could im
prove military security in Europe. We believe, therefore, that such a con
ference ultimately would set back the effort to improve security and 
cooperation in Europe.

I don't wish to end this intervention, Mr. Chairman, on a negative note, 
although I believe the clarity of our message should help bring us together 
toward the later understanding and agreement that we all seek. The 
American delegation puts a high value on achieving progress in the military
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aspects of security. We believe that militarily significant, verifiable 
confidence-building measures covering all of Europe and possessing a high 
degree of political obligation provide us a means of achieving the security 
we seek. We commend all those delegations who have submitted serious 
security proposals for our consideration. The discussion of those proposals, 
frank as it may be, helps achieve understanding. We note with satisfaction 
the fact that the French delegation shares our views on the substantive 
criteria for future confidence-building measures and that its proposal, 
RM.7, which suggests a post-Madrid conference, reflects those criteria.

Our task in the days ahead will be to discuss the appropriate forum and 
means by which we can advance our security interests and our desire for 
cooperation. That is a subject that deserves and is receiving our delegation s 
most serious study and attention.

It is the hope of the American delegation that we may end our meeting 
here with significant progress in all of the areas of our concern — on ques
tions of military security as well as on the other subjects of our agenda. We 
pledge our best efforts toward this end. That can only be achieved, 
however, by maintaining realistic standards for progress and by emphasiz
ing for all to understand that our study and our deliberations are within the 
framework of the hard facts, the realities which we have attempted to share 
with this body this afternoon.

Decision Adopted by the Committee on Disarmament: Ad  
Hoc Working Groups, February 12, 198T

The Committee decides that the ad hoc working group on the comprehen
sive programme of disarmament established on 17 March 1980 shall resume 
its work forthwith, in accordance with the conclusion reached by the Com
mittee at its 100th plenary meeting.*

The Committee further decides to re-establish, for the duration of its 1981 
session, the ad hoc working groups on effective international arrangements 
to assure non-nuclear weapon States against the use or threat of use of 
nuclear weapons, chemical weapons and radiological weapons, which were 
established on 17 March for its 1980 session, so that they may continue their 
work on the basis of their former mandates.

It is understood that the Committee will, as soon as possible, review the 
mandates of the three ad hoc working groups with a view to adapting, as 
appropriate, their mandates to advance the progress of the process of 
negotiations towards the objective of concrete disarmament measures.

It is also understood that the decision taken by the Committee in no way 
precludes the urgent consideration of the proposals submitted for the 
establishment of other ad hoc working groups on items 1 and 2 of the Com
mittee's agenda, as well as the consideration of the establishment of other 
subsidiary bodies which have been or may be proposed.

The ad hoc working groups will report to the Committee on the progress 
of their work at any appropriate time and in any case before the conclusion 
of its 1981 session.

’ CD/151. 
» CD/139.
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Declaration of the Conference of Foreign Ministers of 
Non-Aligned Countries [Extract], February 13, 1981'

I I I .  R e v i e w  o f  t h e  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  S i t u a t i o n

31. Reviewing the international situation, the Ministers observed with 
grave concern that they were meeting at a critical moment of deterioration 
in international relations. Since the Sixth Conference of Heads of State or 
Government,* held in Havana in September 1979, which had drawn atten
tion to the complex and dangerous situation existing in the world, the inter
national situation had so sharply deteriorated as to threaten the very sur
vival of humanity. The crisis in the process of detente had once again posed 
a serious threat to world peace and stability. The rivalry among great 
powers had intensified; the competition for spheres of influence continued 
for perpetuating and expanding relations of domination and exploitation. 
The arms race, particularly in its nuclear aspect, had escalated to new levels 
of irrationality and there had been a resurgence of the Cold War. Forces 
hostile to the emancipation of peoples continued to infringe the in
dependence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of countries and the right 
of peoples under alien and colonial domination to self-determination and in
dependence. There had been increasing recourse to the use, or threat of use, 
of force, military intervention, occupation and interference, in violation of 
the United Nations Charter and international law. Thus focal points of ag
gression and tension, particularly in the Middle East, Africa, particularly 
southern Africa, South-West Asia, South-East Asia, the Caribbean and 
Central America continued to exist, while new conflicts among States fur
ther aggravated the internal situation. The continued intransigence of the 
developed countries has further aggravated the inequalities and injustices of 
international economic relations. Expressing their concern over these 
developments, especially at the acts of intimidation and aggression as well 
as the measures of political and economic coercion directed against the non- 
aligned countries, the Ministers reiterated the call for appropriate co
ordination and collective action to oppose such threats tb the sovereignty, 
territorial integrity, independence and security of non-aligned countries, the 
right of all States to freely choose their political, economic and social 
systems without hindrance or pressure, the right of peoples under alien and 
colonial domination to self-determination and independence; and to sup
port the struggle of national liberation movements. The developments had 
confirmed that the unfaltering struggle of countries and peoples for freedom 
and independence, which represents the main trend in the contemporary 
world, cannot be stopped by force. The Ministers considered that the 
achievement of international security for all peoples and nations could be

' A/36/116, Mar. 6, 1981, pp. 16-22. The conference was held in New Delhi, Feb. 9-13, 
1981.

* Extracts from the political declaration of this conference are printed in Documents on Disar
mament, 1979, pp. 568-575.
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realized only by efforts aimed at changing international relations as a 
whole. They reiterated their conviction that the easing of international ten
sions cannot be based on the policy of balance of force, spheres of influence, 
rivalry between power blocs, military alliances and the accumulation of ar
maments, particularly nuclear weapons, and the relaxation of tension can
not be fully ensured without the active participation of non-aligned coun
tries in vital decisions affecting world peace and security on the basis of 
equality. The Ministers called for dissolution of military blocs or pacts, 
military alliances and their interlocking arrangements conceived within the 
context of conflicts between great powers, and withdrawal of foreign 
military bases and military forces to achieve a global reduction of interna
tional tension, the benefits of which should be extended to all regions of the 
world.

32. The greatest peril facing the world today is the threat of destruction 
as a result of nuclear war. The actions of the nuclear-weapon States, which 
are engaged in a new and frenzied round of the nuclear arms race, have 
created a situation in which mankind seems to have been condemned to live 
in the shadow of nuclear annihilation. Attempts were being made by some 
nuclear-weapon States to promote the highly dangerous concept of limited 
nuclear war and to minimize the distinction between nuclear and conven
tional weapons. At the same time, the so-called 'balance of deterrence" 
among the great powers had not prevented their involvement in regional 
conflicts. The competition in deterrence has not, in any way, afforded a 
dependable device for averting the impending catastrophe. It has only 
heightened the nightmare of uncertainty and fear which characterizes inter
national relations today because the arms race stems particularly from the 
persistent recourse to the use of force in order to maintain the status quo in 
international relations. There is only one real deterrent, namely mankinds 
desire to survive. As unrelenting protagonists of world peace, therefore the 
non-aligned countries have to co-ordinate their actions so as to halt and 
reverse the nuclear arms race with a view eventually to bringing about the 
complete elimination of nuclear weapons from the arsenals of States.

33. The desire to survive is shared by people all over the world, including 
those of the nuclear nations. There appears to be no other force, save the 
force of the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries capable of taking ini
tiatives to deal with this alarming situation. The Ministers expressed their 
belief that the most effective way to eliminate the threat of a nuclear war, 
pending the achievement of nuclear disarmament, was to prohibit the use, 
or threat of use, of nuclear weapons. The Ministers recognized the reluc
tance of nuclear-weapon States to agree to an international convention ban
ning the use, or threat of use, of nuclear weapons. They were of the view, 
however, that a new international instrument, along the lines of the Geneva 
Protocol of 1925, ** which prohibited the use of chemical and bacteriological 
weapons and which had now become an accepted norm in international 
law, covering nuclear weapons could provide a satisfactory answer.

’ The Protocol may be found ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.
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34. The Ministers declared that the most effective assurance of security 
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons was nuclear disarmament 
and prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons. The nuclear-weapon States 
must refrain from any activity in the nuclear field which would jeopardize 
the security and well-being of the peoples of non-nuclear weapon States. 
The nuclear-weapon States have the obligation to guarantee that the non- 
nuclear-weapon States will not be threatened or attacked with nuclear 
weapons. They noted with satisfaction that proposals on that subject had 
been submitted to the Committee on Disarmament, and that there had been 
no objection in principle in the Committee to an international convention to 
assure non-nuclear-weapon States.

35. The Ministers affirmed that the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free 
zones on the basis of arrangements freely arrived at among the States of the 
region concerned constituted an important disarmament measure.

36. The establishment of such zones in different parts of the world should 
be encouraged with the ultimate objective of achieving a world entirely free 
of nuclear weapons. In the process of establishing such zones, the 
characteristics of each region should be taken into account. The States par
ticipating in such zones should undertake to comply fully with all the objec
tives, purposes and principles of the agreements or arrangements 
establishing the zones, thus ensuring that they are genuinely free from 
nuclear weapons.

37. Even the limited agreement on strategic arms control between the two 
most heavily armed nuclear-weapon States remained unratified because of 
the policy of negotiating from positions of strength. The Ministers further 
deplored the fact that in dramatic contrast to the abject poverty in which 
two-thirds of the world's population lives, the international community, 
and particularly the nuclear-weapon States and their allies, squandered up 
to hundreds of billions of dollars annually on expenditure on armaments. 
The lack of progress in disarmament and the upward spiral in the arms race, 
particularly in its nuclear aspect, had further aggravated international ten
sions and impeded the realization of the purposes and principles of the 
United Nations Charter, and the objectives of the First Disarmament 
Decade.

38. The Ministers noted with regret that the decisions adopted at the 
tenth special session of the United Nations General Assembly  ̂have not yet 
been implemented, owing to the lack of political will of some major military 
powers. They called upon all States, particularly the nuclear-weapon States, 
urgently to implement these decisions so as to achieve more rapid progress 
in the field of real and genuine disarmament. They also emphasized the im
portance of the forthcoming second special session of the General Assembly 
of the United Nations devoted to disarmament, to be held in 1982, and ex
pressed their determination to work towards its success so that a process of 
genuine disarmament, particularly in the nuclear field, could be initiated.

 ̂The Final Document of this session is printed ibid., 1978, pp. 411-439.
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39. In the field of peaceful uses of nuclear energy, the Ministers criticized 
the policies of the nuclear supplier countries in denying the legitimate re
quirements of developing countries to develop their programmes for 
peaceful uses of nuclear energy.

40. The Ministers reiterated the conclusions reached at the Sixth Con
ference of Heads of State or Government of Non-Aligned Countries and 
noted the conclusions of the first regular meeting of the Non-Aligned Co
ordinating Countries on Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy; they particularly 
stressed the right of each nation to establish its peaceful nuclear programmes 
in accordance with its own priorities and requirements, as well as the need 
for free and non-discriminatory access to nuclear materials and technology 
for peaceful purposes.

41. The Ministers expressed grave concern over the growing build-up of 
great power military presence in the Indian Ocean area. The Ministers noted 
that despite the expressed wishes of the littoral and hinterland States of the 
Indian Ocean, military activity in all forms and manifestations of the great 
powers in the Indian Ocean area had intensified and that there had been a 
marked deterioration in the climate of peace and security in the area. They 
further noted that the concept of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace, as 
contained in the 1971 United Nations Declaration (United Nations General 
Assembly Resolution 2832 (XXVI) of 16 December 1971) * and as considered 
at the meeting of the littoral and hinterland States of July 1979, ‘ as well as at 
the subsequent meetings of the A d Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean, 
was being systematically nullified by this escalation of military preparations 
by the great powers. The Ministers, seriously concerned at the dangerous 
tension in the area caused by the expansion of existing foreign bases, 
military installations, logistical supply facilities, the disposition of nuclear 
weapons and weapons of mass destruction, as well as the search for new 
base facilities, warned of the dangers of any actions that would provide 
pretexts for the intervention or the presence of the great powers in the area. 
They also reaffirmed their determination to work for the success of the Con
ference on the Indian Ocean, scheduled to be held in Sri Lanka in 1981, to 
achieve the objectives of the concept of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace, 
and to this end urged all great powers and other major maritime users to 
participate in the Conference in a constructive spirit, and to start a process 
of reducing their military presence in the Indian Ocean area meanwhile.

» Ibid., 1971, pp. 901-903.
* For a statement by the U.S. observer at this meeting, see ibid., 1979, pp. 325-328.
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Statement by the U.S. Representative (Kampelman) to the 
Madrid Conference of the Final Act of the Conference on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe: French Proposal for a 
Conference on the Military Aspects of Security in Europe, 
February 16, 1981 ^

On February 11, the United States in this plenary discussed aspects of 
European military security as that issue has been reflected in our discussions 
here and in the security proposals before us.* As I noted then, it has been a 
constant desire of my government to expand and strengthen military 
confidence-building measures (CBMs) as a way of attaining that security we 
seek. But efforts to build confidence have floundered, and for good reason. 
Efforts to build confidence are greatly hindered if there is a weak underlying 
foundation of confidence to build upon. And, as has been noted here often, 
by us and by others, this underlying confidence has been severely damaged 
by actions of the Soviet Union in recent months and years.

A few here have argued that under these circumstances, our common in
terests are best served by beginning with CBMs of little significance—with 
voluntary measures or measures which cannot or will not be verified. The 
argument is made that such CBMs would be at least again a start; and that 
we can move on later to more significant measures.

My government disagrees. We join with many other participating states 
here who are convinced that unless this meeting mandates a negotiation 
with specific and firm criteria, those who dislike effective CBMs will keep us 
talking about words, about vague declarations, and about pious but mean
ingless pronouncements for generations to come; and all without coming to 
grips with the basic requirements for real security. For our part, we cannot 
depend upon security by pronouncement, by declaration, or by prom
ise—unless those pronouncements involve specific obligations, unless we 
can be assured that those declarations will be honored and unless there are 
means to verify that what has been promised will be done.

We have the opportunity starting here in Madrid and within our CSCE 
process to explore the new and promising field of confidence-building 
measures. Because this field is new, we must be sure to structure our discus
sions carefully. Because we are interested in genuine arms control, we view 
laxness and imprecision as contrary to our pUrposS"aml cOlinttJ^productive 
to confidence building. And we will absolutely not lend our support in this 
meeting to a cosmetic and meaningless negotiation.

It was this clear requirement that any negotiations be carefully structured 
to make a real contribution to security that led the administration of Presi
dent Reagan to give intensive and detailed study to RM.7, the proposal of 
France for a Conference on the Military Aspects of Security in Europe.

I would like now to describe to this plenary meeting the critical elements 
in our consideration.

> Dept, of State, Selected Documents No. 20, "Madrid CSCE Negotiations/' pp. 20-21.
* Ante.
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• First of all, the French proposal prescribes a mandate for a post-Madrid 
meeting which will focus discussion on confidence-building measures that 
are of true military significance. It is clear that measures which are not 
"militarily significant" — which would not deal effectively with military 
activities that could threaten the security of other states —are the kinds of 
cosmetic proposals that would contribute nothing to security and might well 
detract from it.

• Second, the mandate in RM.7 calls for "provisions ensuring appropriate 
verificatjpn of commitments." Effective verification has been the heart of the 
American approach to every arms control negotiation we have undertaken 
since World War II. We, therefore, agree with the emphasis which this pro
posal gives to verification. All forces in Europe must be covered, including, 
of course, our own. And I want to note here, in connection with some 
misleading comments and implications made by some delegations, that, 
outside the complete European area proposed to be covered by the French 
proposal, many more Soviet than American forces would be exempted from 
coverage.

• Third, RM.7 places a strong political ctbli^atjion on all the participants 
reliably to implement the confidence-building measures. We all know from 
our own experience regarding the implementation of discretionary measures 
that any new measures must be founded on a commitment to this full and 
consistent implementation, or they simply will not be lived up to.

• Fourth, the French proposal lists specific categories of confidence- 
building measures to be examined or negotiated. We believe it concentrates 
attention on the three areas where productive results are most likely; on 
measures of information on the strength and positioning of the military 
forces of the parties; on measures to increase stability, such as by more 
stringent and precise prenotification of military activities of immediate 
security concern to the rest of Europe; and on measures of observation and 
verification. Moreover, a separate post-Madrid conference, as France pro
poses, would seem to provide the best forum for effective consideration of 
these measures.

• Fifth, the French proposal will make confidence-building measures ap
plicable to all of Europe, from the Atlantic to the Urals. The Final Act 
describes confidence-building measures as measures to . . strengthen 
confidence . . . and thus contribute to increasing stability and security in 
Europe."® This statement means all of Europe, including the European areas 
of the Soviet Union. It makes no sense to us that CBMs should exempt some 
portions of Europe. CBMs will not build confidence if they ignore large por
tions of the European Soviet Union, where there are considerable military 
forces which have a direct and immediate potential threat to security in 
Europe.

• Sixth, RM.7 clearly establishes a link between a post-Madrid con
ference and the CSCE process. It states that measures agreed at the con
ference would be referred to the next CSCE followup meeting. This pro

’ For this portion of the Final Act, see Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304-308.
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cedure is indispensable for the continued vitality of the CSCE process, 
which must not be bypassed.

• Finally, the French proposal specifies that further steps in the arms con
trol area will be considered only after we have had the opportunity to 
evaluate the results of the CBM negotiation and to review other 
developments in the arms control field. We consider this course to be in the 
best interest of genuine security. The need is to concentrate on achieving a 
successful CBM outcome; we must not be distracted from the important im
mediate task of building confidence by diversionary attempts to lay out 
plans for a vague second phase sometime in the future in an atmosphere and 
under conditions we cannot now foresee.

Mr. Chairman, careful consideration of all the factors I have just cited has 
led my government to one conclusion: President Reagan has resolved to 
commit the full support of the United States Government to the French pro
posal, RM.7. We support it because it offers the prospect of serious and pro
ductive negotiations to achieve security in Europe.

We are pleased to join our French and other colleagues in supporting 
RM.7. As we do so, we most emphatically also join them in insisting that 
the essential criteria the French have established for confidence-building 
measures are the minimum conditions for our approval of any post-Madrid 
security meeting of CSCE states.

We stand with France and the many others here who have joined in op
posing a post-Madrid security meeting unless it is determined in advance 
that there will be serious negotiations. For us this means negotiations of 
militarily significant, verifiable, confidence-building measures applicable to 
all of Europe with a high degree of political obligation. To accept less than 
these criteria would be to fail to serve the interests of true security.

There is one additional criterion which cannot be included in a formal 
mandate, but it is important nonetheless. This is the criterion of balance. 
CSCE carmot survive in the future solely as a security negotiation. The 
genius of the Final Act is its recognition that true security depends upon a 
balance of progress on security, on human rights, and on economic 
cooperation. The post-Madrid conference on CBMs, as outlined in RM.7, 
is, as our French colleagues have pointed out, inherently linked to CSCE. 
This means that the progress we contemplate in the security area must be 
matched by significant steps forward in the other areas of CSCE if balance is 
to be maintained.

Mr. Chairman, recent occurrences have made progress on security a 
much more difficult task than it seemed only a few years ago. We all know 
the reasons for this; and we know where the responsibility lies. In this situa
tion, we strongly believe that the burden of performance must be on those 
who have disturbed the peace and damaged the atmosphere of international 
trust. The French proposal offers an opportunity to discharge this burden, 
because it is designed to make more difficult the use of military power for in
timidation or aggression. And it is designed to increase warning of surprise 
attack in Europe.

We are convinced that European security will be served if all the states 
participating in CSCE accept, the criteria for CBMs set forth in the French
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mandate, criteria which will apply equally to all nations here. If they do, 
they will open the way for a serious negotiation aimed at increasing con
fidence and enhancing security on the entire European Continent. That is 
our objective.

Report by President Brezhnev to the 26th Congress of the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union [Extracts], February 
23, 1981 '

Lets look at the actual state of affairs.
Whether one takes strategic nuclear arms or medium-range nuclear 

weapons in Europe, in both cases approximate equality exists between the 
two sides. In some types of weapons, the West has a certain advantage. In 
others, we have the edge. This equality could be more enduring if relevant 
treaties and agreements were concluded.

There is also talk about tanks. It's true that the Soviet Union has more of 
them. However, the NATO countries also have a good many. Besides, they 
have considerably more antitank weapons.

The allegation of Soviet superiority in total number of armed forces 
doesn't correspond to reality either. The US and the other NATO countries 
have slightly more troops than the USSR and the other Warsaw Treaty 
countries.

So, what kind of Soviet military superiority can one talk about?
The danger of war does indeed hang over the US, as it does over all other 

countries in the world. But its source is not the Soviet Union, not its 
mythical superiority, but the arms race itself and the continuing tension in 
the world. We are prepared to combat this genuine, not imaginary, 
danger—hand in hand with America, with the European states, with all 
countries on our planet. To try to prevail over the other side in the arms 
race or to count on victory in a nuclear war is dangerous madness.

It is generally recognized that the international situation depends in large 
part on the policies of the USSR and the US. In our opinion, the state of 
relations between the two at present and the crucial nature of the interna
tional problems that require solution dictate the need for an active dialogue 
on all levels. We are ready for such a dialogue.

Experience shows that the decisive factor here is summit meetings. This 
was true yesterday, and it remains true today.

The USSR wants normal relations with the US. From the standpoint of 
the interests of the peoples of both our countries and of mankind as a whole, 
there is simply no other sensible way.

• • • • • • •

’ Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXXIII, No. 8 (Mar. 2 5 ,1981), pp. 11-14. Transla
tion copyright Dy Current Digest. reprinted by permission. Also printed in Pravda and 
Izvestiya, Feb. 24, 1981.
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5. To Strengthen Peace, Deepen Detente and Curb the Arms 
Race. —Comradesl The pivotal area of the foreign-policy activity of the 
Party and the state has been and remains the struggle to lessen the danger of 
war and curb the arms race. At present, this task has assumed special 
significance and urgency. The point is that rapid and profound changes are 
taking place in the development of military technology. Qualitatively new 
types of weapons, first of all weapons of mass destruction, are being 
developed —types that may make control over them, and therefore their 
agreed limitation, extremely difficult, if not impossible. A new round in the 
arms race will undermine international stability and greatly increase the 
danger that war will break out.

The situation is made worse by the fact that the policy of the aggressive 
imperialist forces has already brought about a significant increase in interna
tional tension, with all the dangerous consequences stemming therefrom.

Probably no other state has in recent years put before mankind as broad a 
spectrum of concrete and realistic initiatives on highly important problems 
of international relations as the Soviet Union has.

I shall begin with the problem of the limitation of nuclear arms, the most 
dangerous to mankind. Throughout these years, the Soviet Union resolutely 
fought to put an end to the race in these arms and to rule out their prolifera
tion on the planet. As you know, a vast amount of work was done to 
prepare the Treaty on the Limitation of Strategic Arms with the US.* A 
great deal was accomplished during the talks with the US and Britain on the 
complete prohibition of nuclear weapons tests. We took an important ac
tion when we stated and reaffirmed that we will not use nuclear weapons 
against nonnuclear countries that do not permit them to be deployed on 
their territory.® But we have also proposed something more: that the pro
duction of nuclear weapons be stopped and the reduction of stockpiles of 
these weapons be started and continued to their complete elimination.^

The Soviet Union has also actively worked for the prohibition of all other 
types of weapons of mass destruction. Some things along these lines were 
achieved during the period under review. A convention prohibiting the 
modification of the environment for military purposes * went into effect. 
Preliminary agreement was reached on the basic provisions of a treaty ban
ning radiological weapons.* Talks on excluding chemical weapons from the 
arsenals of states are continuing, although at an impermissibly slow pace. 
Actions by peace-loving forces managed to halt the implementation of plans 
for the deployment of neutron weapons in Western Europe. This has made 
the peoples' indignation all the greater at the Pentagon's renewed attempts to 
hang over the European countries the sword of Damocles that these 
weapons represent. For our part, we reaffirm that we will not begin the pro
duction of neutron weapons if they do not appear in other states, and that

* For the SALT II Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
* See ibid., 1978, p. 348, and ibid., 1980, pp. 306-307.
 ̂ See the paper suomitted to the Committee on Disarmament, ibid., 1979, pp. 40-41.

* For the text of the convention, see ibid., 1977, pp. 322-326.
* See the joint U.S.-Soviet proposal submitted to the Committee on Disarmament, ibid., 

1979, pp. 357-361.
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we are prepared to conclude an agreement banning these weapons once and 
for all.

The Soviet Union and the other Warsaw Treaty countries have made a 
number of concrete proposals concerning military detente in Europe. In par
ticular, we would like the participants in the all-European conference to 
pledge not to be the first to use either nuclear or conventional arms against 
any other participant; we do not want the existing military blocs in Europe 
and on other continents to be expanded or any blocs to be created.

The Soviet Union and its allies have proposed that an all-European con
ference be convened to discuss and resolve questions of military detente and 
disarmament in Europe. This question is at the center of attention of the 
meeting that is now taking place in Madrid.

We have also not slackened our efforts to achieve progress at the Vienna 
talks on the reduction of armed forces and armaments in Central Europe. At 
these talks, the socialist countries have gone more than halfway to meet our 
Western partners. But it must be stated bluntly that if the Western countries 
continue to drag out these talks and at the same time increase their military 
potential in Europe, we will have to take this fact into account.

Many of the important initiatives that the Soviet Union and its allies put 
forth during the past five years were approved by UN decisions, some of 
them at the General Assembly's special session on disarmament.

The Soviet proposals on strengthening international security and limiting 
the arms race remain on the table. Under the guidance of the Party Central 
Committee, Soviet diplomats and all officials on the foreign-policy front are 
continuing to work actively to implement these proposals.

Our actions are in keeping with the aspirations of other countries and 
peoples. Suffice it to recall that many states on various continents have ad
vanced proposals that have received broad international support — to declare 
Africa and the Middle East nuclear-weapon-free zones, like Latin America, 
and to create zones of peace in Southeast Asia, the Indian Ocean and the 
Mediterranean. The decisions of the all-European conference are, in effect, 
aimed at making all Europe such a zone.

Comrades! We are continuing the struggle for a radical improvement in 
the international situation. In this respect, the reliable compass has been and 
remains the Peace Program proclaimed by the 24th and 25th CPSU Con
gresses.

Today the state of affairs in the world requires new, additional efforts to 
eliminate the threat of war and to strengthen international security. Permit 
me to put before the Congress a number of ideas directed to this end.

In recent years, as you know, hotbeds of military conflicts, frequently 
threatening to grow into a major conflagration, have appeared in one part 
of the world after another. Experience has shown that it's no easy matter to 
extinguish them. It would be far better to take preventive measures, to 
forestall the emergence of such hotbeds.

In Europe, for example, this purpose is to some extent served —and, on 
the whole, served fairly well —by the confidence-building measures in the 
military field that are being carried out by decision of the all-European con
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ference/ These measures include advance notification on military exercises 
by ground forces and the invitation to such exercises of observers from 
other countries. At present, these measures are carried out on the territory 
of the European states, including the western regions of the USSR. We have 
already said that we are prepared to go further —to also provide notification 
on naval and air exercises. We have proposed — and we propose again — that 
notification apply to large-scale troop movements as well.

Now we want to propose that the zone in which these measures apply be 
expanded substantially. ]Ne are prepared to extend them to the entire Euro
pean part of the USSR—provided that there is a corresponding expansion in 
the zone of confidence-building measures on the part of the Western states.

There is a region where the elaboration and application of confidence- 
building measures—needless to say, with consideration for its specific 
features—could not only ease the situation locally but also be a very useful 
factor in strengthening the foundations of world peace. This is the Far East, 
where such powers as the USSR, China and Japan are neighbors. There are 
also American military bases there. The Soviet Union would be prepared to 
conduct concrete talks on confidence-building measures in the Far East with 
all interested countries.

In advancing these far-reaching proposals for confidence-building meas
ures, we proceed from the premise that their implementation will be con
ducive to progress in the field of disarmament.

Furthermore, it is sometimes said, with respect to the proposals we have 
made concerning the Persian Gulf, that they cannot be divorced from the 
question of the presence of the Soviet military contingent in Afghanistan. 
What can be said on this point? The Soviet Union is prepared to negotiate 
on the Persian Gulf as an independent problem. Needless to say, it is also 
prepared to participate in a separate settlement of the situation involving 
Afghanistan, as I said earlier. But we have no objection to discussing ques
tions relating to Afghanistan along with questions of the security of the Per
sian Gulf. Naturally, only the international aspects of the Afghan problem 
could be discussed at such talks, not internal Afghan affairs. Afghanistan's 
sovereignty, like its status as a nonaligned state, must be fully protected.

Once again, we insistently call for restraint in the field of strategic arms. 
We cannot allow the peoples of the world to live under the threat of a 
nuclear war.

The limitation and reduction of strategic arms is a problem of the highest 
importance. For our part, we are prepared to continue appropriate talks 
with the US without delay, preserving all the positive elements that have 
been achieved in this field so far. Needless to say, the talks can be conducted 
only on the basis of equality and equal security. We will not enter into any 
agreement that gives a unilateral advantage to the US. There should be no 
illusions here. In our opinion, all the other nuclear powers should join these 
talks at the appropriate time.

The USSR is prepared to hold talks on the limitation of any type of 
weapon. At one time, we proposed that the creation of a Trident naval

 ̂ For these measures, see ibid., 1975, pp. 304-308.
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missile system in the US and a corresponding system in our country be 
banned. This proposal was not accepted. As a result, the Americans have 
created a new submarine, the Ohio, armed with Trident-1 missiles. An 
analogous system —the Typhoon —has been created in our country. Well, 
who has gained?

]Ne are prepared to negotiate limitations on the deployment of new sub
marines—the Ohio type by the US, and similar types by the USSR. We 
could abo come to an agreement on banning the modemizaton of existing 
ballistic missiles installed on these submarines and the creation of new ones.

Now for nuclear missiles in Europe. An increasingly dangerous stockpil
ing of these weapons is under way. A kind of vicious circle has formed: The 
actions of one side draw countermeasures from the other. How can this 
chain be broken?

We propose that an agreement be reached to set a moratorium right now  
on the deployment in Europe of new medium-range nuclear missiles by the 
NATO countries and the USSR, i.e., that a quantitative and qualitative 
freeze be put on the existing level of these weapons — including, needless to 
say, the USs forward-based nuclear weapons in this region. This 
moratorium could go into effect at once, as soon as talks on this question 
begin, and last until a permanent treaty is concluded on the limitation or, 
better yet, the reduction of these nuclear weapons in Europe. In making this 
proposal, we proceed from the premise that both sides will stop all prepara
tions for the deployment of additional weapons of the types covered, in
cluding American Pershing-2 missiles and ground-based strategic cruise 
missiles.

The peoples should know the truth about the destructive consequences 
for mankind that a nuclear war would bring. We suggest that an 
authoritative international committee be set up that would demonstrate the 
vital necessity of preventing a nuclear catastrophe. The committee could be 
composed of eminent scientists from various countries. The whole world 
should be informed of the conclusions they draw.

There are, of course, many other urgent international problems in today s 
world. Their sensible solution would make it possible to reduce the tension 
in the international atmosphere and would enable the peoples to breathe 
more easily. But what is needed here is a farsighted approach, political will 
and boldness, prestige and influence. For this reason, it seems to us that it 
would be useful to convene a special session of the Security Council, with 
the top leaders of the Council's member-states participating, to look for keys 
to the improvement of the international situation and the prevention of war. 
Evidently the leaders of other states could, if they so wish, take part in the 
session. Of course, thorough preparations would be required to ensure 
positive results from such a session.

Thus, comrades, the new measures we are proposing embrace a wide 
range of questions. They involve nuclear missiles, conventional types of 
weapons, ground troops, and naval and air forces. They touch upon the 
situation in Europe, in the Middle East and in the Far East. They deal with 
measures of both a political and a military nature. All of these proposals are 
united by a single goal, by our one common aspiration — to do everything
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possible to remove the threat of a nuclear war from the peoples and to 
preserve peace on earth.

This, if you like, is an organic continuation and development of our 
Peace Program as applied to the most urgent problems of international life 
in our time.

To defend peace —there is now no more important task on the interna
tional level for our Party and our people, or for all the peoples on the 
planet.

In defending peace, we are working not only for people living today, and 
not only for our children and grandchildren; we are working for the hap
piness of dozens of future generations.

If there is peace, the creative energy of the peoples, based on the 
achievements of science and technology, is certain to solve the problems 
that trouble people today. Of course, new and still loftier tasks will then 
confront our descendants. But that is the dialectic of progress, the dialectic 
of life.

Not preparations for war, which doom the peoples to a senseless 
squandering of their material and spiritual wealth, but the consolidation of 
peace is the clue to the future.

Letter From President Reagan to the Congress: Nuclear Coop
eration With the European Atomic Energy Community, 
February 24, 1981 '

The United States has been engaged in nuclear cooperation with the Euro
pean Community for many years. This cooperation was initiated under 
agreements concluded over two decades ago between the United States and 
the European Atomic Energy Community (EURATOM) * and extends until 
December 31,1995. Since the inception of this cooperation, the Community 
has adhered to all its obligations.

The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978 amended the Atomic Energy 
Act to establish nuclear export criteria, including a requirement that the 
United States have a right to consent to the reprocessing of fuel exported 
from the United States. Our present agreements for cooperation with 
EURATOM do not contain such a right. To avoid disrupting cooperation 
with EURATOM, a proviso was included in the law to enable continued 
cooperation until March 10, 1980, and provide for negotiations concerning 
our cooperation agreements.

The law also provides that nuclear cooperation with EURATOM can be 
extended on an annual basis after March 10, 1980, upon determination by

’ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Mar. 2,1981, pp. 190-191. The letter was 
sent to the Speaker of the House (O'Neill) and the President of the Senate (Bush).

* TIAS 4091, 4173, 4650, 5103, 5104, 5444; 9 UST1116; 10 UST 75; 11UST 2589; 13 UST1403; 
13 UST 1439; 14 UST 1459.

* Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 118-164.
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the President that failure to cooperate would seriously prejudice the 
achievement of United States non-proliferation objectives or otherwise 
jeopardize the common defense and security and after notification to the 
Congress. President Carter made such a determination last year and signed 
Executive Order 12193, permitting continued nuclear cooperation with 
EURATOM until March 10, 1981/

The United States has engaged in three rounds of talks with EURATOM 
regarding the renegotiation of the US-EURATOM agreements for coopera
tion. These were conducted in November 1978, September 1979, and April 
1980. Progress has been made toward clarifying the issues relating to these 
agreements, and the talks will be continuing.

I believe that it is essential that cooperation between the United States and 
the Community continue and likewise that we work closely with our Allies 
to counter the threat of nuclear explosives proliferation. Accordingly, I have 
determined that failure to continue peaceful nuclear cooperation with 
EURATOM would be seriously prejudicial to the achievement of United 
States non-proliferation objectives and would jeopardize the common 
defense and security of the United States. I intend to sign an Executive Order 
to extend the waiver of the application of the relevant export criterion of the 
NNPA for an additional twelve months from March 10, 1981.

Statement by the Japanese Representative (Okawa) to the 
Committee on Disarmament: Comprehensive Test Ban, 
February 24, 1981 '

Mr. Chairman, so much has been said, in this room and elsewhere, about 
the urgency of achieving a comprehensive test ban that there is really little 
more to say. Nevertheless, my delegation does not feel it should remain 
silent on this particular subject. I know that under our programme of work I 
should have taken the floor last week, but I ask your indulgence for my ad
dressing it today.

In the first place, my delegation wishes to express the hope of the Japanese 
Government that the trilateral negotiations on a comprehensive test ban will 
be resumed in the very near future. We very much appreciated the presenta
tion last summer of the fairly detailed progress report on those negotiations, 
and we think we can understand the difficult and delicate nature of the 
problems that remain to be solved. We are also fully aware that one of the 
trilateral negotiators is yet in the process of reviewing its policy in the whole 
field of arms control and disarmament. As an outsider to these trilateral 
negotiations, we may not be in a position to set the pace or to propose dates 
for the negotiators, but as the representative of one non-nuclear-weapon 
State which places the highest priority on the conclusion of a comprehensive 
test ban, I sincerely hope —and I am sure I am entitled to hope —that the

 ̂Printed ibid., 1980, pp. 29-30, 39. 
' CD/PV.109, pp. 6-7.
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three Governments concerned will be able to agree on the early resumption 
of their negotiations.

In the statement I made to the Committee on 10 February,* I urged that 
the Committee on Disarmament take up the question of a comprehensive 
test ban at its present session as the agenda item of the highest priority. And 
I suggested that we might study the possibility of establishing a working 
group to deal with the matter, if a consensus could be reached on this point. 
Suggestions have been put forward as to what kind of work the working 
group could usefully undertake. May I repeat a sentence that was contained 
in my statement of the other day: 'It goes without saying that the work on 
the CTB to be undertaken in this Committee should be conducted in a man
ner and to the extent that would be complementary to and not prejudicial to 
the ongoing trilateral negotiations". My delegation would be very much in
terested in listening to the views of the tripartite negotiators themselves 
regarding the issues which they would think could be usefully taken up in 
the Committee or a subsidiary organ such as a working group. In particular, 
we would be pleased to hear the views of the party which has expressed ex
plicit support for the creation of the working group. In any case the man
date would be of crucial importance and we should take into account the 
views of the tripartite negotiators. My delegation would be willing to put 
forward its own ideas regarding the language. We already have four 
precedents, the mandates of the four existing working groups, and perhaps 
the language of the mandate of the A d Hoc Working Group on Chemical 
Weapons may be of some use to us when we try to elaborate a text that 
could be acceptable tb the Committee as a whole. My delegation hopes that, 
if and when a consensus could be reached on the establishment of a working 
group, the two other nuclear-weapon States, China and France, which are 
not participating in the tripartite negotiations, would not only join in such a 
consensus but would also take part in and contribute to the work of the 
working group.

One of the beneficial effects of discussions on a comprehensive test ban 
taking place in a working group would be to give the 37 other members of 
this Committee who do not sit in on the tripartite talks a certain sense of 
participation, however limited it might be, in the efforts to produce 
something that is after all of vital interest to all of us.

The final product of the negotiations must be a multilaterally negotiated 
treaty, a multilateral treaty in the true sense of the word.

The distinguished Ambassadors of Nigeria and India, among others, have 
urged the delegations of the three countries participating in the tripartite 
negotiations to respond to the questions which were put to them by many 
delegations towards the end of the session last year in connection with the 
tripartite report contained in document CD/130.® I associate myself with 
that request and hope that the early resumption of the tripartite talks will 
facilitate their responding to that request. My own delegation raised a

* CD/PV.103. pp. 7-8.
® Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1980, pp. 317-321.
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number of points in the statement I made in the Committee on 7 August 
la st/ among which was my delegations concern that the international ex
change of seismic data will not be put into operation for quite some time 
even after the entry into force of the treaty. This concern was revived the 
other day when I heard the distinguished Ambassador of the German 
Democratic Republic say that I t  goes without saying that a global system 
for international co-operative measures to detect and identify seismic events 
could be established only after the conclusion of a CTBT".* My delegation 
continues to feel that the detailed arrangements for the international ex
change should be elaborated before the entry into force of the treaty. We 
also maintain that a global experimental exercise of the exchange system 
should be implemented in advance of the entry into force of the treaty so 
that we can be certain that it will work effectively and that it can be put into 
operation immediately after the treaty enters into force. We find it difficult 
to understand why one of the tripartite negotiators which has expressed its 
support for the establishment of the CTB working group is reluctant to take 
part in such a global experimental exercise, and did not find it possible to 
participate even in the recent trial exchange that was conducted on a 
regional basis in October and November 1980. I reiterate my delegations 
hope that all countries represented in the A d Hoc Group of Scientific Ex
perts will be able to participate in future trial exchanges and also in an ex
perimental exercise on a global scale that would greatly contribute to the 
smooth and immediate implementation of the exchange system upon the en
try into force of the treaty.

Finally, I am instructed to reiterate my Government s interest in seeing all 
States voluntarily refraining from all nuclear-test explosions, including all 
nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes, during the period prior to the con
clusion of a comprehensive test-ban treaty.

Let me conclude these brief remarks by saying that a comprehensive 
nuclear test ban is not an end in itself. It has been so long delayed that its 
achievement has indeed come to be of special importance and significance. 
But it should be seen in the wider and longer perspective: it is an essential in
gredient in the NPT framework, and if we wish to preserve and strengthen 
the non-proliferation regime we must have a comprehensive test-ban treaty, 
and it would constitute the first specific, concrete step on the long road 
leading us to the ultimate goal—nuclear disarmament.

" CD/PV.98, pp. 23-25.
* CD/PV.108, pp. 22.
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Statement by the Government of Egypt Upon Depositing Its 
Instrument of Ratification of the Treaty on the Non-Prolif
eration of Nuclear Weapons, February 26, 1981 '

Egypt's signing and subsequent ratification of the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons * stems from its conviction that the pro
liferation of nuclear weapons threatens the security of mankind and, 
therefore must be curbed. It may be pertinent to recall in this respect that 
Egypt being among the first countries calling for the early conclusion of the 
Treaty, played an instrumental role in its negotiation. The Treaty was a 
logical culmination to the earlier efforts that successfully led to the conclu
sion of the 1963 Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, 
in Outer Space and Under Water.®

Egypt's commitment by virtue of the provisions of the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty, to refrain in* any way from acquiring or manufacturing nuclear 
weapons, should not impair its inalienable right to develop and use nuclear 
energy for peaceful purposes, in conformity with the provisions of Article 
IV of the Treaty, which affirms the inalienable right of all the parties to the 
Treaty to develop research, production and use of nuclear energy for 
peaceful purposes without discrimination. The stipulation of that right in 
the Treaty itself is, in fact, a codification of a basic right, which can neither 
be waived or derogated from.

It is based on this premise that Egypt attaches special attention to the pro
visions of Article IV of the Treaty calling on the Parties to the Treaty, who 
are in a position to do so, to co-operate in contributing to the further 
development of the application of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, 
especially in the territories of non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the Trea
ty, with due consideration for the needs of the developing areas of the 
world.

Accordingly, as Egypt is embarking on the construction of nuclear power 
reactors to generate electric power in order to meet its increasing energy 
needs necessary for the prosperity and welfare of its people, it feels justified 
to expect the assistance and support, from industrialized nations possessing 
a developed nuclear industry. This, we emphasize, would be in consonance 
with the letter and spirit of Article IV of the Treaty. Particularly, since 
Egypt, in accordance with the provisions of Article III of the Treaty, accepts 
application of the safeguards system of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency to peaceful nuclear activities carried out within its territory.

Within the framework of the rights provided for in the Treaty for all Par
ties thereto in so far as the use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes is 
concerned, Egypt wishes to refer to the provisions of Article V of the Trea
ty, which states that potential benefits from any peaceful applications of 
nuclear explosions will be made available to non-nuclear-weapon States

’ A /36/112 S/14387. The statement was issued by the Egyptian Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
* The treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 461-465.
» Printed ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
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Party to the Treaty. Though such .applications pose at present certain dif
ficulties, particularly in view of their detrimental effects on the environment, 
Egypt nevertheless, is of the firm view that the nuclear-weapon States Party 
to the Treaty should not be relieved from their responsibility to promote 
research and development of these applications, in order to overcome all the 
difficulties presently involved in such applications.

Egypt wishes to express its strong dissatisfaction with the nuclear-weapon 
States, in particular the two Super-Powers, because of their failure to take 
effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race and to 
nuclear disarmament. Although it welcomes the 1972 and 1979 Strategic 
Arms Limitation Treaties,^ known as SALT I and SALT II, Egypt cannot 
but underline the fact that the Treaties have not only failed to bring about 
an effective cessation of the nuclear arms race, quantitatively and 
qualitatively, but have also permitted the development of a new generation 
of weapons of mass destruction.

Moreover, and in spite of the fact that more than 17 years have elapsed 
since the conclusion of the 1963 Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in 
the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under Water, the nuclear-weapon 
States allege that various difficulties still stand in the way of an agreement 
on a permanent ban on all nuclear weapon tests; what is required, in fact, is 
the need for a political will to achieve that end.

Consequently, Egypt avails itself of this opportunity, namely the deposit 
of its instruments of ratification of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons, to appeal to the nuclear-weapon States Parties to the 
Treaty to fulfil their obligation whereby the nuclear arms race will be stopped 
and nuclear disarmament achieved.

Egypt also calls upon all nuclear-weapon States to exert all possible ef
forts so as to achieve a permanent ban of all nuclear weapon tests at an early 
date. This will bring to an end the development and manufacture of new 
types of weapons of mass destruction, in as much as the cut-off of fis
sionable material for military purposes, will curb the quantitative increase 
of nuclear weapons.

As regards the security of non-nuclear weapon States, Egypt is of the con
sidered view that Security Council resolution 255 of 19 June 1968 ® does not 
provide non-nuclear-weapon States with a genuine guarantee against the 
use or threat of use of nuclear weapons by nuclear-weapon States. Egypt, 
therefore, appeals to the Nuclear-weapon States to exert their effort with a 
view to concluding an agreement prohibiting once, and for all, the use or 
threat of use of nuclear weapons against any State.

The undertaking of these steps is consistent with the letter and spirit of the 
basic guiding principles formulated by the General Assembly of the United 
Nations for the conclusion of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, in particular the 
principle of balance of mutual responsibilities and obligations of the nuclear 
and non-nuclear Powers; and that stipulating that the Treaty should be a

* Printed ibid., 1972, pp. 197 ff.; ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
* Printed ibid., 1968, p. 444.
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step towards the achievement of general and complete disarmament and in 
particular, nuclear disarmament.

Based on Egypt's firm conviction that the establishment of nuclear- 
weapon-free zones in different parts of the world shall be instrumental in 
enabling the Non-Proliferation Treaty to achieve its goal, it has exerted 
great efforts to establish nuclear-weapon-free zones in the Middle East as 
well as in Africa.

In this respect, Egypt expresses its satisfaction with the United Nations 
General Assembly resolution 35/147 adopted by consensus at its 35th ses
sion inviting the countries of the Middle East, pending the establishment of 
nuclear-weapon-free zone in the area, to declare solemnly their support for 
the achievement of this objective, that they will refrain on a reciprocal basis 
from producing, acquiring or possessing nuclear weapons, and to deposit 
such declarations with the United Nations Security Council.

In conclusion, Egypt wishes to point out that it has ratified the Treaty on 
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, out of the strong belief that this 
step conforms with its vital national interests, insofar as the Treaty succeeds 
in curbing the proliferation of nuclear weapons throughout the world, par
ticularly in the Middle East —a region which should remain completely free 
of nuclear weapons —if the Treaty is to effectively contribute to peace, 
security and prosperity for its people as well as for the world at large.

Statement by the British Representative (Summerhayes) to 
the Committee on Disarmament: Nuclear Disarmament, 
February 26, 1981 '

Mr. Chairman, today I wish to refer again to the question of nuclear 
disarmament, which we are now considering under item 2 of our agenda. 
The distinguished representative of India, in his interesting and thoughtful 
statement on 3 February,* said that the nuclear-weapon States owed a duty 
to explain their attitude to nuclear defence and nuclear disarmament. His ac
tual words were that we should explain "the inconsistencies and contradic
tions'* of our policies. I think therefore that a response to these comments is 
in order, particularly as the policies pursued by my Government are certain
ly neither inconsistent nor contradictory. I also have in mind that earlier this 
week, in our informal meeting on the possibility of creating additional 
working groups, a number of delegations, among which the Indian delega
tion was again prominent, called for the CD to consider in more detail 
aspects of nuclear policy such as the concepts of deterrence, nuclear parity 
and the balance of power.

I shall start by dealing with one particular alleged inconsistency straight 
away. In his speech to which I have referred, the representative of India sug
gested that there is an inconsistency between the weapons policies of the 
nuclear Powers and their declared policy on nuclear disarmament. But, as

' CD/PV.llO, pp. 14-16.
* CD/PV.lOl, pp. 37-43.
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he will know from his own country's policies, defence and disarmament are 
not in themselves incompatible aims. The British Government takes exactly 
this view and has repeatedly committed itself to seeking measures of nuclear 
disarmament as part of a general disarm.ament process. But my Government 
has always taken care to say further that nuclear disarmament would be 
neither feasible nor desirable on its own. On the contrary, we believe this 
could result in serious military, and hence political, destabilization. For us it 
is a fundamental principle of disarmament negotiations that the results 
should not jeopardize the security of any party. This is recognized in 
paragraph 22 of the Final Document of the first special session of the 
General Assembly devoted to disarmament, which I will quote:

Together with negotiations on nuclear disarmament measures, 
negotiations should be carried out on the balanced reduction of armed 
forces and of conventional armaments, based on the principle of un
diminished security of the parties with a view to promoting or enhanc
ing stability at a lower military level, taking into account the need of 
all States to protect their security.®

A preoccupation with nuclear affairs in the disarmament discussions has, 
however, tended to divert attention from the serious imbalance in conven
tional forces in Europe, which is the main obstacle to substantial conven
tional as well as nuclear arms reductions by the west.

I am not sure how far it is appropriate for this Committee to become a 
forum for debates on strategic theory, but since my Indian colleague made a 
number of comments about the strategy of deterrence, I think it reasonable, 
as a representative of a country which practises nuclear deterrence, to ex
plain the basic concept underlying our policy. First, let me bring this 
theoretical subject down to very simple terms. If I see a risk that my house 
may be broken into, I install a burglar alarm, find myself a guard dog and 
then put up a notice on my front gate advertising this. I do not wish to hurt 
a possible intruder; instead, I hope that my preparations will make him 
reconsider and leave me in peace. In other words, I am trying to deter him. 
The strategic principle is exactly the same — and I would venture to say that 
it is a principle on which many States base their defence. Each country must 
consider what external threat it faces and what level of defence is necessary 
to prevent any threat from developing into outright aggression. We all try 
to achieve the same aim —to prevent war.

Let me now turn more particularly to the situation in Europe. The 
NATO alliance faces a situation where there is a growing conventional and 
nuclear potential ranged against it. The basis of our alliance is that we are 
pledged to defend each other if attacked. We threaten aggression against no 
one. Yet we perceive a threat to our security stemming from both conven
tional and nuclear forces, and the conventional forces which threaten us are 
far larger than those that we ourselves now deploy. We reject the idea of be
ing blackmailed into a choice of being destroyed in war or surrendering our 
freedom, and so we have tried to find a way of ensuring that we are not at

* Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 416-417.
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tacked. To achieve this, we make it clear that any possible adversary who 
might contemplate aggression against us would suffer more than he could 
possibly hope to gain.

As I said last week, my Government shares with all other Governments a 
deep sense of horror at the appalling consequences that would flow from 
any nuclear war. We completely accept that there could be no winners in 
such a war. Our aim is to ensure that it never happens. So we must have the 
capability to demonstrate to a would-be aggressor that at whatever level he 
attacked us, we could defend ourselves in the most appropriate 
w ay—conventional or nuclear.

No one need fear that we in the west would willingly take a single step to 
initiate a war — conventional or nuclear. No one need fear that we will use 
our possession of nuclear weapons to impose our political objectives on 
another country. Nor that we have some misguided belief that a limited 
nuclear war would in some way be to our advantage. How could we believe 
such a thing when it is our own homes that would be devastated? We need 
no convincing on this score. Our aim, and that of our allies, is solely to pre
vent any risk of violence being exerted against us. It is my Governments 
belief that in the light of the particular threat — conventional as well as 
nuclear —to our security, the best way to achieve this, the best way to 
preserve peace, is by a strategy of deterrence — conventional as well as 
nuclear.

But that is not the end of it: otherwise we would admittedly be condemn
ing ourselves to an endless arms race. We hope and try to prevent this. 
Hence my Government s commitment to arms control and disarmament. By 
seeking arms control agreements, slow and difficult though the process is, 
we attempt to maintain the balance of forces. By seeking multilateral disar
mament we attempt to bring down the appallingly high level of armaments 
on both sides. We see deterrence and disarmament as both being necessary, 
and as complementary ways of securing our over-all objective of peace and 
security.

The second main contention, or contradiction, on which I should like to 
comment in the statement by the distinguished representative of India is that 
the nuclear balance is inherently unstable and contains, as it were, the seeds 
of its own imbalance. This is an arguable proposition. As in any other field 
of military technology, there is always an incentive to improve equipment 
and thus to keep ahead of, or not to fall behind, a potential opponent. This 
tendency to competition exists in all situations of armed confrontation and 
is not only a characteristic of nuclear armouries. What is true is that as a 
result of this technical competition there is a fear that the approximate 
equilibrium or balance which serves as a mutual restraint will be disturbed. 
It is not difficult to see the danger inherent in this. It is a major reason for 
giving priority to seeking to cap the nuclear arms race. And that in turn is 
precisely why we attach so much importance to the SALT process.

Against this background I should like to reiterate what I said at the infor
mal meeting held on 23 February about the handling of these subjects in this 
Committee. It is our view that as things now stand, the only States which 
can participate effectively in the process of capping the strategic arms race
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are those with the predominant nuclear armouries. That is why we believe 
that at this stage it is sensible for this question to be dealt with bilaterally 
through the SALT process. My Government is, however, a party to the 
negotiations on the question of the cessation of nuclear testing.

It is a fundamental characteristic of negotiations of this kind that they in
volve highly technical issues affecting the security of the participants. It is 
for this reason that my Government does not see how the negotiation of 
nuclear arms control agreements could in the first instance be conducted 
within this Committee. It follows from this that we do not believe that it 
would be useful as the initial step to set up working groups on these agenda 
items. This certainly does not mean, however, either that my Government is 
satisfied with the way things are or that it is insensitive to the awesome 
responsibility on the shoulders of nuclear-weapon States.

Statement by the Indian Representative (Venkateswaran) to 
the Committee on Disarmament: Nuclear Disarmament, 
February 26, 1981 ^

Mr. Chairman, in my statement at the plenary meeting of the Committee 
held on 3 February 1981,* I raised certain doubts concerning the concept of 
deterrence in a nuclear age and the unfortunate relationship between this con
cept and the escalating nuclear arms race. In sharing our thoughts on this ques
tion with the Committee, we had hoped to be able to initiate an intensive ex
change of views on what the famous Danish nuclear physicist and Nobel 
laureate, Neils Bohr, called a "perpetual menace to society". We are grateful to 
the distinguished representative of the United Kingdom as also to others around 
this table for reacting to some of the views expressed by my delegation. We 
await the detailed comments he has promised on the issues raised by us. Today, 
Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I would like to develop further some of 
the ideas put forward by us and also respond in a preliminary way to the 
arguments contained in the statement of my distinguished British colleague.*

Let me first of all take up the points raised by the representative of the United 
Kingdom. In his statement he asserted that his Government "shares the deep 
sense of horror at the devastating potential of nuclear weapons". However, he 
went on to say that we are all-too-conscious of the appalling loss of life that a 
conventional war can cause". If by this he meant that we ought to focus atten
tion on the need for conventional disarmament as well, we are at one with him. 
But I do hope that he will agree that in terms of destructive power, nuclear 
weapons are a class apart. In the words of the report of the Secretary-General 
on nuclear weapons, "never before has the destructive capacity of weapons been 
so immediate, complete and universal". And if the Ambassador of the United 
Kingdom agrees with this judgement, then surely he should also agree that the 
first order of business in any disarmament negotiations must be the achieve

' CD/PV.llO, pp. 21-26.
* CD/PV.lOl, pp. 37-43.
* Supra.
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ment of nuclear disarmament.
However, he has stated that we should not give undue prominence to 

nuclear weapons". How can we not give undue prominence to such monstrous 
weapons of mass destruction? In fact, my delegation believes that, far from giv
ing undue prominence to such weapons, we have, in fact, neglected the 
cataclysmic danger they pose. In 1965 Lord Chalfont, the British Disarmament 
Minister, in a statement before the ENDC made on 19 August, quoted the 
following words from Shakespeare's Julius Caesar:

There is a tide in the affairs of men.
Which, taken at the flood, leads on to fortune;
Omitted, all the voyage of their life 
Is bound in shallows and in miseries.

Lord Chalfont went on to say:

I believe, quite simply and without any wish to over-dramatize the 
dangers, that unless we can stop and set back the nuclear arms race 
before many more months have passed, we may have little to look 
forward to but shallows and miseries.'*

It is 16 years since then and can we doubt that we are indeed looking into 
shallows and miseries? It is small comfort that only one-fifth of the world's 
military expenditure is on nuclear weapons. And if we wish to play with 
statistics, then I would like to point out that when there are only five nuclear- 
weapon States, it is not such a great surprise that only 20 per cent of global 
military expenditure is on such weapons. Further, one should also not forget 
that 80 per cent of the total military expenditure is incurred by five or six 
militarily significant States, including the very same nuclear-weapon States. So, 
if conventional disarmament should be a matter of concern, it is again on these 
States that the major responsibility falls.

The distinguished representative of the United Kingdom also sought to justify 
the doctrine of deterrence by asserting that its purpose is the prevention of war. 
This aim is served, he argued, by 'teing seen to be able to defend ourselves", 
and by convincing a potential adversary that a conventional or nuclear attack 
would entail risks that would far outweigh any potential benefits. On the face 
of it, the argument appears reasonable. However, as I argued in my earlier 
statement, in a nuclear age, deterrence involves not only the theoretical ability 
of a State to impose unacceptable destruction on its adversary, but at the same 
time its willingness to withstand massive destruction, perhaps even to the point 
of self-annihilation. Deterrence in this context, as I stated, is in the last analysis 
based on dangerous bluff. My colleague from the United Kingdom argues that 
the "policy of deterrence has kept the peace in Europe for 35 years and it re
mains valid today". We regard this as an oversimplified conclusion. As the 
Secretary-General s report on nuclear weapons observes, "it is a truism to say 
that deterrence works because that statement will hold true only until history 
disproves it".* And I need not comment on what would happen if deterrence

* Documents on Disarmament, 1965, p. 355.
® A /35 /392 . Nuclear Weapons: Report of the Secretary-General of the United Nations (Lon

don: Frances Pinter, 1981), p. 114.
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failed. My British colleague himself has acknowledged that even in a limited 
nuclear war there would be no winners or losers.

We cannot share the optimism regarding the ability of nuclear-weapon 
Powers to prevent the outbreak of a nuclear war. The more so if this were to 
happen by accident. The fact that the decision to use nuclear weapons would be 
taken at the highest political level does not necessarily mean that such a decision 
need be taken with appropriate caution. Human beings are fallible and they are 
subject to stresses and strains. Leaders at the highest political level are no excep
tions to this rule. And should they turn out to be fallible, the consequences of 
their actions would be visited upon the entire globe. Let us imagine for a mo
ment that a nuclear missile from country X has been accidentally triggered off 
and is on its way to a target in country Y. Suppose, further, that the President 
or Prime Minister of country X gets on the 'liot line" and calls his counterpart in 
country Y and says, 1 am terribly sorry, but one of these crazy nukes has been 
triggered off accidentally. Since this is all a mistake, I do hope you will not 
retaliate". When the relations between the States concerned are avowedly 
strained and there is lack of trust generally, it would be difficult to believe that 
the matter would end there.

It has frequently been argued that at least in the European theatre, nuclear 
arms control and nuclear disarmament cannot be pursued without regard to the 
conventional imbalance in Central Europe. We do not concede this view since 
in essence this means that nuclear weapons are to serve as a substitute for con
ventional weapons. To rephrase something that Lord Canning said many years 
ago, weapons of the new age have been brought in to redress the balance of the 
old. However, would the proponents of this argument limit its applicability 
only to Europe? There are several regions of the world where a particular na
tion may feel threatened by a neighbour with larger conventional armaments 
and forces. The perception of threat may not be based on objective criteria, but 
then perceptions, especially when they concern national security, very rarely 
are. ]n other regions of the world, therefore, where similar perceptions of con
ventional imbalance may prevail, would the recourse to nuclear weaponry to 
redress the balance be considered valid and justified? The strong support for 
horizontal non-proliferation of nuclear weapons that emanates from countries 
of Europe would lead us to believe otherwise. And this is precisely because 
nuclear weapons cannot in any manner be equated to conventional weapons. 
But the force of example is important, and it is for the nuclear-weapon States 
and their allies to demonstrate that it is not valid for other countries to seek to 
balance their conventional arms accounts by recourse to nuclear overdrafts.

This is how we look at some of the points raised by the delegation of the 
United Kingdom. I am willing to admit that the problem has to be examined in 
all its aspects and that perhaps we may have overlooked certain important faĉ  
tors relevant to our discussion. We are willing as ever to be educated on this as 
well as other matters in our negotiations in the Committee on Disarmament.

I would now like to turn to the question of halting the nuclear arms race. In 
my previous statement, I put forward the proposition that at the heart of the 
phenomenon was the concept of deterrence and related to that concept the no  ̂
tion of strategic parity. In developing this theme I would like to commence by
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quoting from the report of the Secretary-General of the United Nations on a 
comprehensive study of nuclear weapons:

Peace resting on the system of deterrence has been said to require ap
proximate parity or balance between the forces of the States involved. The 
view is held that parity ceases to exist if one side acquires a "first-strike 
capability", i.e. the capacity to deliver a nuclear strike against the other 
without risking an intolerable reprisal. In these conditions, the general fear 
is that deterrence can or may fail. Yet the concept of parity rests on a situa
tion which is inherently difficult to evaluate. Each Superpower's nuclear 
arsenal consists of many components of different size, function and impor
tance. Since each of these components may be subject to constant 
technological development on both sides, but not always simultaneously, 
parity is a process whose equilibrium must continuously be re-established. 
Hence, the notion of balance is then, by definition almost, unstable.®

My delegation has argued that reliance on the doctrine of deterrence in
herently involves the search for superiority over a potential adversary. 
However, even if it is argued that deterrence involves merely the establishment 
of a parity and not a search for superiority, that parity cannot be a stable one. 
In the present situation, no objective and quantifiable criteria have been found 
in order to take "parity" or '̂ balance" from the realm of subjective security 
perceptions to the world of objective and mutually acceptable judgement. And 
the more complex and sophisticated nuclear weapons become, the more dif
ficult it would be to create such objective criteria. Furthermore, in practice, 
there is always a tendency to overestimate an adversary's capabilities while 
underestimating one's own in order to allow for miscalculation or lack of infor
mation. This factor alone could keep fuelling a nuclear arms race. In a recent ar
ticle in the Washington Post, General Maxwell Taylor stated that a weapons 
programme to achieve parity or superiority was "too ill-defined" and in any 
case, the location of the finish line, even if it is discernible, could be changed at 
will by the adversary. Recent developments in nuclear-weapon technology, in
cluding the testing of more accurate warheads and anti-satellite systems, indeed 
makes one wonder if there is a finish line at all in the nuclear arms race, except 
the inexorable occurrence of what is intended to be deterred, a global nuclear 
war.

It should be clear from this that the concept of parity and any arms control 
negotiations that are built around it cannot therefore serve to preserve the peace 
among the nuclear-weapon Powers. Perhaps if a nuclear war could be limited 
to the nuclear-weapon States and their allies alone, the rest of the world could 
hopefully still survive. However, as we have pointed out time and again, 
the problem of the continuing nuclear arms race and the danger of nuclear war 
are issues which deeply affect the security of non-nuclear-weapon States. It is 
clearly impermissible for a handful of nuclear-weapon States to seek to promote 
their own perceived narrow security concerns and thereby hold the rest of the 
world hostage to the threat of total annihilation. It is, therefore, both right and 
necessary that non-nuclear-weapon States should actively participate in 
negotiations to remove what is a major and appalling threat to their security.

‘ Ibid., p. 113.
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Nudear-weapon States must acknowledge these legitimate concerns of the 
world community. They must respond to the doubts and misgivings that have 
been expressed in this and other forums over the cynical pursuit of a com
petitive accumulation of ever-more sophisticated weapons of mass destruction. 
National security or the security of competing alliances can no longer serve as a 
pretext for deferring debate and concrete negotiations on nuclear disarmament.

It has been stated here in this Committee that the stage has not yet arrived for 
our undertaking multilateral negotiations on nuclear disarmament. I would like 
to ask, when will that stage arrive? Will the proponents of such a view enlighten 
us as to what specific circumstances, what specific developments, what con
junction of stars would make the situation ripe for multilateral negotiations in 
the Committee on Disarmament? It is not enough to say that the situation is not 
ripe. We would like to know as rational beings why the situation is not ripe, 
now at this very moment?

The nuclear-weapon States have had more than three decades in which to 
deal with the problem of nuclear disarmament. A whole new generation has 
grown up and what we have witnessed is an unrestrained nuclear arms race, the 
dimensions of which have become increasingly difficult for the human mind to 
comprehend. The subject was complex to start with. The main actors involved 
have done their best to complicate the subject further. And at every stage, the 
complexity of the subject has been used to prevent the non-nuclear-weapon 
States from bringing their justifiable concerns to bear on negotiation concerning 
nuclear weapons. At the same time, the goal of nuclear disarmament has been 
pushed more and more into the background, while arms limitation and arms 
control have become the catchwords of the present time. Perhaps it would be 
useful to recall what a delegate from France, a nuclear-weapon State, said in a 
statement to the First Committee of the United Nations General Assembly on 
9 November 1970 concerning the nature of arms control measures. I quote:

But who can fail to see that the policy of the mastery of armaments, 
whether it is devoted to the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, to their 
non-dissemination in new environments, or to the limitation of strategic 
weapons, tends mainly to cause the present situation to harden, and does 
not constitute a step towards true disarmament? This is so because, on the 
contrary, it postulates that, in the name of the virtues of mutual dissua
sion, stockpiles of armaments can be maintained at a sufficiently high 
level. Is it really, as is claimed, a realistic policy, even if it is considered — at 
least by the two greatest Powers — as the only one possible under present 
conditions . . . ? For who would doubt the precarious nature of a 
balance that is always at the mercy of a technological breakthrough, a 
mistake in calculation, even an adventurous decision, as a monopoly of 
armaments would not necessarily ensure a monopoly of wisdom, even in 
the case of the most sophisticate weapons.

Moreover, the policy of armaments control adds to the risk of una
vowed renunciation of nuclear disarmament, that of a sharing of power 
between the States responsible for the balance — a sharing or &tribution 
which Mr. Maurice Schumann denounced recently from the rostrum of 
the United Nations General Assembly, and which he declared would, if we 
are not careful, perpetuate the division of the world.^

 ̂ Documents on Disarmament, 1970, p. 565.
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Prophetic words, uttered more than a decade ago. Is it necessary to argue 
the case further for this Committee s undertaking multilateral negotiations 
on nuclear disarmament forthwith, so that the risk of the unavowed renun
ciation of nuclear disarmament and the perpetuation of the division of the 
world into nuclear-weapon States and non-nuclear-weapon States does not 
become a permanent reality?

Some members of this Committee have referred to the unfavourable interna
tional situation which could inevitably affect our work in this forum. I would 
respond by saying that it is precisely when growing suspicions and mistrust 
characterize the relations among the major Powers, including the nuclear- 
weapon States that this Committee provides a forum where hopefully some of 
that suspicion and mistrust can be dissipated. Perhaps an exposure to the securi
ty concerns and genuine apprehensions of the non-nuclear-weapon States, 
especially those belonging to the developing world, would enable the nudear- 
weapon States and their allies to break out of the narrow confines of their 
security perceptions and become aware of their responsibilities to the rest of the 
world. This itself would have a sobering and positive impact on their separate 
negotiations. For what I argue for is not that this Committee should supplant 
their restricted negotiations but that it should supplement them. It is for this 
reason that we recommended the setting up of an hoc working group of this 
Committee to consider certain concrete issues relating to the cessation of the 
nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament. We regret that we have so far been 
unable to reach a consensus on this proposal. For the present, therefore, my 
delegation would support the suggestion that we schedule a sufficient number of 
informal meetings of the Committee devoted to this agenda item. We could 
begin with a substantive examination of the report of the Secretary-General on 
a comprehensive study on nuclear weapons. Perhaps the first few informal 
meetings could be devoted to an in-depth discussion on chapter V of the report 
which is entitled The doctrines of deterrence and other theories concerning 
nuclear weapons". We could then move on to chapter VI, which deals with the 
security implications of the continued quantitative increase and qualitative im
provement of nuclear-weapon systems. Another round of discussions could be 
centred upon the main conclusions of the report. What we have in mind is that 
members of the Committee, and especially nuclear-weapon States, put for
ward their considered views on each of the chapters, explaining why they agree 
or disagree with the observations contained in the report. By commencing our 
discussions in this manner, we may be able to impart a degree of specificity to 
our debate. We could then structure our subsequent negotiations on the basis of 
the preliminary examination of the main issues involved. I hope that this very 
modest proposal will find favour with all members of the Committee.

This month in New Delhi the Conference of Foreign Ministers of the non- 
aligned States observed the twentieth anniversary of the first Conference of 
Heads of States and Governments of Non-Aligned Countries which had issued 
a Declaration in which they had stressed the danger posed by nuclear weapons
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and called for "the total prohibition of the production, possession and utilization 
of nuclear and thermonuclear arms and bacteriological and chemical weapons 
as well as the elimination of equipment and installations for the delivery and 
placement and operational use of weapons of mass destruction on national ter
ritories".® May we hope that these words will be heeded at least now by the 
nuclear-weapon Powers and will engage especially the attention of members of 
this Committee, which is the only multilateral negotiating body in which such 
an agreement can be reached?

To conclude, I would like once again to emphasize that unless we are able to 
make some progress in the most uî gent of items on our agenda, the 
Committee s credibility as a multilateral negotiating body will suffer irreparable 
harm. Let us do everything possible, therefore, to ensure that we go to the 
second special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament with 
some tangible results in this area and demonstrate that we have not neglected 
what the first special session considered to be a problem affecting the very sur
vival of mankind.

Statement by the Department of State: U.S. Policy 
on Strategic Arms Limitations, March 3, 1981 ^

This Administration is reviewing its overall SALT policy. No decision has 
yet been taken on our adherence to existing SALT agreements. John 
Lehman s statements on SALT as reported in the press were not authorized, 
nor did they reflect Administration policy. While we are reviewing our 
SALT policy, we will take no action that would undercut existing 
agreements so long as the Soviet Union exercises the same restraint.

Pakistani Working Paper Submitted to the Committee on Dis
armament: international Arrangements To Assure Non- 
Nuclear-Weapon States Against the Use or Threat of Use 
of Nuclear Weapons, March 4, 1981 ^

1. During the last two years, the ad hoc working group established by the 
Committee on Disarmament to reach agreement on effective international ar
rangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use 
of nuclear weapons, has examined both the nature and the form of such 
assurances. Some progress has been made in these negotiations. As regards the 
form of the assurances, there is no objection, in principle, to the proposed inter
national convention although the difficulties have also been pointed out. As for

* An extract of the declaration of the New Delhi conference is printed ante, Feb. 13. 
' ACDA files.
* CD/161.
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the nature or substance of the assurances, the report of the ad hoc working 
group last year (CD/125*) ® which was adopted by the Committee on Disarma
ment, recognized, in its paragraphs 15 and 17, the need to reach agreement on a 
"common approach acceptable to all which could be included in an interna
tional instrument of a legally binding character".

2. The Pakistan delegation considers that during the 1981 session, the ad hoc 
working group should devote attention in the first instance to the possibilities of 
evolving such a common approach" or a "common formula" on the substance 
of the assurances to non-nuclear-weapon States. Once agreement is reached on 
such a common approach it would become much easier to reach consensus on 
the form in which this should be embodied.

3. The efforts to evolve a common approach have not made substantive 
progress so far primarily because it has remained restricted to examination of 
the unilateral declarations made by the nuclear-weapon States. It would be 
more productive if the od hoc working group were to explore all possible alter
natives with an open mind and record the areas of agreement as well as dif
ferences on each of the available options.

4. Without prejudice to its own position on the subject, the Pakistan delega
tion considers that there are at least five distinct alternatives which can be ex
plored in the search for a "common approach" or "formula".

A. A  categorical assurance by the nuclear-weapon States to all non-nuclear-
weapon States not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons 
against them

5. This form of an assurance would respond most effectively to the demands 
of the non-nuclear-weapon States for clear and unambiguous assurances against 
the danger of the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. Unfortunately, only 
one nuclear-weapon State has so far expressed its readiness to extend such a 
categorical and unconditional assurance. The ad hoc working group should ex
amine whether other nuclear-weapon States would find it possible to review 
their positions and also extend such categorical assurances to all non-nuclear- 
weapon States.

B. A categorical assurance by the nuclear-weapon States to all non-nuclear-
weapon States not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against 
them with accompanying interpretative statements by each nuclear- 
weapon State

6. The security assurances provided under Additional Protocol II of the 
Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of 
Tlatelolco)^ provides a precedent which could be used to evolve a common 
approach on the question of security assurances. Under this Protocol, now 
ratified by all five nuclear-weapon States, they have undertaken not to use 
or threaten to use nuclear weapons against the non-nuclear-weapon States 
members of the nuclear weapon free zone in Latin America. The ratification 
of the Protocol was, however, accompanied by statements by individual

® Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1980, pp. 314-316. 
^The treaty is printed ibid., 1967, pp. 69-83.
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non-nuclear weapon States as regards such matters as the viability of the 
zone, the policies of the individual non-nuclear-weapon States, the question 
of transit of nuclear weapons, etc.

7. In the case of non-use assurances at the universal level, a similar pro
cedure could be adopted, i.e. a categorical assurance could be given by the 
nuclear-weapon States to all non-nuclear-weapon States (either in an interna
tional convention, a Security Council resolution or some other international in
strument) and be accompanied by interpretative statements containing the 
reservations or limitations stipulated by each nuclear-weapon State on such 
questions as are reflected in their present unilateral declarations.

C. A common formula for security assurances containing such conditions
and limitations as may be raised in the negotiations in the Committee 
on Disarmament and agreed upon by all concerned

8. Another approach which has yet to be explored is the possibility of the 
Committee on Disarmament itself negotiating the precise conditions and limita
tions that should be an integral part of a '"common formula'" on security 
assurances. This would involve leaving aside the existing unilateral declarations 
and examining de nova what, if any, conditions and limitations are:

(a) necessary to safeguard the security of nuclear-weapon States; and
(b) acceptable to other nuclear-weapon States and the non-nuclear-weapon 

States.

In this context consideration could be given to formulations such as the one 
contained in the statement by President Brezhnev of the Soviet Union at the 
XVIII Congress of KOMSOMOL of 25 April 1978. ®

D. A common formula which could reconcile the conditions and limitations
contained in the existing unilateral declarations of the nuclear-weapon 
States

9. This is the approach which the ad hoc working group pursued during its 
1980 session. As established during these deliberations, the conditions and 
limitations contained in the unilateral declarations of the nuclear-weapon States 
can be broadly characterized into two kinds:

— First, those relating to the non-nuclear-weapon status of the States to be 
given security assurances; and
— Second, those pertaining to situations in which some of the nuclear- 
weapon States retain the right to retaliate with nuclear weapons against 
even non-nuclear-weapon States.

10. The first condition is a question of general principle which will perhaps 
require a decision in relation to all the various alternatives enumerated in this 
paper. The crux of the difficulty in reconciling the existing unilateral declara
tions of the nuclear-weapon States is the second kind of consideration which

S Ibid., 1978, p. 258.
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emanates from the subjective perceptions of each nuclear-weapon State about 
its national security interest. So far, it has not proved possible to reconcile the 
individual positions of the nuclear-weapon States because none of them has 
been prepared to change or modify its position in the least in order to accom
modate each other's position or that of the non-nuclear-weapon States. 
Pakistan has suggested a compromise formula (CD/10) ‘ which reflects a 
sincere effort to accommodate the positions of the nuclear Powers while at the 
same time taking into account the preoccupations of the non-nuclear-weapon 
States. This approach could be examined more closely and refined further 
through negotiations in the ad hoc working group. At the same time, other 
ideas, if any, to reconcile the positions in the unilateral declarations could also 
be explored.

E. The investiture of more formal and legal status to the existing unilateral 
declarations of the nuclear-weapon States

11. Certain delegations have expressed the view that the position of the 
nuclear-weapon States as reflected in their unilateral declarations cannot be 
reconciled. They have, therefore, suggested that the existing unilateral declara
tions could be given more formal status and legal character by having them 
'"noted" in a resolution of the Security Council. Another possibility advanced is 
that each of the nuclear-weapon States should formally "deposit" its unilateral 
declaration with the United Nations Secretary-General and that this would give 
the declaration a binding legal character. These proposals could be further ex
amined although certain non-nuclear-weapon States feel that such an action 
would not respond to the criteria of effectiveness or the international character 
required of assurances to non-nuclear-weapon States.

12. Once the ad hoc working group has reviewed the above-mentioned 
alternatives of evolving a common approach, it could then turn to a further ex
amination of the form of the international instrument in which a "common ap
proach" could be embodied. The alternative forms of an international instru
ment are: (a) an international convention open to all States, nuclear and non
nuclear; (b) an international convention or agreement between the five nuclear- 
weapon States; (c) a resolution of the Security Council; and (d) some other in
ternational "arrangement" which would have "a legal and binding character".

13. The possibility of adopting interim arrangements pending agreement on 
a common approach is an option which should be explored only after a genuine 
and in-depth effort has been made to evolve such a common approach. In fact, 
some of the alternatives identified above have been suggested as possible in
terim arrangements. In the view of the Pakistan delegation, all such proposals 
will have to be examined against the criteria of whether they would constitute a 
meaningful advance towards agreement on an effective and credible interna
tional instrument to assure the non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or 
threat of use of nuclear weapons.

 ̂Ibid., 1979, pp. 90-94.
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Joint Statement by the United States and the Federal 
Republic of Germany [Extract], March 9, 1981 '

Both ministers agreed that meaningful and verifiable arms control 
agreements are an important element of security policy. The United States 
and the Federal Republic of Germany support both tracks of the December
12, 1979, NATO decision on theater nuclear forces (TNF).* Minister 
Genscher welcomed Secretary Haig s assurances that the United States in
tended to continue close consultations with its allies on the implementation 
of both tracks of the December 1979 decision. Foreign Minister Genscher 
welcomed the intention of the United States to propose an early meeting of 
the special consultative group.

Both governments agree that the U.S.-Soviet talks on the limitation of 
TNF should be continued. Soviet superiority in the long-range TNF area 
continues to grow and thereby creates a great obstacle to arms control 
agreement; Soviet proposals for a moratorium which would serve to 
legitimize this superiority are totally unacceptable.

Soviet acceptance of the view that a Conference on Disarmament in 
Europe must consider confidence-building measures covering all of Europe 
from the Atlantic to the Urals, in line with the French proposal for such a 
conference, is a positive development and may lead to progress in the 
discussions in Madrid.®

The two ministers support a balanced outcome of the current CSCE [Con
ference on Security and Cooperation in Europe] review conference, in
cluding progress on the important humanitarian aspects of East-West rela
tions.

Secretary Haig explained the ongoing review of U.S. policy on SALT. 
Minister Genscher expressed again the Federal Government s support for the 
SALT process as a contribution to the military balance and Western 
security.

Relations with the Soviet Union must be based on realism and, as ex
pressed in the U.S.-Soviet declaration of 1972,^ on mutual restraint. Soviet 
efforts at expanding their influence and destabilizing other areas have cast a 
deep shadow on East-West relations in Europe. The indivisibility of interna
tional peace and security requires respect for the principle of non-use of 
force, of the political independence of states, and self-determination of

' Department of State Bulletin, Apr. 1981, p. 28. The statement was read to news cor
respondents by acting Department of State spokesman William J. Dyess following talks in 
Washington, Mar. 9, between Secretary of State Haig and Foreign Minister Genscher.

* See Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 814-816. Theater nuclear forces began to be 
called "intermediate-range nuclear forces" later in the year.

® For the Soviet acceptance, see the Brezhnev report of Feb. 23, ante; for the French proposal, 
see Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 343.

* Printed ibid., 1972, pp. 237-240.
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peoples. These principles are laid down in the U.N. Charter and the Final 
Act of Helsinki.®

The two ministers had an exchange of views on the recent message of 
General Secretary Brezhnev. Foreign Minister Genscher expressed a positive 
view on the idea of properly prepared U.S.-Soviet summit trusting that, un
til such a meeting will come about, no events will occur that might impair its 
purpose.

Statement Submitted to the Committee on Disarmament by a 
Group of Socialist States: Cessation of the Nuclear Arms 
Race and Nuclear Disarmament, and Nuclear Test Ban, 
March 11, 19Sr

The socialist countries attach very great importance to the question of the 
cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament, and also to the 
question of the complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests, in 
the belief that nuclear weapons constitute the most serious threat to the ex
istence of mankind.

Everyone is aware of the many initiatives which have consistently been 
taken by these countries with a view to the effective solution of the above- 
mentioned problems, both in the Committee on Disarmament and in the 
United Nations and other international fora. A group of socialist countries 
has submitted to the Committee on Disarmament documents CD/4 * and 
CD/109 which contain a specific programme of measures aimed at the solu
tion of the nuclear disarmament problem. These proposals still remain in 
force.

The course of the deliberations in the Committee on Disarmament pro
vides evidence of increasing support for these initiatives of the socialist 
countries. Many delegations in the Committee on Disarmament are express
ing serious concern at the unceasing nuclear arms race, and at the continua
tion of the process of perfecting and accumulating nuclear weapons. An 
ever wider and more weighty appeal is being made in the Committee for 
this immediate commencement of negotiations on these questions which are 
of vital importance for the future of mankind. General Assembly resolution 
35/152 B and C and also General Assembly resolution 35/145 A and 
B — with respect to the complete and general prohibition of nudear-weapon 
tests — likewise call upon the members of the Committee to discuss these 
issues as a matter of priority.

In the opinion of a group of socialist countries, one constructive contribu
tion to the discussion of the question of the cessation of the nuclear arms 
race and nuclear disarmament, and also of the problem of the complete and

* The Final Act may be found in Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 1, 1975, pp. 323 ff. 
■ CD/162*.
* Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 40-41.
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general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests would be the establishment of 
two working groups on these topics in the Committee on Disarmament. 
Proposals to set up such groups have been contained in the statements made 
by the representatives of socialist countries. They were formulated in docu
ment CD/141 tabled at the current session by the delegation of the German 
Democratic Republic on behalf of a group of socialist countries. Similar 
ideas have also been expressed by the representatives of many other States. 
And this is precisely what the above-mentioned resolutions of the thirty- 
fifth session of the United Nations General Assembly require the Committee 
to do.

Unfortunately, because of the unconstructive positions of certain delega
tions, the Committee is at present unable to solve positively the question of 
the establishment of working groups. In these circumstances, a group of 
socialist countries represented in the Committee, displaying flexibility and 
the desire to start business-like negotiations on the substance of the above- 
mentioned questions as soon as possible, proposes that:

1. Informal consultations with the participation of all the nuclear Powers 
should be started forthwith in the Committee on Disarmament, under the 
guidance of the Chairman of the Committee, with a view to preparing 
specific negotiations on the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear 
disarmament;

2. Informal consultations with the participation of all the nuclear Powers 
should be initiated without delay, under the guidance of the Chairman of 
the Committee, for the purpose of preparing negotiations to consider the 
problem of the complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests 
with a view to the conclusion of a treaty on this matter at the earliest possi
ble date;

3. Informal meetings of the Committee should be held at least once a 
week on the substantive issues of the cessation of the nuclear arms race, 
nuclear disarmament, and the complete and general prohibition of nuclear- 
weapon tests.

In making this proposal to the Committee on Disarmament, the delega
tions of a group of socialist countries express the hope that it will serve as a 
basis for constructive negotiations on the above-mentioned priority ques
tions of disarmament which appear as items 1 and 2 in the agenda for the 
current session of the Committee on Disarmament.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Kampelman) to the 
Madrid Conference of the Final Act of the Conference on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe: Confidence-Building 
Measures [Extract], March 13, 1981 '

During these recent weeks we have all been discussing new proposals and 
seeking ways to improve the existing atmosphere, ease the tension and distrust

‘ Dept, of Scate, Selected Documents No. 20, "Madrid CSCE Negotiations," pp. 21-22.
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which now permeate East-West relations, and take steps toward building 
security and cooperation. An important element of this search is the effort to 
improve the military aspects of security. On Tuesday of this week we had an 
exchange on this subject which calls for greater elaboration.

A number of proposals have been submitted for our consideration. My own 
delegation strongly supports one of those proposals, RM.7, introduced by 
France. We joined with France and many other nations in support of RM.7 
because, in our view, its mandate and its provisions are realistic. A search for 
true security demands that we deal seriously with serious subjects. Military 
confidence-building measures (CBMs) of significance are among those serious 
subjects. My delegation, therefore, strongly welcomed the mandate of the 
French proposal, which set forth certain criteria which would apply to those 
CBMs and to the conference which would discuss them.

We have heard many words about these criteria, many of them clear and 
straightforward, some of them convoluted and confusing. To the United States, 
the issues are uncomplicated and can be simply stated.

The first issue is military significance. I find it difficult to believe that we 
would here have differences of opinion on the obvious need to agree that our 
mandate should include CBMs which are militarily significant — in fact, that it 
should include only those that are militarily significant. Surely it would be 
useless to spend our time discussing militarily insignificant measures.

The second issue is obligation. It is hard to believe that there would be 
disagreement on whether the CBMs to be adopted must be politically 
obligatory. It is obvious that confidence-building measures will not build con
fidence unless they are implemented — all of them, without exception and at all 
times. They would otherwise be useless precisely when they should be of most 
use, during periods of international tension. Picking and choosing from a menu 
is fine in a restaurant; but picking and choosing which CBMs one cares to im
plement is a dangerous way to improve security.

The third issue is verifiability. Our delegation believes that the implementa
tion of those CBMs should be verifiable. The question has been asked here 
whether a criterion of verifiability does not imply that the participating states 
do not trust each other. The answer is simple: We don't trust each other. But 
even if we did, it would be grossly irresponsible for any of us to rest our security 
on the ingredient of trust. Indeed, no arms control agreement that the United 
States has entered into in the postwar period has been based on trust. Why 
should an agreement on CBMs be an exception? There is no doubt that the 
measures we adopt must be verifiable if we are to pursue a serious exchange in 
a serious way in a serious forum. We must be certain that what is promised is 
being done.

The final issue is the zone of applicability. It is difficult to understand that 
there could be any logical opposition to the reasonable concept that CBMs 
should apply equally to the entire European Continent, including that portion 
of the Soviet Union which is in Europe. This standard was first raised by Presi
dent Giscard d'Estaing in 1978 as a central element of the French proposal for a 
Conference on Disarmament in Europe.* There should be no mistake that my

’ Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 343.
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delegation joins the French in insisting on this principle as a necessary element in 
a post-Madrid security meeting.

For that reason, it was gratifying that President Brezhnev in his speech to the 
26th Party Congress ® stated his government's agreement to apply CBMs to all 
of Europe, including the western area of the Soviet Union. We hope that this 
statement by President Brezhnev will remove what could have been a serious 
obstacle to the call for a significant post-Madrid meeting on military security, 
one supported by the vast majority of delegations here. We hope that the way is 
now clear for a consensus that the mandate proposed by the French in RM.7 is 
reasonable and acceptable because it is based on common sense.

Our hopes, regrettably, may be premature. The intervention of last Tuesday 
by the head of the Soviet delegation adds to that suspicion. Our attention has 
again been drawn by the Soviet Union to the fact that President Brezhnev s 
statement for an all-European application of CBMs had a condition attached to 
it, a condition that may lessen the significance of the statement and of what we 
thought was its all-European commitment.

We would deeply regret the need to conclude that what appeared to be a 
forthcoming position designed to move this meeting and our process forward 
turned out to be nothing more than an empty gesture.

Let me, furthermore, recall one reality. By recognizing that a significant por
tion of its area is in Europe, the Soviet Union is recognizing a fact. In accepting 
that the principle of sovereign equality calls for the application of CBMs to all 
of Europe, the Soviet position becomes consistent with the basic assumptions 
and spirit of the Final Act.  ̂We would welcome that position. But it does not 
justify any "payments" to be made to the Soviet Union in the form of 
unreasonable demands which fly in the face of common sense. No conditions 
attached to the Soviet recognition that CBMs should apply to all of Europe are 
either legitimate or acceptable.

The United States of America, Mr. Chairman, wants a careful and conscien
tious negotiation on the military aspects of security within the sponsorship and 
direction of CSCE. We believe the criteria in RM.7 offer the best hope that a 
conference built around them can make a genuine contribution to security.

Mr. Chairman, had we had any doubts about the need for stringent 
parameters for future CBMs, such doubts would have been erased by the events 
of recent days. In that period has come word of military exercises planned in an 
area of Europe where tensions have been increasing. We have not been in
formed of the scope or purpose of these exercises, but we do know that under 
the present CBM regime the lack of obligation and verification forces us to cope 
with uncertainty precisely when better information could help decrease ten
sions. These developments reinforce our concern that CBMs of the sort we now 
have —even with minor improvements — are not effective in building con
fidence and stability.

* Feb. 23, ante.
* The portion of the Final Act dealing with CBMs may be found in Documents on Disarma

ment, 1975, pp. 304-308.
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Statement by the Under Secretary of State for Security 
Assistance, Science and Technology (Buckley) Before a 
Subcommittee of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs: 
Arms Transfers [Extract], March 19, 1981'

Arms Transfers. We are proposing a number of changes in the re
quirements for certification to the Congress of proposed transfers under 
various provisions of the Arms Export Control Act * and related legislation.

First, we recommend raising the reporting thresholds throughout the law 
for proposed FMS sales, commercial exports, third-party transfers, and 
leases of defense property, from $7 million to $14 million in major defense 
equipment and from $25 million to $50 million in other defense articles and 
services. As in so many areas of the economy, inflation has had a pronounced 
impact on the costs of military articles and services. The Defense Depart
ment procurement pricing index, for example, has increased approximately 
59% since 1976, when these thresholds were last adjusted. As a result, 
notifications to the Congress have increased to a point where the more im
portant proposals are being obscured by virtue of the sheer number of cases 
involved.

Raising the reporting thresholds, as we are suggesting, would allow more 
thorough review of truly important cases, while permitting better program 
management at a lower cost to the government. Dollar costs of equipment, 
after all, are merely a means of identifying those items whose transfer to 
other countries should be carefully reviewed to insure they are in our in
terests. We should not allow inflation, in and of itself, to skew this process 
and thereby impair its efficiency.

We are also proposing to exempt from the requirement for such certifica
tions proposed FMS cases, commercial exports, and third-party transfers to 
NATO, NATO members, Japan, Australia, and New Zealand. In addition, 
we would remove the requirement enacted last year providing for a 
'legislative veto" over commercial exports reported under section 36(c).

These proposed changes are intended for the most part to facilitate achieve
ment of NATO rationalization, standardization, and interoperability objectives 
and mutual standardization goals we have set with our ANZUS [security treaty 
among Australia, New Zealand, and the United States] partners and Japan. In
creased NATO military effectiveness results from as free an exchange as possible 
of military equipment between the United States and the European members of 
NATO and among the European nations themselves. This is also the case with 
regard to Japan, Australia, and New Zealand. U.S. equipment purchases by 
these treaty allies enhance equipment commonality, which would enable the 
U.S. and allied military forces to fight more effectively in the event of war.

’ Dept, of State, Current Policy No. 266. The statement was made before the Subcommittee 
on International Security and Scientific Affairs.

* Extracts of this act are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 386-430.
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Given overriding U.S. security interests in a strong NATO and close military 
ties with Japan, Australia, and New Zealand, we do not believe that the 5Q-day 
congressional review period (30 formal and 20 informal) for transfers to these 
countries is either necessary or desirable.

I might point out that over the past 5 years, the Congress has not objected to 
a single sale that would be exempted from specific review by virtue of the in
itiatives we are recommending.

Argentina-Angola Prohibitions.

The executive branch has long opposed prohibitions relating to specific coun
tries in legislation governing security assistance programs, especially those that 
impose unnecessarily stringent restrictions on the President's ability to conduct 
an effective foreign policy. This has been the case even when these prohibitions 
reflect policy directions with which the executive branch is in agreement at the 
time of their passage. Circumstances change, and in our view, it is vitally im
portant that U.S. foreign policy options not be circumscribed by inflexible 
statutory provisions.

For these reasons, we recommend repeal of Section 620B ® of the Foreign 
Assistance Act which prohibits all military sales and assistance to the Govern
ment of Argentina. Argentina's importance to U.S. national security and 
foreign policy interests stems primarily from its strategic location alongside vital 
lines of communication in the southern Atlantic and its natural resources. The 
prohibitions contained in section 620B have acted to frustrate serious dialogue 
with the Argentinians regarding mutual strategic concerns. Continuation of this 
situation is clearly not in our interest. Argentine requests to purchase defense ar
ticles and services would be reviewed on a case-by-case basis in the context of 
other appropriate legislation affecting ̂ uch transfers and our overall foreign 
policy and security interests.

We are also recommending repeal of section 118 of the International Security 
and Development Cooperation Act of 1980,  ̂ which substantially reenacted 
prior law prohibiting any assistance related to military or paramilitary opera
tions in Angola unless the Congress specifically so authorizes in law. As such, it 
constitutes a unique and unusually all-encompassing restriction on U.S. policy 
options toward an individual nation. We are currently reviewing our African 
policy in consultation with all interested parties and it is our firm intention to 
seek viable diplomatic solutions to the problems of the southern African region.

Section 669. The final legislative proposal which I would like to highlight is 
our recommendation that the waiver authority contained in section 669 of the 
Foreign Assistance Act, which prohibits certain types of assistance to countries 
receiving nuclear enrichment transfers, be amended to conform with that con
tained in section 670 of the same act, which prohibits certain types of assistance 
to countries receiving nuclear reprocessing transfers or that detonate nuclear 
devices. This would have the effect of removing an anomaly in the law 
whereby countries engaged in transfers of reprocessing items are treated in a dif
ferent manner from those transferring or receiving enrichment materials or

> 91 Stat. 619; 92 Stat. 737. 
" 94 Stat. 3131.
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technology. Moreover, our amendment would bring the waiver standards in 
section 669 into greater conformity with comparable provisions under the 
Nuclear Nonproliferation Act.® It would also assist the President in pursuing a 
consistent nonproliferation policy within the context of our overall national 
security interests.

Arms Transfer Policy

I am not yet prepared to discuss with you in detail our policy approach to 
conventional arms transfers. We are undertaking a review of arms transfer 
policy which will be completed in the near future. Let me just share a few 
general points with you regarding this Administrations views.

• Arms transfers should be viewed as a positiye and increasingly important 
component of our global security posture and a key instrument of our foreign 
policy;

• They must be responsive to the new security challenges we face in various 
parts of the world; and

• We must have a basic policy framework, supported by a managerial struc
ture, to insure that arms transfers directly serve U.S. security interests. We 
recognize that neither restraint for its own sake nor a laissez faire approach to 
sales would properly serve these interests.

Statement by the Department of State Bureau of Politico- 
Military Affairs Director (Burt) Before a Subcommittee of 
the House Committee on Foreign Affairs: U.S. Arms Trans
fer Policy [Extract], March 23, 1981 *

Last week. Under Secretary Buckley also told this subcommittee that we 
have started a review of conventional arms transfer policy. He mentioned 
those general principles that are guiding the Administrations approach. 
Although the review is still in progress, I would like to elaborate on the Ad
ministration's thinking.

We consider arms transfers to be an important implement of our global 
defense posture and our foreign policy. We believe they should be used in a 
positive manner to advance our national security interests.

Specifically, we intend to use arms transfers for the following purposes:

• To strengthen the military capabilities of friends and allies;
• To enhance important bilateral relationships we have with other coun

tries;

* Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 118-164.
’ Department of State Bulletin, May 1981, p. 66. The statement was made before the Sub

committee on International Security and Scientific Affairs.
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• To support our overseas basing and access requirements;
• To send signals to friends and adversaries alike about American deter

mination to act on behalf of its interests.

Therefore, we are seeking to forge a policy that will insure that arms 
transfers contribute directly to U.S. security interests; neither restraint for 
its own sake nor an unrestricted cash-and-carry attitude would accomplish 
this. In this context, I want to assure the subcommittee that any suggestion 
of an uncontrolled sales approach would be a complete misreading of our 
intentions. In addition, we are not only reviewing the policy itself, but we 
are looking very closely at our managerial and decision-making structure to 
insure that lines of authority are hot confused and that arms transfer deci
sions are made efficiently.

• • • • •

Canadian Working Paper Submitted to 
Disarmament: Verification and Control 
Chemical Arms Control Treaty Based 
Activities, March 26, 1981 '

In t r o d u c t io n

There seems little doubt that most nations prefer to see the end of 
chemical weapons and of the threat of chemical warfare. Chemical weapons 
are not generally integrated components of conventional arsenals and are 
not required for normal defensive purposes by any nation. There is no ex
cuse for a nation possessing them to avoid the timely negotiation of a pro
tocol. Yet the Committee on Disarmament and its predecessor, the CCD, 
have actively negotiated for nearly 15 years without success.

The two Superpowers, the United States and the USSR, are the only na
tions thought to possess significant quantities of chemical weapons. Since 
neither needs them for defensive purposes, except for retaliation in kind 
against the other, a disposal formula which would preserve the relative 
security of each should be achievable. This would remove the bulk of world 
chemical arsenals and the remaining nations would most likely follow suit. 
However, even in direct bilateral negotiations, agreement has not been 
possible.

The major stumbling block appears to be verification mechanisms which 
would assure each Superpower that the promised weapon destructions in 
fact take place and that no new weapons are produced. There is a distinct 
difference of opinion on the extent of international involvement in verifica
tion activities and on the degree of intrusiveness which must be allowed. 
This situation may be further strained if the reported disparity in stocks con
tinues or the United States decides to renew its capability with binary

the Committee on 
Requirements for a 
on an Analysis of

’ CD/167.
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weapons. The problem of verification involves political judgements, but it is 
also a technical matter, and every effort should be made to ensure that 
technical difficulties do not stand in the way of an agreement.

In spite of the great variety of verification proposals that have been made 
over the years, no clear agreement has been reached as to which should be 
implemented. To assist in overcoming this block to agreement it should be 
feasible to systematically review the technical requirements for verification 
for each basic activity to be undertaken or banned. This should determine 
the minimum levels of verification necessary and in particular the minimum 
levels of intrusiveness which would be unavoidable. It should then be possi
ble to predict the type and levels of national and international control which 
must be provided under a treaty.

The following is an attempt to provide an initial analysis of these factors. 
It leads to suggested guidelines for national and international verification 
agencies. A general statement on control mechanisms to which this analysis 
is related was provided in a presentation to the A d Hoc Working Group on 
27 June 1980 (CD/113).*

A c t iv it ie s

From a survey of past proposals including previous protocol drafts, there 
appears to be general agreement that a treaty should require elimination of 
existing chemical warfare agents, weapons (including all means of delivery) 
and their means of production, and it should ban the further development, 
production, acquisition, retention or stockpiling of chemical agents and 
weapons. The Geneva Protocol ® bans "use", however it is subject to condi
tions with respect to retaliation and its scope is not clear. To settle these 
matters and to deal with the problems of dual purpose agents and binary 
components, a further ban on "use" should also be included in a new treaty, 
and verification mechanisms for use are assessed in this analysis. This leads 
to a list of basic activities which will require some form of monitoring and 
verification. They fall into two groups, activities which must be under
taken, and those which must be banned.

A. Activities to be Undertaken and Monitored

1. Declaration of existing agent and chemical weapon production 
facilities including specific sites.

2. Declaration of existing agent and weapon stocks including storage 
sites and numbers.

3. Dismantling of existing production facilities.
4. Destruction of existing agent and weapon stocks.

B. Activities to be Banned and Verified

5. Development of new agent/weapon systems.

* Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1980, pp. 289-291.
* The protocol may be found ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.
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6. Construction or conversion of new agent or weapon (means of 
delivery) production facilities.

7. Production of chemical agents.
8. Retention, stockpiling or other acquisition of chemical agents and 

weapons.
9. Offensive military training or other activities in preparation for 

undertaking chemical warfare.
10. Use of chemical weapons for war purposes including dual purpose 

agents and binary components.

For the purpose of the following analysis, a comprehensive definition of 
chemical agents such as that given in CD/117, which includes the use of any 
toxic effect on plants, animals or man in warfare, has been assumed.

A n a l y sis  o f  A c t iv ity  R e q u ir em en ts  for  V e r ih c a t io n  a n d  C o n t r o l

A . Activities to be Undertaken and Monitored

1. Declaration of existing agent and chemical weapon production 
facilities including specific sites. Should any nation declare production 
facilities for agents or weapons, their existence would not likely be 
doubted. Remote confirmation of the declaration may be possible by "'Na
tional Technical Means" (satellite) which is available to the Superpowers 
but not to others. No other technical means of verification would be in 
place at that time. To provide a minimum confirmation to all nations, 
some on-site visits would be necessary. An inspection team including na
tional and international personnel (non-technical) would be required to 
meet within the declaring nation, select one declared site at random, and 
visit it to confirm the accuracy of the declaration. Visits to all declared 
sites would be highly desirable, but not essential. Such on-site inspection 
should not put the host nation at risk, since it is unlikely that site or proc
ess information beyond that released in the original declaration would be 
observed. In fact, the visit should serve to demonstrate the good faith of 
that nation to the world.

2. Declaration of existing agent and weapon stocks including storage 
sites and numbers. Verification requirements would be identical to those 
for production facilities. A  random visit by non-technical staff to confirm 
weapon quantities at one site would be an essential minimum requirement. 
This should include both national and international personnel. The 
deliberate non-declaration of some existing stocks (or production facilities) 
would be a violation of the agreement, but this could not be detected by 
any technical means including on-site visits, and means to do so should 
not be required of a treaty. Cover-ups might be exposed by '"National 
Technical Means" which would then require a challenge mechanism. Hid
den stocks would also be covered by bans on retention and stockpiling and 
eventually on use of chemical weapons in warfare and would be subject to 
verification mechanisms required to monitor those activities.

3. Dismantling of existing production facilities. All production facilities 
for agents and weapons should be dismantled. General agreement seems to
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have been reached that conversion to other uses would generally not be cost 
effective and in many instances would not be practical. Dismantling is also 
the only way to ensure that the facilities could not be rapidly reconverted to 
agent production and it eliminates the requirement for continued verifica
tion of the site. While dismantling toxic agent plants may be hazardous, it 
should not be technologically complex. It is suggested that any nation 
declaring such facilities should be able to dismantle them within five years. 
It may be possible to observe dismantling by satellite (national technical 
means) but by no other remote means. Satisfactory international verifica
tion can only be achieved by visits. As a minimum, one site could again be 
randomly selected for inspection by a combined national and international 
team (non-technical) at the end of the five years. Alternatively all declared 
sites might be visited at the end of the five years. Inspection once a year 
would be more desirable but not essential. No sampling would be required. 
A declaration announcing completion of the task, confirmed by the inspec
tors, might be expected from each nation at a five year review conference. 
Failure to complete the task in five years should not constitute a violation of 
the treaty, if the nation could show that the process was well underway and 
proceeding on a definite schedule. However, a nation requiring such an ex
tension of time might be required to admit international inspectors to its 
sites on a semi-annual basis thereafter.

4. Destruction of existing agent and weapon stocks. One approach to 
this problem might be to accept non-verification assuming that any nation 
admitting to the possession of CW agents and weapons in a declaration 
would be compelled to destroy them. Monitoring would be carried out by 
national agencies, however a few international visits to the site might 
perhaps be arranged by the nation in question for publicity purposes.

If such non-verification of stock destruction is considered inadequate 
for treaty purposes, then a much more intrusive and technical means 
would be required. Technically, the United States may represent the most 
difficult verification case due to the extreme containment required by its 
environmental protection laws. Fortunately suitable technology has been 
developed for the CAMDS  ̂system and has been released internationally. 
This or similar contained systems may also be used by other nations. 
Because of the containment, remote systems including national technical 
means or black box monitors will not verify the actual destruction of 
agents. Even periodic visits to storage and destruction sites, with samp
ling, will not ensure that stockpiles are being completely destroyed (rather 
than being moved to another hidden site). Monitoring of the process must 
be virtually continuous with periodic spot sampling and analysis. Inspec
tion teams must be adequately trained, have access to laboratory space, 
and at least some members must be from the-international community.

There has been general agreement that stock destruction would require 
ten years and this has been confirmed in reports of United States/USSR

* CAMDS—chemical agent and munition disposal. [Footnote in original.]
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bilateral discussions (CD/48).* As a suggested schedule, the first five years 
might be allowed for building of destruction plants after which stocks 
could be destroyed at the rate of 20 per cent per year. This would allow 
retention of weapon ratios till destruction was completed.

B. Activities to be Banned and Verified

5. Development of new agent/weapon systems. Nations with current 
stocks will already have developed weapons and would require little 
further work. However development activities could be readily hidden 
and it would be very difficult to separate work of offensive intent from 
that for legitimate defensive purposes. Atmospheric testing might be 
detected by remote means but the use of remote detection systems by in
ternational agencies against a specific nation would be tantamount to an 
accusation. It would also be very expensive. These activities may be 
routinely monitored and reported by national agencies, but the only inter
national activities which seem feasible would be in response to challenge 
mechanisms.

6. Construction or conversion of new agent or weapon (means of 
delivery) production facilities. The construction of new chemical plants or 
the conversion of existing plants to new functions will occur continuously 
in most nations. Similar activities will occur with munitions plants. The 
intent to use new or converted plants for chemical warfare purposes can
not possibly be verified even with on-site inspections. These activities may 
be monitored nationally, but routine international verification for this ac
tivity does not appear to be feasible under a treaty. However, it would be 
necessary in response to challenge mechanisms.

7. Production of chemical agents. The banning of this activity is a key 
problem for chemical arms control verification and a technical solution is 
very complex due to the wide variety of chemicals which may be in
volved. Proposals over the past 15 years include analysis of economic and 
production data and a variety of remote, near-site and on-site observa
tions involving sampling and analysis. A number of visits to industrial 
sites, carried out to determine if clandestine agent manufacture could be 
carried out in existing plants, have led to the conclusion that the highly 
toxic single purpose agents would require special containment not nor
mally available. Inspection, if it includes some sampling, would readily 
demonstrate the production or non-production of banned chemicals and 
would not result in compromise of commercial information. Water samp
ling downstream from a chemical facility should reveal nerve agent pro
duction, even from a high containment plant, but may not be suitable for 
all other agents. It is unlikely that remote air sampling downwind from a 
high containment plant would be successful. Routine monitoring of 
chemical plants in all nations including inspections might be feasible for 
national control agencies, but would be beyond the capabilities of an in
ternational agency without a large number of inspectors. In addition, it

• Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 532-536.
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would be nearly impossible to verify intent for production of dual purpose 
materials even when it appears there were greater amounts being produced 
than needed for peaceful purposes.

It is concluded that it would be very difficult to provide verification of 
the non-production of banned materials on a routine basis by an interna
tional agency and that a satisfactory minimum international assurance 
might be provided by a structured information exchange and response to 
challenge mechanisms. On-site challenge inspections will require experts 
and the sampling and analysis of waste water and air effluents as well as 
process products. Routine inspections and reporting of accurate data on 
chemical manufacturing within a nation should be carried out by national 
agencies.

8. Retention, stockpiling or other acquisition of chemical agents and 
weapons. This activity is closely associated with agent production, 
although the treaty would also ban the transfer of chemical agents and 
weapons from one nation to another. Stockpiles once acquired could be 
readily hidden, especially if they involve binary munitions. Even with 
routine on-site inspections, verification would be very difficult. Interna
tional measures, other than information exchange might therefore be 
limited to challenge mechanisms. Experts and sampling would be required 
for on-site inspections.

9. Offensive military training or other activities in preparation for 
undertaking chemical warfare. It has been generally agreed that defensive 
activities should nqt be banned and as a result an aggressive intent will be 
very difficult to verify. While offensive military activities should be in
cluded in the ban, international monitoring could be limited to informal 
exchanges and responses to challenge situations.

10. Use of chemical weapons for war purposes including dual purpose 
agents and binary components. In many instances the effects of chemical 
agents used in war will be apparent and verification will be provided by 
the antagonists. However in some instances involving isolated battles or 
limited wars and insurrections in remote areas few outside observers will 
be present and reports of clandestine use of chemicals must be carefully 
weighed by the international community. If reports are substantial, then 
the nations involved should be requested to allow samples to be taken at 
the site by international inspectors within 48 hours of an event if possible 
so that the use or non-use of chemical weapons could be verified.

S u m m a r y  o f  V e r ih c a t io n  R eq u ir e m en t s

Through this analysis of specific activities it is apparent that remote 
detection, as might be available through '"national technical means" or at 
considerable expense to an international verification agency, may be suffi
cient to arouse suspicions which could lead to challenge situations, but is 
not likely to be sufficient to demonstrate non-compliance with a treaty. To 
provide assurance and security for all nations, some on-site inspections 
would be necessary although it would seem that these occasions should 
not be an unbearable intrusion. In most instances such on-site visits could 
be to the distinct advantage of the nation being inspected.
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To verify initial declarations and the dismantling of production plants, 
on-site inspections would require the presence of some international per
sonnel though not necessarily technical experts. For the activities to be 
banned including development, production, stockpiling and use, the pro
vision of technical means of verification on a routine basis by an interna
tional agency would pose overwhelming logistic difficulties. Information 
and data on these activities should be routinely exchanged through an in
ternational verification agency but on-site inspection could be limited to 
unilateral invitations or challenge situations. For challenge inspections, 
appropriate experts must be involved and some sampling must be permit
ted. For the destruction of declared stockpiles intrusion will be greatest as 
guaranteed verification will require continuous on-site monitoring with 
periodic sampling and analysis by expert international inspectors.

Im p l ic a t io n s  for  N a t io n a l  a n d  In t e r n a t io n a l  V e r ih c a t io n  A gen c ies

A. National Agencies

On the basis of this analysis each signatory would be required to main
tain a national verification group. This need not be a separate permanent 
group established especially for this purpose, but could be an existing 
government agency with an environmental or health control function. It 
would need access to a selection of inspection personnel both technical and 
non-technical, but they need not be on permanent staff unless a variety of 
sites require routine periodic visits. The national agency would be respon
sible for all routine monitoring required by the treaty and for the provi
sion of data and other pertinent iniFormation to the international control 
agency for exchange. If on-site visits and sampling were required either 
automatically for some activities or by challenge for others, all ar
rangements within the nation should be provided by the national agency. 
Whenever samples were to be taken this should be done in triplicate using 
standardized techniques so that they could be analysed nationally as well 
as independently in two designated laboratories elsewhere.

B. International Agencies

For the international verification measures indicated in the preceding 
sections, technical or non-technical inspectors would be required for most 
activities; however the level of employment would not warrant placing 
these individuals on the permanent staff of an international agency. The 
most logical approach would be for each signatory to nominate one 
technical and one non-technical inspector who would then be available 
when needed. Similarly signatories could be encouraged though not re
quired to designate a national laboratory where the analysis of samples 
could be carried out by standardized techniques on request.

On this basis an international verification agency need consist only of a 
supervisory (consultative) committee at the political level which would 
meet periodically or in response to a challenge, supported by a small 
secretariat. The committee would determine the verification measures to 
be carried out and arrangements would be made through the secretariat
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which would also provide for routine measures. From the foregoing 
analysis it is clear that much of the verification emphasis will be placed on 
challenge mechanisms and the treaty must specify them in some detail.

C onclusions

An analysis of verification requirements based on specific activities to 
be undertaken or banned under a treaty has suggested that the minimum 
levels needed for adequate assurance to the international community are 
not extensive and should be achievable by available means. However, it is 
dear that remote technical means will not provide the necessary measures 
and for most activities some form of on-site inspection will provide the 
only realistic evidence of compliance. For only one activity, stockpile 
destruction, inspections have to involve a significant level of in
trusiveness. In all cases, for publicity purposes, inspections should be to 
the advantage of the nation being inspected unless that nation has been 
guilty of non-compliance, or for some other unexplained reason denies an 
inspection.

An international verification agency will require only a controlling 
(consultative) committee at the political level supported by a small 
secretariat, with inspectors drawn from nominees provided by each 
signatory. National agencies will be required to provide most routine 
monitoring and would collect data within the nation for exchange.

It is hoped that this analysis of verification factors on the basis of ac
tivities has provided some insight into the minimum levels essential for in
ternational assurance of compliance with a chemical arms treaty and ap
pears to have provided useful guidelines for the establishment of national 
and international verification agencies.

Statement by the FRG Representative (Pfeiffer) to the Com
mittee on Disarmament: Chemical Weapons, March 26, 
1981 ^

Mr. Chairman, today I want to offer a few remarks on item 4 of our 
agenda, namely on chemical weapons. Before turning to questions of 
substance, however, I want to express my Government's satisfaction that 
the A d Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons has taken up its work 
at an early date and that, under the guidance of the distinguished represen
tative of Sweden, Ambassador Lidgard, the definition of issues to be dealt 
with in-the negotiation on a convention on chemical weapons is pro
ceeding in a business-like manner. My delegation is of the opinion that the 
discussion in the Group has not yet exhausted the present mandate and 
that further useful work can be done within its scope.

One need hardly stress the importance of a convention on a comprehen
sive, effective and verifiable ban on chemical weapons. All delegations

’ CD/PV.118, pp. 6-9.
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around this table have spoken out in favour of it. I have on several occa
sions had the opportunity to point out the priority which my Government 
accords to such a ban on an already existing and particularly insidious 
weapon of mass destruction.

Among others, the agreement on the Convention on the Prohibition of 
the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological 
(Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction * showed that 
multilateral negotiations can lead to substantive results, if they are focused 
on a specific disarmament measure. It is true that the Convention which I 
just mentioned cannot serve as a model for a ban on chemical weapons. 
This applies to various fields, but in particular to that of verification. 
Nevertheless, this important achievement should encourage us to solve the 
problem—much more difficult but, at the same time, much more impor
tant—of a chemical weapons convention.

As early as 1954, the Federal Republic of Germany unilaterally re
nounced the production and possession of nuclear, biological and 
chemical weapons.® Together with the majority of States, it is a party to 
the 1925 Geneva Protocol  ̂banning the use in war of bacteriological and 
chemical weapons to which it adhered without reservations. That is why, 
after there had been several reports on the use of chemical weapons in 
various regions of the world, it co-sponsored resolution 35/144 C which 
was adopted by the General Assembly at its last session. My Government 
hopes that the impartial investigation which the General Assembly in this 
resolution decided to carry out will get under way at an early date.

I should like to focus my observations on some aspects of a chemical 
weapons ban which have been the object of a particularly detailed discus
sion in the chemical weapons Working Group.

One of these aspects is the question of the activities to be prohibited. For 
those familiar with the jargon of the Working Group, I can summarize my 
Government's position as being in favour of ''Alternative 1". Let me 
briefly outline the reasons for this position.

A chemical weapons convention must, in our opinion, be comprehen
sive. Parties to it should undertake never to develop, produce, otherwise 
acquire, stockpile or retain munitions or devices specifically designed to 
cause death or other harm to man through the toxic properties of chemical 
agents which have been released as a result of the employment of these 
munitions or devices.

Furthermore, the convention should provide for the destruction of 
existing stockpiles within a reasonable period. In this connection, and with 
reference to certain reports in the press alleging a very high cost of the 
destruction of chemical weapons, I should like to mention that in the 
Federal Republic of Germany an installation has been developed and con
structed to destroy toxic agents remaining from the first and second world

* Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 133-138.
* See American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955, Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 979-984.
* Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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wars, which have inadvertently not been destroyed and are occasionally 
still being discovered today. This installation allows a destruction at a 
reasonable cost and without danger to the environment.

A repetition as such of the prohibition contained in the 1925 Geneva 
Protocol, namely, not to use chemical weapons, would in our opinion not 
enhance a future convention. We feel that a duplication of this prohibition 
might lead to doubts concerning the obligation of States which have 
adhered to the Geneva Protocol but not yet to the Convention. Both 
agreements should complement rather than be in concurrence to each 
other. Moreover, the prohibition of the use of chemical weapons is univer
sally accepted as international customary law.

This position is, furthermore, in agreement with the general view of the 
Federal Government that purely declaratory measures such as, e.g. the 
mere duplication of legal obligations should be avoided. We therefore 
welcome that our opinion is shared by many delegations, and we hope 
that this policy will also be pursued in other areas.

We feel, however, that there could be one connecting link between the 
two instruments; but that is a question to which I shall come back later in 
this intervention.

My Government does not support the view that a chemical weapons 
convention should include the prohibition of protective activities, facilities 
and materials. In our opinion, the convention should aim solely at the pro
hibition of the munitions and devices defined above without undermining 
elementary protective measures.

I hope that the presence of experts will facilitate our work concerning 
the difficult question of the definition of chemical weapons. In this connec
tion I should like to refer to a working paper dated 22 July 1975 
(CCD/458) * in which the Federal Republic of Germany outlined a defini
tion of chemical warfare agents.

The most important and, at the same time, the most difficult problem to 
be solved is that of adequate verification. We feel, however, that the time 
has come seriously to try to find a solution which is acceptable to all 
States. We are encouraged by the fact that two important and com
paratively recent documents mention the need for verification.

First, the joint USSR-United States report on progress in the bilateral 
negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons of 7 July 1980 
(CD/112) ‘ states that both negotiating parties ''believe that the fulfilment 
of the obligations assumed under the future convention must be subject to 
the important requirement of adequate verification".

Secondly, the report of the A d Hoc Working Group on Chemical 
Weapons to the Committee on Disarmament of 4 August 1980 
(CD/131/Rev. 1)  ̂ refers to a general convergence of views among the 
delegations who participated in the discussion in recognizing ''the impor
tance of adequate verification" and believing that "verification measures

* Printed ibid., 1975, pp. 269-274. 
‘ Ihid., 1980, pp. 285-289.
' Ibid., pp. 328-334.
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should be commensurate with the scope of the prohibition and other 
aspects of a convention".

Unfortunately, there still seems to be a rather wide gap between those 
delegations favouring an approach which primarily relies on national 
verification measures and those which are of the view that verification 
should be essentially based on international measures. This question will 
be further discussed in the Working Group but it is pertinent to express 
one important point already now: as long as the signature of a State under 
a treaty is not sufficient to convince all parties that it is indeed observing 
all the stipulations of the treaty—and if this were not the case today and in 
the foreseeable future, there would be no need for verification at all—so 
long will the signature of the president of a national verification agency 
confirming that the State which employs him is not cheating have just as 
little value. One may deplore this state of affairs, but one cannot deny it.

That is why my Government is firmly convinced that only international 
verification measures can give States a credible assurance that a ban on 
chemical weapons is indeed being observed by all parties. To be effective, 
however, such measures have to include mandatory on-site inspections, 
which are, as of today, indispensable if a verification body is to satisfy 
itself as to the non-existence of activities contrary to a convention. My 
Government therefore welcomes the convergence of views, stated in the 
report of the Working Group on Chemical Weapons, that on-site inspec
tions under certain conditions and procedures should be included in the 
convention.

Under the Brussels Treaty of 1954, the Federal Republic of Germany re
nounced the manufacture of chemical weapons.® Since then, a special 
Treaty agency has verified the observance of this commitment. Regular 
checks are being carried out in chemical plants in the form of on-site in
spections in order to verify that no substances which are classified as 
chemical weapons are produced. The experience of well over twenty years 
shows that it is possible adequately to verify a ban on the production of 
chemical weapons with reasonable means and without prejudice to the 
commercial interests of the chemical industry.

My Government has, in a workshop which was held in the Federal 
Republic of Germany in 1979, acquainted a group of 55 experts from 24 
States with our experience in the field of on-site verification. The results of 
this workshop have been submitted to the Committee on Disarmament as 
a working paper (CD/37 of 12 July 1979).’ Some more recent considera
tions were presented last year to the A d Hoc Working Group on Chemical 
Weapons as CD/CW /W P.5 entitled, 'The impact of on-site inspections of 
current civilian production on the chemical industry". Furthermore, my 
delegation had the occasion to give a detailed account of the experience of 
the Federal Republic of Germany in the field of on-site inspections in an in
formal meeting outside the purview of the Working Group.

• See footnote 3 above.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 412-417.
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From the considerable interest with which these activities have met, we 
infer a growing appreciation of our position. We hope that the discussions 
in the Working Group will lead to a further narrowing of the still existing 
gap between opinions on this matter.

Let me come back to the connecting link—which I mentioned 
earlier—between the Geneva Protocol and a chemical weapons ban. My 
Government feels that this link could be provided by an inclusion in the 
chemical weapons ban of a verification procedure ensuring the observa
tion of the Protocol. Considering the widespread recognition of the 
necessity of adequate verification and the fact that the Geneva Protocol 
does not, in fact, provide for any verification at all, such a provision 
should not pose insuperable difficulties.

A verification mechanism concerning the Geneva Protocol would, in 
particular, be of importance in two events:

During the period necessary for the destruction of chemical 
weapons there could be allegations that a State had used chemical 
weapons; these would require verification.

After the expiration of this period there could be a need for veri
fication that States had not used any stockpiles which inadvertently 
or on purpose had not been destroyed.

My delegation would welcome any suggestions which delegations might 
have concerning this very preliminary proposal which I have just put 
forward.

Before concluding, I should like to make one remark with reference to 
the organization of our work. Already in my intervention in plenary on 7 
August 1980 I expressed some doubts as to whether the Committee 
made the best possible use of the time available to it. Even with the 
presence of experts, and even with a duplication of the sessions of the 
Working Group, I wonder whether we will be able to solve all the existing 
problems within an appropriate span of time. If we really think that we are 
nearing a solution of the outstanding problems, we should perhaps con
sider setting aside some time of the Committee to deal exclusively with a 
chemical weapons ban. I know that there are other items on our agenda, 
and I know that these also are to be dealt with on a priority basis. But if a 
different organization of our work could significantly accelerate progress 
in this field, I think it would be worth considering it.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (issraelyan) to the 
Committee on Disarmament: Nuclear Disarmament, March
26, 1981 '

Today the Soviet delegation would like to speak on item 2 of the 
agenda.

CD/PV.98, pp. 29-33.
' CD/PV.118, pp. 10-20.
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Statements by representatives of a number of States have reflected 
serious concern over the continuing nuclear arms race. This is a clear in
dication of growing alarm throughout the world over the fact that an end 
has not yet been put to the process of further accumulation and refinement 
of this most dangerous, most lethal type of weapon.

There is, of course, no need to prove that the greatest threat to peace 
and security of peoples arises from the insane arms race, and more pre
cisely from the nuclear arms race. As has been rightly pointed out, the 
pace of disarmament negotiations and the results derived from them lag 
considerably behind the accelerating pace and scope of the arms race, and 
first and foremost the nuclear arms race. The absence of tangible progress 
towards a limitation of the arms race is giving rise to an unprecedented 
growth in world military expenditure, which, as was emphasized in the 
Secretary-General's message,* has now reached $500 billion a year.

There can be no doubt that the problem of halting the nuclear arms race 
is an exceedingly complex one. But it must be solved, and solved without 
delay.

The very first duty of the Committee on Disarmament—if, of course, it 
is to adopt a serious and responsible approach—is to occupy itself forth
with with questions connected with the curbing of the nuclear arms race.

It is perfectly evident that the problem of prohibiting nuclear weapons 
could have been solved a great deal more easily at the time when such 
weapons had only just come upon the scene. As you know, at that time, in 
1946, the Soviet Union put forward a proposal for the conclusion of an in
ternational convention on the prohibition for all time of the production 
and use of atomic weapons.® In the years which followed, the Soviet 
Union made various other concrete proposals also, the implementation of 
which could have ensured the cessation of the production of nuclear 
weapons and halted the accumulation of stockpiles of such weapons.

The response to the Soviet proposals was to adopt a policy of speeding 
up the nuclear arms race, based on what proved to be the completely 
unrealistic desire to retain and perpetuate a nuclear monopoly.

Our country has never slackened its efforts to put an end to the nuclear 
arms race and ensure nuclear disarmament.

Thus, in 1978 the Soviet Union together with a number of socialist 
countries came forward with a proposal for starting negotiations on end
ing the production of nuclear weapons and destroying such weapons. 
Concrete proposals were submitted for the consideration of the Commit
tee on Disarmament concerning negotiations on ending the production of 
all types of nuclear weapons and gradually reducing their stockpiles until 
they have been completely destroyed. I am referring to document CD/4.^ 
In making this proposal, we emphasized that the implementation of 
measures in the field of nuclear disarmament should be buttressed by the

’ C D /PV.lO l, pp. 8-9.
’ Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 17-24. 
" Ibid., 1979, pp. 40-41.
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parallel strengthening of political and international legal guarantees of the 
security of all States.

In advocating the application of radical measures in the field of nuclear 
disarmament, the Soviet Union has also proposed and is proposing partial 
measures designed to block, one by one, the avenues of development of the 
nuclear arms race. In particular, the Soviet Union attaches great impor
tance to the question of a complete and general prohibition of nuclear 
weapon tests, the elaboration of measures for the prevention of the 
possibility of sudden attack and unauthorized or accidental use of nuclear 
weapons, measures for strengthening the regime of the non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons and the problem of providing security guarantees for non- 
nuclear-weapon States.

As you know, the recently concluded 26th Congress of the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union put forward new large-scale constructive pro
posals for strengthening peace, deepening detente and curbing the arms 
race, including the nuclear arms race.® These constructive proposals are 
designed to guide international events into a course of developing mutual 
understanding and co-operation in the interests of reducing and 
eliminating the threat of war and ensuring security for all States and 
peoples.

In the course of the past few weeks many representatives speaking on 
item 2 of the agenda have referred to general questions, including the prin
ciple of national security, the concept of deterrence, parity of strategic 
forces, and others.

Today the Soviet delegation, in turn, would like to speak on these 
matters.

The problem of disarmament is one of the most complex problems of 
contemporary world politics. This is due above all to the fact that, more 
than any others, it touches upon the security interests of States. Negotia
tions on this problem involve questions not only of a political but also of a 
military, scientific and technical nature, as well as others. Concepts of 
military strategy as well as different approaches to the evaluation of key 
factors in the development of human society have to be taken into account 
in this context. This explains, in particular, why the attainment of agree
ment in the field of disarmament is, as experience shows—including ex
perience in the Committee on Disarmament—an extremely difficult 
matter.

One of the most important preconditions for successful negotiations on 
the question of disarmament is observance of the principle of non
impairment of the national security interests of countries participating in 
the negotiations. This principle, as the basis for disarmament agreements, 
is set forth in a number of international documents. For example, the joint 
Soviet-United States statement of agreed principles for negotiations on 
disarmament issued in September 1961 states: ''All measures of general 
and complete disarmament should be balanced so that at no stage of the

* Feb. 25, ante.
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implementation of the treaty could any State or group of States gain 
military advantage and so that security is ensured equally for all".*

The final communique of the preparatory consultations relating to 
negotiations on mutual reduction of armed forces and armaments in Cen
tral Europe records agreement among the participants in the Vienna talks 
that concrete measures ''should be carefully worked out as regards scope 
and time so that, in every respect and at every moment, they meet the 
principle of the non-impairment of the security of any of the parties"/

During the preparations for the first special session of the General 
Assembly devoted to disarmament and at the session itself, many States 
emphasized that the most important precondition for the success of 
disarmament negotiations is that they should be based on the principle of 
non-impairment of the security interests of States. The importance of 
observance of this principle was stressed in the document by the socialist 
countries submitted to the Preparatory Committee for the session.

'The adoption of disarmament measures", says the Final Document of 
the special session, "should take place in such an equitable and balanced 
manner as to ensure the right of each State to security and to ensure that 
no individual State or group of States may obtain advantages over others 
at any stage. At each stage the objective should be undiminished security 
at the lowest possible level of armaments and military forces".®

Thus the principle of non-impairment of the security interests of States 
as a basis of international agreements on disarmament issues has received 
the widest recognition. At the same time, the most widely divergent points 
of view may be encountered in the actual interpretation of the concept of 
"national security interests". Views have even been expressed to the effect 
that this concept does not lend itself to clear definition at all. The 
American author J. Frankel, who has written a special study on this ques
tion, asserts that the vagueness of this concept and the total lack of agree
ment on a definition of it and of empirical criteria of any kind make its 
strict application impossible. The well-known American politician J. 
Fulbright also considers that the concept of national interests is an ex
tremely subjective one, and is composed of a mixture of elements such as 
national pride, group emotions, the personal vanity of leaders and various 
others.

The American writer Lester Brown in his paper. Redefining National 
Security, asserts that today the concept of guaranteeing national security 
interests should go far beyond the consideration of military aspects only. 
"The overwhelmingly military approach to national security", he writes, 
"is based on the assumption that the principal threat to security comes 
from other nations. But the threats to security may now arise less from the 
relationship of nation to nation and more from the relationship of man to 
nature". In this connection he notes the growing significance for the future

* Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442. 
’ Ibid., 1973, pp. 363-364.
• Ibid., 1978, pp. 411-439.
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of mankind as a whole and of individual States in particular of such fac
tors as environmental pollution, shortages of the most important raw 
material resources, especially energy sources, etc. In his view, the need for 
States to confront these threats and to address them co-operatively 'sug
gests that the military's role in securing a nation's well being and survival 
is relatively less important than it once was".

Of course, environmental pollution and the predatory use of natural 
resources cause serious prejudice to the interests of the economic develop
ment of States and their international co-operation, provoke local con
flicts in some cases and may, in certain circumstances, lead to a deteriora
tion of the international situation as a whole. At the same time, under 
present conditions, when the world is armed to the teeth and the arms race, 
as is pointed out in one of the documents of the United Nations, has 
brought mankind to the brink of self-annihilation, universal peace and the 
national security interests of States are threatened, above all, by the 
possibility of the use of force or the threat of such use by another State or 
other States. To put this threat on the same level as the negative effects of 
any other factors of international life, such as ecological ones, is not only 
to fail to see the realities of the contemporary world but also to 
underestimate the urgency and the vital importance of the struggle against 
the arms race—the main danger of our time.

How, then, in fact ought we to interpret the concept of guaranteeing the 
security interests of States? In our view, this concept implies first and 
foremost the protection of a State's independence, sovereignty and ter
ritorial integrity and t\ie inviolability of its frontiers, and the non
admissibility under any pretext of intervention in its domestic affairs.

The Constitution of the USSR proclaims the defence of the State in
terests of the Soviet Union as one of the principal tasks of our country's 
foreign policy. The safeguarding of the national security interests of States 
is guaranteed by a wide range of ideological, economic, political, scien
tific, technological and military factors. The application of these factors 
depends directly on the social, economic and class characteristics of a 
given State, on its potential capabilities and, lastly, on its role and respon
sibility in world affairs, its political and strategic interests, and so on.

Thus the guaranteeing of the security interests of States is inseparably 
linked with their defensive capacity. That is why the Soviet Union so 
vigorously and insistently demands the strict observance of the principle 
of the non-impairment of security interests in negotiations on the limita
tion of the arms race and on disarmament.

The diametrical opposite of the principle of non-impairment of the na
tional security interests of States is the concept of military superiority. 
This represents one of the principal obstacles to the successful progress of 
negotiations on arms limitation and disarmament. And yet certain par
ticipants in those negotiations make periodic bids for agreements that 
would give them a military advantage, a superiority over the other party 
to the negotiations. Such attempts, as we all know, have been foiled more 
than once; they have merely put additional difficulties in the way of the at
tainment of agreement. Nevertheless, there are still some who are not yet
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ready to throw concepts of military superiority, useless as they are in 
disarmament negotiations, on the scrap-heap.

In politics, reliance on the force of arms, on military superiority over 
others, cannot guarantee lasting and prolonged peace and universal secur
ity, nor, by that token, the security of each individual State. History has 
demonstrated over and over again that every action produces a reaction. 
The appearance of a new type of weapon in the possession of one party 
has inevitably led to the same weapons, if not still more highly developed 
ones, appearing in the possession of the other. Suffice it to recall, by way 
of example, some well-known facts in this sphere. In the United States of 
America, the atom bomb was developed and put into use in 1945. The 
Soviet Union responded to this by developing its own atom bomb four 
years after the rejection of its proposal for a prohibition of the military use 
of atomic energy, i.e. in 1950. The first thermonuclear explosion was car
ried out in the United States of America in 1952; a year later, i.e. in 1953, 
the Soviet Union was obliged to develop a thermonuclear weapon. In 1960 
the United States of America was the initiator of the development of a 
nuclear submarine with ballistic missiles on board; four years later, the 
USSR brought similar submarines into service. In 1970 the United States of 
America began to equip its intercontinental missiles with multi-charge 
warheads; a few years later, the Soviet Union was obliged to reciprocate 
by developing systems of the same kiij^.

And here is a still more recent example. A short time ago our country 
suggested prohibiting the development of the 'Trident" naval missile 
system in the United States of America, and of a corresponding system in 
the USSR. This proposal was not accepted, and, as a result, the new 
"Ohio" submarine equipped with 'Trident-1" missiles was developed in 
the United States and the similar Taifun" system in the Soviet Union.

The same also applies to the continent of Europe. After all, if there were 
no forward-based American weapons in Europe and no medium-range 
nuclear missiles belonging to other NATO countries, the Soviet Union 
would not be faced with the need to counterbalance these weapons.

And yet attempts continue to be made to secure military superiority 
over the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Treaty Organization. A clear proof 
of this are the plans being made concerning the production and the deploy
ment in Europe of neutron weapons. This was recently advocated, by, 
among others. General B. Rogers, Commander-in-Chief of the NATO  
forces.

All these examples, the number of which could be multiplied, testify to 
the complete pointlessness of attempts to rely on the possibility of sole 
possession of any type or system of modern weapons in a situation of 
scientific and technological revolution when immense scientific resources 
are put into the development and improvement of military technology. 
The challenge to the Soviet Union in the sphere of the build-up of weapons 
has forced it to respond in kind.

The report of a group of experts entitled "Comprehensive study on 
nuclear weapons" notes that "the conventional view is . . . that the 
military capabilities of the two States (USSR and United States of
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America) are perceived to increase by a process of action-reaction, the end 
result being status quo but on a higher level of armaments. This is often 
referred to as the arms-race spiral".’ With this observation we can entirely 
agree. The experts who prepared the study on nuclear weapons I have just 
mentioned rightly point out that it would seem virtually impossible to ob
tain nuclear superiority when the strategic forces are as numerous, dis
persed and protected as at present.

The only sensible course under such conditions is to halt the costly arms 
race and to conduct negotiations designed to ensure observance of the 
principle of equality and equal security of the parties at a lower level.

The arms race does not guarantee the security of any one State or group 
of States. On the contrary, with every new step in the improvement of 
modem weapons and the development of new types and systems of 
weapons of mass destruction, the world becomes increasingly unstable 
and the danger of war draws nearer.

The security interests of States can best be guaranteed in conditions of 
peace and the relaxation of international tension, supplemented by con
crete measures in the sphere of arms limitation and disarmament. The 
more peace is durable and stable, the greater will be the security in which 
States and peoples will live. This conclusion emerges from all the many 
centuries of the history of mankind. The way towards the strengthening of 
universal peace and security lies, not in attempts to secure military 
superiority over other States nor in the much-vaunted policy of acting 
"from a position of strength", but in a sober, responsible approach to the 
evaluation of the events of international life, in a readiness to adopt effec
tive, concrete measures in the field of disarmament based on the strict 
observance of the principle of the non-impairment of the security interests 
of all parties.

The position-of-strength policy and the desire to gain military superior
ity are vividly reflected in the so-called doctrine of deterrence. In their 
statements, a number of delegations on the Committee have expressed 
their views on this doctrine. The representatives of the United Kingdom, 
Belgium and the Federal Republic of Germany have come forward with 
vindications of the doctrine. On 26 February the representative of the 
United Kingdom, in trying to expound the doctrine of deterrence in, so to 
speak, popular form, compared it with a warning system using a burglar 
alarm and a guard dog which would help the respectable householder to 
protect his domestic property from the designs of evil-doers.’® It seems to 
us that the example itself is inappropriate both in form and in substance. 
After all, when we move to the level of relations between States, a dif
ferent quality comes into play and the principles applying are of a different 
order from those in the example given.

We take a different approach to this question. The problem should not be 
seen in terms of respectable householders and burglars but as a matter of

’ Subsequently published as Nuclear Weapons: Report of the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations, (London: Frances Pinter, 1981).

Ante.
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ensuring the safety of neighbours living in a single building, the name of 
which is our planet Earth. We consider that guaranteeing the safety of 
each of the inhabitants of this house would be facilitated by the elabora
tion of general measures that would not infringe on anyone's interests and 
that would not arouse in one neighbour fear of another. Although the 
United Kingdom representative said that what lies at the basis of the doc
trine of deterrence is the desire to '"scare off" a potential "burglar", the real 
truth is that the doctrine of deterrence envisages the possibility of an at
tack by one neighbour on another and leads to the irreversible exacerba
tion of the conflict and, to come back to the topic of our discussion, to the 
unleashing of nuclear war.That the doctrine envisages the possibility of at
tack can be seen from a number of the practical measures taken by the 
States which have espoused it.

Take, for example, the now widely-known United States presidential 
order No. 59. This is essentially inspired by the possibility of carrying out 
the "preventive" nuclear attack by means of which the inventors of the 
doctrine hope to win a nuclear war.

Reference to the fact that the doctrine of deterrence is far from defensive 
in nature can, indeed, be found in a document which has already been 
mentioned, the "Comprehensive study on nuclear weapons". This 
observes in particular that deterrence is "based fundamentally on offensive 
capability, meaning the ability to inflict intolerable damage on the adver
sary. This holds true also in a situation where deterrence by denial, e.g., 
by the threat of use of tactical nuclear weapons in a limited battlefield con
flict situation, is considered, as this involves a risk of escalation to higher 
levels of nuclear engagement and thus in itself from the beginning carries 
an element of deterrence by punishment, which always risks becoming the 
dominating feature".

The doctrine of nuclear deterrence has been criticized on many ac
counts: because of the huge degree of risk it creates of the unleashing of a 
world-wide thermonuclear disaster, because it constitutes a threat prin
cipally to vast numbers of civilians and because it is based on an essen
tially unstable balance. Finally, the doctrine does not provide for any 
acceptable solution in the event that deterrence proves ineffectual.

Naturally, the delegations present here are well aware that the doctrines 
of deterrence and of military superiority are condemned in the Final Docu
ment of the first special session of the United Nations General Assembly 
devoted to disarmament. In particular, paragraph 13 of that document 
states: "Enduring international peace and security cannot be built on the 
accumulation of weaponry by military alliances nor be sustained by a 
precarious balance of deterrence or doctrines of strategic superiority". 
Numerous representatives have made the very same point here in the 
Committee.

Speaking on 3 February, the representative of India said: "My delega
tion would submit that inherent in the concept of deterrence is an implicit 
commitment to a continuing and accelerating nuclear arms race." "

” CD/PV.lO l, pp. 37-43.



ISSRAELYAN STATEMENT, MARCH 26 115

It must be obvious now to everyone, if we do not deliberately close our 
eyes to the reality of the modem world, that the increased stockpiling of 
nuclear devices—for it is this that the doctrine of deterrence implies—can
not contribute in any way to the preservation of a state of peace or the 
prevention of war. It is equally illusory to count on achieving superiority 
in nuclear arms when there is parity between strategic armed forces on the 
international scene. The experience of recent decades has shown how un
successful are attempts by one party to outstrip the other in the accumula
tion of nuclear potential.

We agree with the view expressed by the representative of Mexico on 3 
March, when he said that he refused to believe that the so-called ''deterrent 
power" of nuclear weapons could be regarded as justifying their existence. 
He rightly described as unconvincing the argument that the precarious 
peace of the past 20 years had been based on a frightening balance of 
terror.'*

Doctrines of this kind can only—and do in fact—serve to whip up the 
arms race, including the nuclear arms race, and to postpone indefinitely, if 
not altogether preclude, the possibility of fulfilling the urgent tasks in the 
sphere of disarmament.

As has been pointed out in many authoritative studies, the practical 
pursuit of such doctrines leads to an increase in the risk of nuclear war, 
with the tremendously destructive consequences for mankind with which 
it is fraught. Order No. 59 which I have mentioned is aimed at 'legalizing" 
in some degree the idea of the acceptability of nuclear war, and at forcing 
mankind to come to tenhs with this sombre prospect. At the same time, 
even the initiators of the concept themselves—I am thinking in particular 
of the former United States Secretary of Defense—basically recognize the 
unsoundness of the thesis that it will be possible to contain a nuclear war 
within limited boundaries and that it will not develop into a full-scale 
nuclear conflict with all the consequences that would entail.

The doctrine of deterrence and nuclear superiority also includes the in
tention of implementing plans for the deployment of neutron weapons in 
Europe. Of course, according to the United States Secretary of Defense, 
the deployment of neutron warheads in Europe is intended to help 
"strengthen the tactical nuclear forces" of the United States on the Euro
pean mainland. It is easy to see what impact such plans might have on the 
situation in Europe and, more generally, on the over-all world situation. It 
is no accident if these intentions have given rise to widespread interna
tional condemnation and to the reflection thereof in statements by many 
members of the Committee, particularly the statement made by Mrs. 
Thorsson at the Committee's plenary meeting on 5 February.'® Further 
evidence of this condemnation can be found in the recent statement by the 
Netherlands Minister of Defence to the effect that the Netherlands 
Government will not permit the stationing of neutron weapons on its 
territory.

C D /P V .lll, pp. 26-29. 
CD/PV.102, p. 6
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In his statement, the United Kingdom representative said that ''the 
policy of deterrence has kept the peace in Europe for 35 years and remains 
valid today". We flatly disagree with this opinion. The consequence of the 
policy of deterrence has been an unceasing arms race, the flooding of the 
European continent with the latest, most dangerous types of nuclear 
weapons, and the bringing of Europe to the brink of a potential nuclear 
confrontation.

If there has been peace in Europe for 35 years, it is thanks to the policy 
of detente, to the striving of all peace-loving peoples to prevent nuclear 
war and curb the nuclear arms race.

A favourite trick of those who shy away from the solution of disarma
ment problems and steadily build up their military potential under the 
cover of a doctrine of deterrence and on the basis of an assortment of 
theoretical inventions is to allege that the Soviet Union is seeking military 
supremacy, that such supremacy had already been achieved, and that 
everybody else is virtually obliged to top up their arsenals in order to 
catch up with the USSR.

We have even heard statements of this kind in the Committee on 
Disarmament. At one of our meetings for example, the representative of 
the Federal Republic of Germany expressed concern at the 'substantial im
balance" that he claimed exists "in the field of nuclear medium-range 
systems in favour of the Soviet Union". This, it would seem, was 
necessary in order to give justification in practice to the decision taken by 
NATO in December 1979 to modernize certain types of United States 
nuclear devices and to deploy them in Europe.’̂  We had no intention of 
touching on this question, but now that it has been done, we should like to 
draw attention to the enormous concentration of nuclear weapons of 
various kinds in Western Europe, and especially in the Federal Republic of 
Germany, that are aimed at the USSR and its allies in the Warsaw Treaty 
Organization.

In just a few minutes, according to an article published recently in the 
magazine Der Stem, under the very revealing title, "The Federal Republic 
of Germany —a disguised nuclear Power", the Bundeswehr and the 
United States forces can launch against pre-programmed targets warheads 
with a total capacity equivalent to 6 million tonnes of conventional ex
plosive. According to data in the "White Book" of the Ministry of Defence 
of the Federal Republic of Germany, there are already 386 nuclear-tipped 
missiles with a range of over 1,000 kilometres stationed in the territory of 
that country alone. But according to information issued by Harvard 
University, there are in the Federal Republic of Germany 1,428 nuclear 
missiles with a range of over 1,000 kilometres. To these must be added the 
no less than 512 nuclear warheads that can be launched on strategic 
missiles from the four submarines under NATO control.

No comment is needed on these figures.

For this decision, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 814-816.
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As a number of commentators have noted, the planned rearmament of 
NATO in Western Europe means, from the military point of view, the 
creation of the capacity to make a first "disabling strike" against the 
USSR, following which, it is hoped, that country would be unable to 
launch any retaliatory attack. This leads to the justified conclusion that 
"'the possibility of nuclear war is increasing". I should like to quote in this 
respect a statement by Dieter Lutz of the Hamburg University Institute 
concerned with problems of peace and security policy to the effect that 
"even now, the quantity of nuclear weapons in the form of long-range 
missiles in Europe is sufficient to thrust the Soviet Union back into the 
Stone Age".

In a series of statements containing reasoned criticism of the doctrines of 
deterrence, military superiority and limited nuclear war which have been 
made in our Committee, it has been conclusively demonstrated that claims 
that the existing military-strategic balance has been destroyed are un
founded and at variance with numerous assessments by authoritative 
political and military leaders, including leaders of the United States 
military establishment. I should like to draw your attention in this connec
tion to the speech by the representative of Mexico which I have already 
mentioned and which contains precisely this sort of statement. The 
speaker referred in particular to the conclusion reached after careful study 
by Mr. A.M. Cox, a former official of the CIA, that "the combined NATO  
defense budget is greater than the combined Soviet-Warsaw Pact defense 
budget which, if the China factor is included, . . .  is less than 75 per cent 
of that of the NATO Powers".

Evidence of the lack of justification for assertions of the need to restore 
the allegedly shattered balance in the military-strategic field is provided in 
particular by a statement made by the former United States Defense 
Secretary in January 1981, when he recognized the existence of a roughly 
equivalent over-all strategic balance between the Soviet Union and the 
United States.

It is perfectly understandable that someone might not like the parity 
with respect to armed forces that has grown up and that exists between the 
two main military-political alliances of the modern world. But a military 
and strategic balance is a fact of contemporary international life and one 
that cannot be ignored.

Many delegations have also touched on the question of parity, and, in 
doing so, some speakers have endeavoured to call generally into question 
the possibility of defining a military-strategic balance. What is there to say 
about this?

Naturally a military-strategic balance or parity is not something that 
can be weighed on apothecaries' scales and does not imply that the quan
titative and qualitative indicators for all types of armed forces and 
weapons exactly coincide for the two sides. That would, to put it mildly, 
be a simplistic approach. The military potential of each of the parties 
naturally consists of items that are defined by a whole complex of varying 
factors, each of which has its own special significance. The problem must 
be viewed as a whole, taking due account of all its constituent parts.
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Comparing even equivalent items of the military potentials of different 
parties is sometimes extremely difficult. ]Nhen the term "balance" is 
employed with respect to the relationship of forces between two States or 
between groups of States, what is meant is that, from the point of view of 
over-all military-strategic capacity, both parties are in approximately the 
same position, with neither of them enjoying military superiority over the 
other. That is precisely the situation today.

If we look, for example, at strategic nuclear weapons or medium-range 
nuclear weapons in Europe, we find that in both cases there is an approx
imate balance between the parties concerned. There are not infrequent 
arguments about tanks, about their numbers. We make no secret of the 
fact that the Soviet Union has substantially more of them. But after all, the 
NATO countries have quite a few tanks too. Moreover, it should be borne 
in mind that, as those States themselves admit, they have significantly 
more anti-tank devices. Here, too, then, the situation may be considered 
as mutually balanced. Affirmations of ''Soviet superiority" in total 
numbers of armed forces are mistaken. If we stick strictly to facts, there 
can be only one conclusion: the total size of the armed forces of the United 
States of America and the other NATO countries is actually somewhat 
greater than that of the forces of the Soviet Union and the other Warsaw 
Treaty countries.

Attempts to distort the content of the concept of equal security and 
military parity do nothing to advance the cause of disarmament. Some 
people would apparently like to close their eyes to one of the main 
political realities of the world today, namely, the presence of two oppos
ing military-political blocs, one of which comprises three nuclear-weapon 
States and many large militarily-prominent States. Furthermore, yet 
another nuclear-weapon Power acts in parallel with this bloc on the inter
national scene. Would anyone care to deny this?

Hence, attempts to exclude any nuclear-weapon States from the process 
of nuclear disarmament, without taking into account the entire range of 
factors I have mentioned, are entirely indefensible. Nor is it possible to 
take seriously assertions that there exists some category of minor nuclear 
States whose weapons are of no account. Let us turn once again to the 
evidence provided by the experts who prepared the comprehensive study 
on nuclear weapons. This is what they say: that the nuclear arsenals of 
China, France and the United Kingdom ''are far from insignificant and in
clude both fission and fusion weapons that could cause vast damage, par
ticularly if used against urban targets".

We should like to state clearly that those who attempt to limit the proc
ess of nuclear disarmament to certain States, whether they intend to or 
not, create a serious, or, to be frank, an insuperable obstacle to negotia
tions on nuclear disarmament. This position has been set out quite clearly 
in the document submitted by the socialist countries. There are still further 
extremely important military, geographical, economic and other factors 
which must be taken into account in assessing the state of the military- 
strategic balance.
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It is our basic belief that destruction of the existing balance of military 
forces would have an adverse effect on the totality of international rela
tions and could lead to a serious aggravation of the international situation 
and create a threat to peace and universal security. It is no accident that 
the West's hard-headed statesmen and politicians, as well as many influen
tial scientists, are urging in particular that no attempts should be made in 
disarmament negotiations to destroy the existing balance of forces.

I should like especially to emphasize that while being opposed to at
tempts to shatter the existing military-strategic balance the Soviet Union 
by no means considers that this balance, with its high level of military con
frontation, should be maintained in the future. The essence of our entire 
policy in disarmament matters—as has repeatedly been emphasized at the 
highest level—is to seek to bring about a reduction in the level of military 
confrontation and to lead things towards general and complete disarma
ment under effective international control. We consider that the genuine 
security of States, and indeed international security in general, can be 
guaranteed, not through a continuation of the arms race but through a 
limitation of it. This is the very point that is driven home by every Soviet 
proposal on disarmament.

As L.I. Brezhnev observed in a statement made on 2 November 1977, 'It 
goes without saying that the maintenance of the existing balance is not an 
end in itself. In order to begin to turn the curve of the arms race down
wards, we are in favour of the gradual lowering of the level of military 
confrontation. We wish substantially to reduce, and subsequently to 
eliminate, the threat of nuclear war, which is the most terrible danger fac
ing mankind".’®

Our country has never been an advocate of "a balance of terror", of 
peace propped up by mountains of arms. As regards Soviet military doc
trine, it is—and this deserves particular emphasis—of a profoundly defen
sive nature. As was stated in the message of greetings from the Central 
Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, the Presidium of 
the Supreme Soviet of the USSR and the Council of Ministers of the USSR 
on the occasion of the 60th anniversary of the foundation of the Soviet 
Army and Navy, ''the essence of our military policy lies entirely in effec
tive defence, and nothing more. The Soviet Union has never armed itself 
for the sake of doing so and has never been, and never will be, the in
stigator of an arms race".

It is precisely for this reason that the central theme of Soviet foreign 
policy is the curbing of the arms race and the achievement of disarma
ment. The USSR has consistently called for the lowering of the level of 
military confrontation in the world, with the unconditional maintenance 
of equality and identical security, if for the time being it is not possible to 
eliminate that confrontation completely. The Soviet Union is active in put
ting forward concrete proposals concerning the most vital disarmament 
questions and is ready to respond positively to any other initiatives in this 
area, whether they are of a fundamental or of a partial nature.

Ibid., 1977, pp. 679-681.
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Finally, my last point. Many delegations have rightly referred to the re
cent increase in the threat of war. This threat indeed hangs over all the 
countries in the world, but its source is not the Soviet Union, nor its 
mythical superiority, but the arms race itself, the continuing tension in the 
world. 'This genuine, and not imaginary, threat", declared L.I. Brezhnev 
at the 26th Congress of the CPSU, "we are ready to combat—hand in hand 
with America, with the European States, with all the countries on our 
planet".’*

Chinese Working Paper Submitted to the Committee on Dis
armament: Definition of Chemical Warfare Agents, March
27, 1981 ^

It is generally held that chemical weapons are composed of three 
elements: 1. The chemical warfare agent which produces a direct toxic ef
fect on the target. 2. The chemical munitions or devices which are filled 
with the chemical warfare agents and disperse them into a combat state. 3. 
The launching system or means of delivery which sends such munitions or 
devices filled with the chemical warfare agent to the area of the target. The 
main element of the three is the chemical warfare agent, since the most 
essential difference between chemical weapons and conventional or other 
weapons lies in the former's reliance on the toxic effects of chemical war
fare agents to produce lethal and injurious capabilities.

Chemical warfare agents should form the central contents for negotia
tions. In elaborating the Convention, it is imperative to first clearly ascer
tain the definition of chemical warfare agents. This definition will have a 
bearing on the scope and content of the prohibition, methods and means 
of verification, and will affect the solution of a whole series of problems 
including the destruction of chemical weapons and dismantling of produc
tion facilities. Therefore, it is necessary to carry out serious discussions on 
the question of the definition of chemical warfare agents, in order to reach 
a consensus at the earliest date.

Many delegations have already expressed their points of view in dif
ferent forms on the question of definition of chemical warfare agents, and 
have advanced quite a number of useful proposals. In our view, it would 
not be difficult to draw up a scientific and generally acceptable definition 
of chemical warfare agents, on the basis of the reasonable portions of 
various viewpoints and proposals advanced in the CD.

In accordance with its basic position of the complete prohibition and 
total destruction of chemical weapons, the Chinese delegation is of the 
view that in determining a definition of chemical warfare agents, account 
should be taken of its comprehensiveness and accuracy. Its comprehen-

'* Feb. 23, ante. 
' CD/168.
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siveness is designed to ensure that all chemical warfare agents which ought 
to be prohibited are in fact prohibited, and not leave any loopholes which 
can be used for violations of the convention, its accuracy is designed to 
avoid the prohibition of chemical substances which ought not to be pro
hibited, as if they were chemical warfare agents, as this would have an 
adverse effect on the development of industrial and agricultural produc
tion and on scientific and technological progress.

Basing ourselves on above considerations, and having drawn upon the 
reasonable portions of the proposals made by all sides, we wish to make a 
preliminary proposal on the definition of chemical warfare agents for the 
exploration of delegations.

We propose the following definition for chemical warfare agents:
All chemical substances which are developed, produced, stockpiled and 

used for hostile purposes, and whose toxic effects are used to interfere with 
or destroy the normal functions of man, animal and plant in such a way as 
to lead to death, temporary incapacitation or permanent injury, regardless 
of whether these poisonous effects occur immediately or in delayed 
fashion, and regardless of the origin and method of manufacture of these 
substances, should all be considered chemical warfare agents.

In accordance with above formulation of the definition, chemical war
fare agents specifically include:

(1) Single-purpose chemical warfare agents: including lethal agents, in
capacitating agents and blister agents.

(2) Dual-purpose chemical warfare agents: i.e. dual-purpose chemical 
substances which have already been developed into weapons (such as 
those which have filled munitions and whose quantity stockpiled no 
longer indicates use for peaceful purposes.) Examples: phosgene, 
hydrogen cyanide, etc. irritant agents and anti-plant agents.

(3) Potential chemical warfare agents: these are chemical substances 
which have not yet been used as chemical warfare agents but which, 
because of their toxicity and physical and chemical characteristics can be 
or may be used as chemical warfare agents, e.g. dioxin, bicyclic phos
phorous esters etc. This category of substances should be monitored, in 
order to prevent their development into chemical warfare agents.

Here we are using the term "potential chemical warfare agents" to 
replace the term 'chemical agents" used in some documents, since we con
sider the term ''chemical agents" too broad in its meaning and does not ac
curately express the relationship between it and chemical warfare agents. 
The term "potential chemical warfare agents", however, does more ac
curately reflect the concept which we wish to express.

(4) Precursors of chemical warfare agents: these themselves are not 
chemical warfare agents, but in the course of the use of two or more than 
two of this type of chemical substances, a reaction can be caused, thus 
producing a chemical warfare agent.

(5) Biochemical warfare agents: these refer to other natural poisons 
used as warfare agents not yet included in other relevant conventions, and 
other substances similar to natural poisons or their active pieces which 
have been artificially synthesized or semi-synthesized.
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It is clear from the above definition and its specific content that:

(1) The definition proposed brings within its scope all chemical warfare 
agents.

(2) The definition proposed embodies the principle of using mainly the 
general-purpose criterion but combining it with the toxicity criterion. That 
is to say, that chemical warfare agents must possess some degree of toxic
ity, but toxic substances are not necessarily all chemical warfare agents. 
Therefore even though toxicity is an important criterion of chemical war
fare agents, it is not the only criterion; whether or not a substance is a 
chemical warfare agent, should mainly depend on whether it is used for 
"hostile purposes". This is also the main indication for distinguishing dual- 
purpose chemical warfare agents.

(3) The definition proposed also reflects the scope of activities to be 
prohibited—that is all the stages of the entire process from the develop
ment right up to the use of chemical warfare agents. Some chemical 
substances can be determined as being chemical warfare agents, only when 
they are connected with certain specific activities, e.g. substances such as 
phosgene, hydrogen cyanide can be clearly identified as chemical warfare 
agents only when they have filled munitions and developed into weapons, 
whereas irritants would be included as substances to be prohibited only 
when they are utilized on the battlefield. Proceeding from this 
characteristic of chemical warfare agents, it can also be clearly seen why in 
any convention prohibiting chemical weapons, the prohibition of use is an 
issue which cannot be evaded.

Chinese Working Paper Submitted to the Committee on 
Disarmament: Dismantling of Chemical Weapons Produc
tion Facilities, March 27, 1981 '

One of the most important measures for the complete prohibition and 
total destruction of chemical weapons and the prevention of chemical war
fare is the prohibition of producing chemical weapons and the dismantling 
of their existing production facilities/means of production. This is because 
the industrial production of chemical weapons accounts for the most 
crucial link among the various activities aimed at the attainment of 
chemical warfare capability and the use of chemical weapons, i.e. 
development, production, stockpiling, acquisition and transfer of 
chemical weapons. Only those countries which can produce chemical 
weapons on a certain industrial scale are able to stockpile and transfer 
these weapons as well as to engage in chemical warfare. This has been 
proven by the history of the two World Wars. Therefore, the Chinese 
Delegation is of the opinion that:

1. The convention for the prohibition of chemical weapons, besides 
prohibiting in clear terms the production of chemical weapons, should

' CD/169.
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stipulate the total dismantling of all types of their production facilities/ 
means of production, rather than the shutting down and the conversion of 
these facilities. The Chinese Delegation has already indicated in Working 
Paper CD/102 * that 'shutting down the facilities for the production of 
chemical weapons or converting them to peaceful production is not the 
best approach". The measures of converting the production facilities for 
chemical weapons to peaceful use is loaded with the potential risk of their 
reconversion, since the plants thus converted can easily be reconverted to 
the production of chemical weapons and this will increase the work load 
of verification and make it more difficult. If it is argued that the disman
tling of production facilities for chemical weapons could take years, and 
that an interim measure is required, we can agree to consider the use of the 
method of shutting down the facilities as an auxiliary measure of 
supervision.

2. The convention for the prohibition of chemical weapons should also 
provide for limitations and dispositions regarding dual-purpose plants. 
There may be plants which have been designed and built originally for the 
purpose of producing chemical warfare agents, but during peace time are 
producing products for civilian use. In such cases, the entire dual-purpose 
plants or some of their units should be dismantled, if they or their units are 
identified as production facilities for chemical warfare agents, regardless 
whether they are engaged or not actually in producing chemical warfare 
agents, whether they are independent plants for the production of 
chemical warfare agents or just units producing chemical warfare agents in 
a large chemical complex. This is because the facilities and conditions of 
these plants exist to meet the requirement of producing chemical warfare 
agents, and they are ready to produce them at any time. If these plants 
produce products of civilian use, this might be a camouflage to cover up 
the production of chemical warfare agents or intended to make use of 
surplus production capacity of these plants. If such conversion is permit
ted, it will legalize these dual-purpose activities and thus offer an oppor
tunity to the violators of the convention.

3. The convention for the prohibition of chemical weapons should pay 
special attention to the problem of dismantling the munition-filling 
facilities for the manufacture of chemical weapons. This is because of the 
fact that although the chemical warfare agents constitute the nucleus and 
the basis of the three components of chemical weapons, namely: chemical 
warfare agents munition and launching system, yet to make these agents 
weapons usable in warfare, it is necessary to fill them into munitions 
which are capable of dispersing them into combat state. This is a salient 
feature, the presence or the absence of which determines whether a dual- 
purpose substance is being used for military purpose. These munition fill
ing facilities are very often specifically designed. It is difficult to convert 
them to peaceful uses. Therefore, all these facilities should be totally 
dismantled and strict verification should be applied to their dismantling.

* Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1980, pp. 252-253.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) to the 
Committee on Disarmament: Verification of a Chemical 
Weapons Ban, March 31, 1981 ^

Comrade Chairman, we should like to devote our statement today to 
the issue of the prohibition of chemical weapons.

The Soviet Union has been consistently speaking in favour of outlawing 
and eliminating chemical warfare means. It has endeavoured to reach this 
objective both before the Second World War and during the post-war 
period. In March 1972, the USSR together with other socialist countries 
submitted to the Committee a draft of an international convention to this 
end.* In recent years the Soviet side has been conducting negotiations with 
the United States on this matter, and sufficiently detailed information 
thereon was presented to the Committee on Disarmament in 1979 ® and 
1980/ From the very outset we have been actively participating in the 
multilateral negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons within 
the framework of the Committee on Disarmament. It appears to us that 
the A d Hoc Working Group of the Committee on this question has 
achieved a certain amount of progress. Discussions held in the Group have 
revealed the closeness of views on some aspects of this complex problem, 
although so far there are more divergences in views than convergences. 
Nevertheless, it is to be hoped that eventually the realistic approach will 
prevail and the work done in the Group will make a useful contribution to 
the process of working out the convention.

In this context, the Soviet delegation would like to emphasize that it 
concurs with the opinion of those delegations which deem it particularly 
necessary to adopt the correct approach to one of the most complex issues, 
namely, that of ensuring the fulfilment by the States parties to the future 
convention of the obligations they have assumed.

The question of verification is an important issue. It is well known that 
in the course of the numerous negotiations on disarmanent issues during 
the post-war period the failure to agree on this particular question was the 
root cause of the lack of success in the negotiations. We are more and 
more often facing a situation where the question of verification acts as a 
brake, hampering the achievement of genuine results. This applies, inter 
alia, to measures which could substantially limit the sphere of the arms 
race, and in the first place the qualitative arms race, and reverse it. As a 
result of the artificial magnification of the verification issues, the attain
ment of agreements is rendered more difficult, if not impossible. More
over, there have even been certain attempts to take advantage of the 
verification issues by making use of the fact that verification is linked with 
a multitude of complex technical, military and other questions which are

' CD/PV.119, pp. 13-17.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 120-124.
* Ibid., 1979, pp. 532-536.
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difficult for the general public to understand and can therefore be 
presented in a light that is advantageous to a country which does not want 
the agreement in question.

The Soviet delegation feels it necessary to present certain general con
siderations on the verification issue. First of all, we wish to recall certain 
basic approaches and concepts relating to these matters, some of which in 
the past have undermined the possibility of reaching agreements in the 
disarmament field.

What are these concepts? First and foremost, there is the concept which 
could be expressed in the following words: first verification and then 
disarmament, that is, essentially, the establishment of verification without 
disarmament. This concept was widely and persistently advocated by our 
partners in disarmament negotiations at the end of the 1940s and in the 
early 1950s. Some proposals which are being advanced even now are in a 
certain measure an echo of this kind of approach which has turned out to 
be unsound and has in the past led a number of disarmament negotiations 
to a deadlock.

Close to this concept is an approach wKich is based on the assumption 
that the possibilities of verification determine the scope of an agreement in 
the disarmament field. What is being suggested is to move from verifica
tion to disarmament, and not the other way round —from agreement on 
the scope of disarmament to control. Special emphasis is laid on the exten
sive discussion of every possible technical detail of the verification issues 
even when the principal questions regarding the scope of a specific disar
mament measure have not yet been defined and resolved. Thus, room is 
created for maneuvering in the negotiations. One issue is made dependent 
on another; one technical problem gives rise to many others, and instead 
of the substantive resolution of major issues, the negotiations become 
mired down in fruitless and lengthy deliberations on various technical 
questions.

The 'arms control" concept has gained wide dissemination in the West. 
This concept plays a certain part in the implementation of some measures 
to restrain the arms race. However, the great drawback of this concept is 
that control over existing armaments takes the place of verification of 
disarmament. It would be possible, under this concept, for things to reach 
the point where the development of new types of weaponry could be inter
preted as a positive factor. It must be observed, furthermore, that, under 
the pretext of arms control, attempts have repeatedly been made to 
damage the defence interests of the other side.

We wish particularly to speak of what might be called the "'concept of 
distrust" which we quite frequently encounter in the Committee on 
Disarmament also. Under this concept, every party to a convention is 
regarded as a potential violator of its provisions, as one who will do 
everything possible to ensure that his neighbours ban and destroy their 
weapons while he himself keeps his so that he can use them either for 
deterrence or for a direct attack. On the basis of this approach, the signifi
cance of intrusive international verification is being exaggerated in 
every possible way and comprehensive, systematic and total international
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on-site inspections are being proposed, while at the same time the effec
tiveness of the contemporary national means of verification is being 
underestimated and neglected.

Let us examine what this concept of distrust can lead to, using as an 
example the problem of the prohibition of chemical weapons.

As everyone knows, modern industrial chemical production is 
characterized by its tremendous scale. Already now in some countries the 
number of enterprises amounts to many thousands. Moreover, we are 
witnessing an extremely complex interlinkage of chemical production with 
other branches of industry, in particular mechanical engineering. In these 
conditions, if we proceed on the basis of the concept of distrust, no matter 
how much we expand and complicate the verification system, no matter 
how comprehensive we strive to render it, we shall never reach the point at 
which we can be sure that no uncertainties have been left concerning some 
important aspect or other of the activities of States related to the observance 
of all the provisions of a convention banning chemical weapons.

To take another example, in the debates on questions of the prohibition 
of chemical weapons, mention has frequently been made of such chemicals 
as phosgene and hydrogen cyanide, which were used to fill munitions dur
ing the First World War. Incidentally, these chemicals are also mentioned 
in the working paper by the Chinese delegation which was distributed 
today. At the same time, their production for peaceful purposes at present 
is measured in hundreds of thousands of tons. It appears neither possible 
nor advisable to restrict the use of phosgene and hydrogen cyanide for 
peaceful purposes. Well, do we have now to place under control the entire 
production of these substances? Or do we have to fill enterprises with hun
dreds and thousands of foreign inspectors? And once again the same ques
tion arises: guided by the concept of distrust, can we be sure that a suspect 
State is not using these chemicals for prohibited purposes?

One more example. Many delegations have rightly pointed to the need 
to destroy chemical munitions and to end their development and produc
tion. Certainly, appropriate provisions should be included in the future 
convention, but it is also clear that there are probably nowhere in the 
world metalworking industries whose sole object is to produce unfilled 
munitions exclusively and only for chemical weapons. What follows from 
this? Would we really have to place under control all metalworking 
enterprises?

Further, the need to verify the destruction of chemical weapons 
stockpiles is obvious. But what kind of verification, and in what forms? 
Let us suppose, for example, that through the conduct of systematic inter
national on-site inspections with the help of a whole army of inspectors we 
manage to confirm accurately enough that States have indeed destroyed 
the declared stocks of chemical weapons. But since those inspections 
would be based on the concept of distrust, on a presumption of the inclina
tion of States to cheat, then we would have to be consistent and assume 
that States would try not to declare all the chemical weapons at their 
disposal. In that case, we may ask, what would be gained by such verifica
tion of the destruction of the declared stocks?
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There is also the question as to how it would be possible to check 
whether or not this or that State was developing new types of chemical 
weapons, such as binary or multicomponent weapons. In her book en
titled The Game of Disarmament, Alva Myrdal writes that it is virtually 
impossible to control binary weapons because their components are not 
weapons as such until they are combined. Of course, binary weapons will 
be subject to prohibition, but how will it be in this case? Do we have to en
sure that all chemical production is the subject of on-site verification in
volving a countless number of inspectors? Obviously not.

Or again, for example, what about a situation where a State which is a 
potential violator of the convention is preparing for a chemical war by us
ing the production capacities of its allies, which are not parties to the con
vention, or is using their territories for activities prohibited under the 
convention.

Many other examples could be given to demonstrate the unsoundness of 
the concept of distrust" and of the proposals it gives rise to regarding in
trusive verification.

What, then, is the position of the Soviet Union on the question of 
verification? We wish to stress that we are in favour of strict and effective 
international control. The many proposals put forward by the Soviet 
Union with regard to the limitation of the arms race and disarmament 
have always provided for some form of verification of the implementation 
of the measure we have proposed. We are parties to agreements which 
provide for both national and international measures of verification and 
some of them envisage a combination of these.

I should like to point out that we have no reason for trusting others any 
more than others trust us. The Soviet Union believes that the main func
tion of a system for ensuring compliance with disarmament agree
ments—of which verification is an integral part —is to give the par
ties to those agreements assurance of their observance by other parties, 
and through the employment of certain forms of co-operation to facilitate 
the resolution of questions in dispute thus ensuring the implementation by 
the States parties in good faith of the obligations they have assumed and 
building confidence between them. At the same time, the elaboration of 
specific forms of verification and other elements of the system for ensuring 
compliance with the relevant agreements, so that they fulfil their ultimate 
purpose, should be based on a number of important political principles.

Certain basic principles underlying our approach to questions of 
verification may be summarized as follows: (1) the conduct of verification 
should in no way prejudice the sovereign rights of States or permit in
terference in their internal affairs; (2) verification cannot exist without 
disarmament but must stem from a precise and clear agreement on 
measures for the limitation of armaments and for disarmament; (3) the 
scope and forms of verification should be commensurate with the 
character and scope of the specific obligations established in the relevant 
agreement relating to the limitation of armaments and disarmament; (4) 
the detailed elaboration of the verification provisions is possible only after 
an agreement on the scope of the prohibition has been mapped out; (5) we
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proceed from the assumption that a State becomes a party to a convention 
not in order to violate it but in order to abide strictly by the obligations it 
has assumed under it, and therefore that verification should not be built 
upon the principle of total distrust by States of one another, and should 
not take the form of global suspiciousness, but should simply be a 
link—perhaps a very important one but still only a link—in the chain of 
other measures ensuring confidence in the observance of the convention 
by all its parties; (6) international forms of verification should be limited; 
and lastly, (7) we also take into account the very important circumstance 
that in the conditions of the present-day development of science and 
technology, any fairly less serious violation of an agreement in the field of 
disarmament, including the sphere of chemical weapons, has no chance of 
remaining undetected for very long.

Past experience shows that the settlement of verification issues has 
always depended on whether or not the various parties have the political 
will to conclude the relevant agreement. In spite of the difficulties involved 
in the solution of the complex technical problems of verification, it has 
proved possible for treaties to be concluded between the USSR and the 
United States of America on, for example, the limitation of strategic arma
ments and on nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes, which contain ap
propriate provisions relating to verification.

We resolutely oppose the elaboration of verification measures in isola
tion from the specific contents of this or that measure pertaining to the 
limitation of armaments or disarmament, its nature and significance in a 
broader context of disarmament, in isolation from the possible existence of 
other international norms or agreements ensuring the observance of the 
measure in question, and without seeing in due proportion the danger of 
non-compliance with this measure as compared with the negative conse
quences of superfluous interference in the peaceful activities of States and 
of the disclosure of commercial and technical secrets in certain spheres of 
industry. In other words, we are against giving absolute pre-eminence to 
verification and carrying it to absurd lengths; we are in favour of 
reasonable, balanced verification on the scale that is truly necessary —no 
more, no less.

This is not merely our own point of view. As a result of the discussions 
held last year in the A d Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons, 
agreement has been reached on a balanced approach to questions of veri
fying compliance with obligations under a convention on the prohibition 
of such weapons. The statements at the plenary meetings of the Commit
tee on Disarmament and the papers presented by a number of States also 
contain quite a number of interesting thoughts on this subject. They were 
expressed, in particular, by the delegations of Brazil, Netherlands, France, 
Canada, Belgium and a number of others.

We believe that we should listen to the voice of all those who are in 
favour of well-founded moderation in the approach to the scope, forms, 
nature and methods of verification, and of ensuring that verification is a 
means of guaranteeing compliance with the convention and not an end in 
itself.
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The Soviet Union delegation, for its part, intends to be guided by this 
precise approach, remembering that it alone leads to a success.

Statement by the French Representative (de la Gorce) to 
the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical Weapons 
[Extract], April 2, 1981 ^

My delegation would like today to present its views on the state of our 
work on chemical weapons, and also briefly to recall its position on the 
question of nuclear disarmament, in connection with the discussions we 
are holding on this subject at informal meetings.

My Government attaches considerable importance to the question of 
chemical disarmament. Chemical weapons are a real menace, both 
because of their lethal power and because it is relatively easy to manufac
ture and use them.

It was for that reason that my delegation, at our first session, urged that 
the Committee should initiate negotiations on chemical disarmament and 
adopt the method which seemed to us the most suitable, namely, the 
establishment of a working group.

We are pleased to note the progress that has been made by the Working 
Group on Chemical Weapons and wish to pay tribute to its successive 
chairmen. Ambassador Okawa and Ambassador Lidgard, for their very 
efficient guidance of its work. The group has made the best possible use of 
the opportunities offered it by its mandate, which we would have pre
ferred to be broader and which should undoubtedly be reconsidered when 
the time comes for the Group to embark on a more advanced stage in the 
negotiation process.

The latest discussions have brought out the many points of agreement 
that exist as regards definitions. They have also revealed the divergencies 
of opinion that remain as regards the scope of the convention and 
verification.

The first thing to be defined is the scope of the convention, since 
verification problems depend directly on it.

Some delegations have expressed a desire for the scope to be extended to 
include a prohibition on the use of chemical weapons, as prescribed in the 
Geneva Protocol of 1925.*

In our view, it is essential to maintain the necessary distinction between 
two different areas and between the legal instruments of which they are

’ GD/PV.120, pp. 24-27.
* The protocol is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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respectively the subject: on the one hand the rules of warfare, under which 
comes the prohibition on the use of chemical weapons, which is the subject 
of the Geneva Protocol, and on the other hand the sphere of disarmament, 
under which comes the prohibition on the manufacture and possession of 
such weapons, which is the subject of the convention we are now 
discussing.

The Geneva Protocol lays down a general prohibition on the use of 
toxic substances in warfare, a prohibition which is a rule of the law of war.

The prohibition on the manufacture, acquisition or stockpiling of 
chemical weapons, which is a disarmament measure, can apply only to a 
limited number of products and equipment which are precisely defined; in 
the case of other products which, although capable of being used as 
chemical weapons, are currently and legitimately used in industry or 
agriculture, it is hardly possible to go beyond declarations by States in the 
form of statistics. Lastly, as regards the manufacture and stockpiling of in
numerable chemical products with a lower level of toxicity, these will con
tinue to escape any restriction.

If we were to include a clause prohibiting use in the convention we are 
to negotiate, we should inevitably have to choose between two solutions, 
either to repeat the general prohibition laid down in the Geneva Protocol, 
which would be pointless, or to adopt a more restricted definition, which 
it would be difficult to establish and would have the effect of weakening 
the authority of the Geneva Protocol. In the view of the French Govern
ment, which is the depositary of the Protocol, the rule of the law of war 
embodying a general prohibition on the use of chemical weapons is a 
valuable achievement which should be preserved intact.

My delegation understands and shares the concerns of those who would 
like to secure the adoption of provisions for the verification of possible 
breaches of the Geneva Protocol. We showed our active interest in this 
matter at the thirty-fifth session of the General Assembly by co
sponsoring the resolution in which the Assembly requested the Secretary- 
General to verify, with the help of experts, certain allegations relating to 
possible violations.® The French delegation wonders, however, what legal 
framework would be the most suitable for provisions of a permanent kind. 
Bearing in mind the distinction referred to above, it is not convinced that 
the convention we are discussing offers the best solution.

Another proposal has been put forward for the broadening of the scope 
of the convention to include a prohibition on the possession or acquisition 
of a ''chemical warfare capability". My delegation has serious reservations 
with regard to that proposal.

The concept of a chemical warfare capability seems to us too difficult to 
define precisely, and liable to too broad a range of interpretations to be in
cluded in a legal text. Interpreted broadly, it might, for instance, be in
voked, improperly, to justify criticism of certain activities essential for the 
maintenance of a capacity for protection against possible attacks with the

* G.A. res. 35/143.
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use of chemical weapons—a purely passive capacity, I would point out, 
which my country considers it very important to retain for reasons which 
our delegation has explained several times over. Furthermore, the concept 
of chemical warfare capability covers such matters as defence plans, 
research and the training of personnel, the prohibition of which would be 
unrealistic because it would be impossible to verify.

My delegation therefore considers that we should not be too ambitious 
about the scope of the future convention because it believes that only what 
can be verified can be prohibited or regulated.

The implementation of a rigorous system of verification of the non
manufacture or non-possession of chemical agents and weapons is likely 
to raise insoluble problems if it is to be applied to a large number of prod
ucts. A distinction should therefore be made between super-toxic lethal 
chemical products and other lethal chemical products; such a distinction 
could be made on the basis of the definitions proposed in the joint United 
States-USSR report of 7 July 1980 (CD/112),^* which would, however, re
quire supplementing as regards the modes of penetration of these products 
into the body.

As it has already explained in document CD/106 of 27 June 1980,® my 
delegation proposes that only the manufacture of the super-toxic products 
and their specific precursors should be prohibited. It follows that very 
strict international control of such products should be contemplated. The 
other lethal products would be subject to national control, and every State 
should undertake to furnish, to an international body set up for the pur
pose, usable statistical data. Explanations could be asked for if excessive 
stocks were being built up, and international control should be provided 
for until unjustified stocks were eliminated. As for low-toxicity products 
such as weedkillers or irritants used for maintaining public order, my 
delegation feels that these should not be covered by the future convention.

The reason why my delegation wishes so stringently to define the scope 
of the convention and to restrict the list of prohibited products and of prod
ucts subject merely to control is that it is anxious that verification of these 
provisions should be as effective and reliable as possible.

For the reasons explained here last week by the Ambassador of the 
Federal Republic of Germany, it would not be possible to rely exclusively 
on the national institutions of each State party to ensure the full im
plementation of all the provisions of the Convention. There must be inter
national supervision, over and above national supervision, which should 
be entrusted to a committee set up for the purpose under the convention. 
Such a committee's duties would include the processing of the statistical 
data furnished by States parties under the convention. It should be pro
vided with the necessary resources in staff and equipment; it might have 
access to data furnished by the national technical facilities of States par
ties, for instance in connection with remote sensing. It might perhaps in 
due course benefit from the assistance of the international satellite

' Documents on Disarmament, 1980, pp. 285-289.
• Ibid., pp. 275-283.
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monitoring agency the establishment of which is under consideration. 
Lastly and more particularly, the committee should be authorized, where 
it considered it necessary, to have on-the-spot inspections conducted by 
experts recruited for the purpose, to investigate possible violations.

The purpose of international measures of verification would be to check 
compliance with two separate aspects of the Convention:

First, the fulfilment of undertakings to destroy stocks and dismantle 
specific production or munition filling facilities. Such measures would 
cease as soon as the subject of the action had been eliminated;

Secondly, the observance of undertakings prohibiting the manufacture 
and stockpiling of agents of chemical warfare or chemical weapons and 
stipulating the cessation of all activities connected therewith. These 
measures would be applied on a continuing basis so long as the convention 
remained in force.

Verification of the destruction of chemical agents and munitions and of 
the dismantling of specific production facilities would not be possible 
without on-the-spot inspection. The risks referred to by some who oppose 
such inspection (divulgence of the nature of the agents destroyed, viola
tion of manufacturing secrecy if the destruction took place in proximity to 
industrial plants) seem slight. Most chemical warfare agents are in fact 
known, and for reasons of safety the installations for destruction would 
almost always need to be established in isolated areas away from large in
dustrial complexes.

In order that these inspection operations should be effective, it would be 
desirable for international experts to be authorized to enquire into the 
destruction process and the plans for destruction facilities. They should 
then be authorized to observe and check the destruction operations carried 
out at each facility. No problem of secrecy need be involved, since the 
destruction facilities would be eliminated when their task was completed. 
Such verification, which would, by its nature, be temporary, would seem 
to be the easiest to carry out and the most acceptable.

The standing procedures to be devised for the verification of fulfilment 
of undertakings not to manufacture or stockpile would be of a different 
type. Such verification should not normally require the presence of inter
national experts on the spot. It would be based mainly on the analysis by 
the international committee of the statistical data furnished by the States 
parties and of any other information which those States might provide. 
However, where the committee or a State party had any doubt about the 
behaviour of another State party with respect to the convention, the latter 
State should either furnish explanations of a kind which the committee 
deemed satisfactory or accept an on-the-spot inspection.

The insistence of many delegations, including our own, on the need for 
all parties to accept, where necessary, inspections on their territory, 
should not be interpreted as a sign of systematic distrust. On the contrary, 
we consider that the opening of frontiers to international inspection 
should be regarded by all as a pledge of the mutual trust there should be 
between the parties to a disarmament convention.
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My Government attaches the greatest importance to the questions of the 
nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament; it weighs the risks attaching 
to the existence of such weapons; it understands the legitimate concern felt 
in that respect within the international community. My delegation 
therefore welcomes the initiation of an examination of these questions by 
the Committee at informal meetngs. We had already recommended discus
sions of this kind in the First Committee of the General Assembly.

Statement by the British Representative (Summerhayes) to the 
Committee on Disarmament: Chemical Weapons, April 3, 
1981 '

Turning now to chemical weapons; I should like first of all to stress our 
gratitude to the distinguished representative of Sweden for the energy, 
resourcefulness and commitment he has shown in his chairmanship of the 
Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons. My Government con
siders that the elimination of chemical weapons from the arsenals of all 
States is of the greatest importance. We are determined to do all we can to 
assist in that process. We shall be giving further serious thought to the 
discussion that has been taking place in that Group. My comments now  
are intended to show the direction of our thinking.

In tackling the question of chemical weapons, we are dealing not with 
some potential future weapon, but with armaments which exist in the 
world and which have been used in the past to terrible effect. The United 
Kingdom has always taken the view that in any disarmament treaty there 
must be appropriate and adequate measures of verification. Where the 
arms concerned are actually in existence, that view is reinforced; it takes 
on increased importance. The United Kingdom Government believe that a 
CW convention must be adequately verifiable. Without adequate verifica
tion States will not have confidence that such a convention would be 
observed. Indeed, it is mainly because we have been unable so far to agree 
on provisions for verification in which all States would have confidence, 
that better progress has not been made. Verification is and will remain the 
keystone of progress.

I should like, therefore, to take a few minutes to examine further what 
my delegation means when we talk of adequate verification. Obviously 
we cannot realistically hope for agreement on a verification system that 
would provide a 100 per cent certainty of compliance. Desirable as it 
would be to devise such a system, we recognize that this would not be 
possible—and this fact was admirably demonstrated in document

' CD/PV.121, pp. 13-16.
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CD/CW/WP.9, submitted by Canada in the CW Working Group. But 
we must have provisions which will give all parties to a convention a good 
degree of confidence that all other States party are observing it. Moreover, 
if we incorporate such provisions, these will in themselves provide an in
centive to all States to comply fully with the letter as well as the spirit of 
the agreement.

The question then is what activities will need to be verified if States are 
to [have] such confidence in the convention, and what form should this veri
fication take? The United Kingdom considers that verification measures 
would be necessary for each stage of implementation of all the provisions 
of the convention relating to the declaration and destruction of stockpiles 
and of production facilities, and thereafter for monitoring the compliance 
of States with the provisions banning development and production, in
cluding monitoring the use for permitted peaceful purposes of chemical 
warfare agents and dual purpose chemical agents. The United Kingdom 
Government also considers it essential that the convention should have an 
effective complaints procedure.

I am sure that the United Kingdom position on these issues is well 
known. But I should like to take a little time to elaborate on one or two of 
the fundamental aspects of that position. One of the main elements of an 
adequate verification regime would in our view be the establishment of a 
consultative committee. The committee would, in our view, be most effi
cient if it were limited in numbers, its composition being drawn from the 
States parties to the convention. Such a committee would have the central 
role in the verification regime. Experts from the States parties would be in 
a position to play a constructive part in ensuring that the convention was 
being observed. The concept of a multilateral consultative committee also 
implies a willingness on the part of States parties to share expertise and in
formation, to be open on issues relating to this crucial subject. A high 
degree of openness, of frank exchange of information between States, will 
provide a basis of confidence. Indeed, I would go further and say that it is 
essential to the creation of the climate of confidence which would be 
necessary for a CW convention to be successfully implemented.

My country has already put forward ideas on what some of the func
tions of the consultative committee might be. We believe that it should 
analyse and evaluate reports and information provided by States parties; 
it should have the power to call for supplementary information as 
necessary and to conduct inquiries. It would carry out required measures 
of verification and also conduct on-site and other inspections as provided 
for in the convention. It would inform all States parties of its findings and 
it would consult and co-operate with national authorities charged with 
domestic activities in connection with the fulfilment of the provisions of 
the convention.

The consultative committee should not merely be a bureaucratic or ad
ministrative body, but would also provide a forum for consultation and 
co-operation between States parties. Through their participation States par
ties would have confidence in the committee itself; its international member
ship would mean that it would not represent one particular State or group
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of States, but would be independent and impartial. None of these provisions 
would, however, detract from the right of States parties which have com
plaints to pursue them at a higher political level. But it would be our hope 
that the procedures for consultation and co-operation would mean that such 
measures were necessary only in extreme circumstances. In all events, the 
consultative committee would be a means of fostering the greater openness 
and confidence between States which the United Kingdom so earnestly 
desires.

Of course, a consultative committee would not operate on its own. 
States parties would have rights and obligations too. I have already refer
red to the need for openness and I should like to set out in a little more 
detail the form such openness might take. In the first place. States would 
make declarations on signature of or accession to the Convention. It has 
been suggested that these declarations could be made prior to signature, 
perhaps even during the negotiation of a convention. That is a possibility: 
if any State wished to make such a declaration in advance of a convention 
I am sure my authorities would welcome it as a sign of increasing con
fidence and trust. But as was demonstrated in document CD7142,  ̂put for
ward by the Swedish delegation, the position of a State with regard to a 
CW capability could change very quickly. The United Kingdom therefore 
believes that the best time for declarations to be made is on the entry into 
force of the convention, or very shortly thereafter, so that at that time 
States acceding to it may make available and receive the most up-to-date 
information.

In our view, these declarations would need to be of a detailed and 
precise nature. They would need first to say whether a State possessed CW 
agents, precursors and munitions, and then to give details of the types of 
agents held and the quantity of each type. In addition, the location and 
types of all production facilities for CW would need to be listed. States 
would also need to make declarations either at the same time or soon after 
about the types and quantities of agents to be retained for permitted ac
tivities, and the production facilities to be maintained for that purpose. 
Until all CW stocks and facilities had been destroyed, further periodic 
declarations would need to be made; in the case of CW agents retained for 
peaceful purposes, declarations would probably need to be made an
nually. Such declarations would all be processed by the consultative com
mittee, and would form the basis for their further work in verifying the 
convention.

The States parties would have various duties in respect of the con
sultative committee. In participating in the committee. States would be 
recognizing the value of co-operation. That co-operation would have to 
extend further than the straightforward exchange of data. There would 
also need to be provision for a degree of on-site inspection to ensure that 
the terms of the convention had been and were being complied with, that 
the declarations made were accurate and that stockpiles had been

* Feb. 10, ante.
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destroyed and production facilities dismantled. A few countries have con
sidered it regrettable that such meausures should be thought necessary. 
We believe they are needed—but that they also offer a positive benefit in 
offering a way for States to remove any lingering doubts and to build con
fidence. The aim of the verification regime for a CW convention should, 
we believe, be to ensure that such doubts do not arise, or that if they do 
arise, they can be promptly allayed. Obviously we cannot hope to police 
the chemical industries of the world—the resources required, and the ex
pense, would be immense. But it is right that every consideration should 
be given to opening to impartial and conscientious inspection those 
specific areas of activity which could give rise to concern or doubt. If there 
is nothing to hide, what objection can there be to this?

It has been suggested that inspection would be unacceptable because it 
would involve a breach of commercial confidence. But I believe members 
of this Committee will agree that where such potentially fearful weapons 
are involved, where so much is at stake, we cannot allow ourselves to be 
deflected by this problem. We can accept that maintaining commercial 
confidence is important—but I am sure that ways can be found of ensuring 
that commercial confidentiality is maintained, while all the steps necessary 
are taken to enhance the even more vital issue of confidence in a CW con
vention. The experience of the Federal Republic of Germany in the field of 
inspections of commercial production facilities will be valuable when 
detailed consideration is given to this subject. The United Kingdom will be 
further developing its ideas on this aspect at a later stage.

I should like to turn now to a relatively new concept which has been 
under serious discussion for the first time this year in the CW Working 
Group, namely, the Swedish proposal to extend the scope of the treaty to 
cover areas of offensive CW capability such as planning, organization and 
training. The ideas of the Swedish delegation are set out in some detail in 
document CD/142. This is an interesting and far-reaching proposal, 
although one which also presents a number of difficulties. My authorities 
are still giving it detailed consideration, but I should like today to offer some 
preliminary comments.

The banning of what I might describe as the doctrinal, as opposed to the 
material, elements of an offensive CW capability is not in our view central 
or fundamental to a CW convention. It is more in the nature of a measure 
for building confidence—in this case confidence that a State party will not 
suddenly abrogate the Convention at some future date. As a first stage, as 
I understand it. States would make declarations of any aspects of a CW 
capability they might have. As a second stage, observers would be invited 
to attend military manoeuvres in general, and those involving NBC train
ing in particular. In the latter case, observers would be permitted to 
monitor electronic communications. In the third stage. States would in
struct their armed forces that no further activities specifically connected 
with the possession of a capability to conduct offensive CW operations 
were to take place. Finally, there could be provisions for the exchange of
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information and, most importantly, for on-site inspection of military in
stallations, munitions stockpiles and airfields. That is how we have 
understood the proposals in CD/142, as elaborated in CD/CW /W P.7.

This is a complex and detailed proposal. The United Kingdom has in the 
past advocated the use of a confidence-building regime to help States to 
prepare for a CW convention, and to reassure States about compliance 
once such a convention has come into being. But the ideas contained in the 
Swedish paper are of a rather different nature from these earlier proposals, 
and need very careful thought. The United Kingdom is in favour of some 
kind of confidence-building regime in connection with a ban on chemical 
weapons—indeed, we have supported certain earlier proposals in this 
field. But we need to give this question careful thought. In the first place, I 
wonder whether the proposals are not too complex for inclusion in a con
vention the primary and vital function of which would be to prohibit the 
possession of chemical weapons. The negotiation of a convention limited 
to this purpose will be a most complicated task, as we have seen from the 
long discussions in this Committee and from the efforts of the two States 
members of this Committee which have been involved in bilateral negotia
tions. We should ask ourselves whether measures over and above those 
essential to the main function of the convention might not be better treated 
separately. In this way it might be possible to avoid the penalty of further 
delays in progress in negotiating a ban on chemical weapons.

Secondly, I think we must ask ourselves what the measures proposed by 
the Swedish delegation would achieve. Would they in fact build con
fidence in the treaty regime? We can see that, if all States parties to a con
vention were sure that all other States parties had entirely ceased all plan
ning, training or organizing in relation to offensive CW operations, con
fidence would be increased. But, despite the high degree of openness re
quired by the measures proposed in CD/142, we really doubt whether it 
would ever be possible to be certain that all doctrinal activities related to 
offensive CW had ceased.

Thirdly, in view of a number of statements already made in the CW 
Working Group, we think that there must also be some doubt whether the 
measures proposed would ever be acceptable to a number of States whose 
accession to a CW convention would be absolutely essential. We would 
urge that in pursuing negotiations for a CW convention, we would do well 
to limit ourselves to the basic issue of prohibiting the development, pro
duction and stockpiling of these weapons.

Finally, I should like to say that the United Kingdom welcomes the work 
that has been done in the A d  Hoc Working Group during this session. In 
particular, we have found the Chairman's set of working papers par
ticularly useful in structuring the discussion of this important subject. We 
feel, however, that the Working Group has not had sufficient opportunity 
to discuss these papers as fully as is needed, let alone arrive at firm conclu
sions. We shall be able to take advantage of the forthcoming recess to give 
further consideration to a number of important points and will hope to be 
able to make further detailed contributions in the next part of the session.
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Reply by Soviet President Brezhnev to a Question by the 
Greek Newspaper To Nea: Non-Use of Nuclear Weapons, 
April 4, 1981 ^

Question: Speaking at the Twenty-sixth Congress of the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union,* you devoted particular attention, Mr. Presi
dent, to the struggle to achieve international detente. You said in par
ticular that the USSR would not use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear 
countries which did not allow such weapons to be stationed in their ter
ritory. Can your statement take the form of concrete guarantees for such 
countries as, for example, Greece?

Answer: The Soviet Union has already declared more than once that it 
will never use nuclear weapons against those countries which renounce the 
production and acquisition of nuclear weapons and which do not have 
such weapons in their territory. This alone is a sufficiently firm guarantee. 
But we are prepared to go further and to conclude at any time a special 
agreement with any of the non-nuclear countries, including, of course, 
Greece, if that country in its turn undertakes not to have nuclear weapons in 
its territory.

I should like to take this opportunity, on behalf of the Soviet People to 
wish peace and prosperity to the Greek people.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Flowerree) to the 
Committee on Disarmament: Nuclear Disarmament, April 
7, 1981 "

At the outset, let me say that I am not planning to announce today any 
new United States policies on the issues with which the Committee on 
Disarmament deals. The policy review in which the United States Govern
ment is engaged, and to which I referred in my brief intervention on 12 
February,'* is broad in scope and detailed, touching all aspects of arms con
trol and related national security and foreign policies. Because of its fun
damental nature and the complexity of the issues involved, the review will 
take some time. Its completion date cannot now be predicted. That does 
not at all mean that in the meantime the United States delegation will be 
unable to contribute to the work of the Committee, as I am confident we 
have made clear by our activity during this session to date, and we will 
continue whenever possible to participate fully and actively in the ad
vancement of the Committee's work.

' CD/176. The reply was published in Pravda, Apr. 4, 1981.
* Extracts of Brezhnev's statement are printed ante, Feb. 23.
® CD/PV.122, pp. 8-12.
* CD/PV.105, p. 34.
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My reason for taking the floor today is to give my delegation s views on 
the vital question of the balance of military power and its relationship to 
arms control, particularly nuclear arms control, and to deal with some 
misleading impressions that may have been left by certain representatives 
who have addressed this subject in previous meetings. We have listened 
also to a lively exchange in this forum on the subject of the doctrine of 
deterrence—or of houses with guard dogs and burglar alarms, in the 
analogy which seems to have captured the Committee's imagination—and 
I would like to address that subject as well.

Reflecting on what has been said about the dangers of relying on a 
balance of nuclear power to maintain the peace, I would be the first to ad
mit that the world could breathe more easily if there were no nuclear 
weapons in existence, although the dangers from modern conventional 
weapons, which are themselves appalling enough, would still be with us. 
But nuclear weapons do exist. Until we can find and agree upon a sure 
means of eliminating them, without jeopardizing the security of any State 
or group of States, they will continue to be a fact of life, and nuclear deter
rence must remain a key element in maintaining stability and peace.

What are the alternatives? One course that has been advocated from 
time to time is unilateral disarmament. If the United States alone were to 
undertake nuclear disarmament, the result would almost certainly be a 
major military imbalance. We would all need to ask ourselves whose in
terests would then be served? In this regard I would draw your attention to 
certain remarks in a recent article on Soviet military thought by Professor 
Major-General A.S. Milovidov of the Lenin Military Academy. In the 
article he stated:

The Soviet Union cannot undertake the unilateral destruction of 
its nuclear weapons and indeed has no right to do so, as it is respon
sible to the peoples of the whole world for peace and progress. 
Marxist-Leninists decisively reject the assertions of certain bourgeois 
theoreticians who consider nuclear missile war unjust from any point 
of view.

These views on unilateral nuclear disarmament and the role that nuclear 
weapons play in Soviet military thinking are in stark contrast to some 
comments on those subjects that have been presented to us here in this 
Committee. They serve to reinforce our grave doubts about the wisdom of 
unilateral disarmament.

If unilateral disarmament is out, what about unilateral restraint in 
nuclear armaments? Well, we tried that and the results were not encourag
ing. In the early post-World War II period the United States was the only 
nuclear Power, and for a long time after that helped to achieve stability 
and peace by virtue of its nuclear superiority. As the Soviet Union eventu
ally brought its nuclear arsenal to a position of approximate parity, the 
United States decided that in the long-term interests of a stable peace, we 
should not attempt to maintain superiority. Our hope was that this exer
cise of restraint would persuade the Soviet Union to follow suit. In this 
hope we were disappointed. When we curbed and even cancelled signifi
cant armament programmes, the USSR continued to build up in all spheres.
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Some examples:

—The Soviet Union has continued to strengthen its ground and air 
forces in Europe. In the last 15 years, Soviet military manpower has in
creased by about 1 million men. Some 25 divisions have been added to 
Soviet ground forces, and all divisions have been upgraded in capability 
and fire-power. During the same period, the tanks in the numerous Soviet 
divisions in eastern Europe and the western part of the USSR have been 
replaced with new, modernized and improved, tanks—in most cases more 
than once. Some 1,400 aircraft have been added to the inventory of Soviet 
frontal aviation. Many of these new aircraft are designed for deep strike 
missions, bringing more of western Europe into the range of Soviet tactical 
aviation.

—The Soviet Union has also in recent years deployed the Backfire 
bomber, which carries more weapons than older bombers, and which, 
because of its greater range, can reach all of western Europe, vital sea- 
lanes, and even the continental United States.

—Soviet naval capabilities have also been expanding rapidly on a global 
basis; new warships have been built and deployed at an unprecedented 
pace during recent years.

—The USSR has continued to build up its nuclear missile forces in 
Europe. Some years ago, the Soviet Union began deployment of the SS-20 
intermediate-range nuclear missile. In the past year alone, some 80 new 
SS-20 launchers have been deployed. This missile is qualitatively superior 
to its predecessors: it is mobile; it has greater range, and it carries not one, 
but three accurate warheads.

—In the last 15 years, the USSR has more than quintupled the number 
of its strategic nuclear delivery vehicles. In recent years, primarily through 
the deployment of three new ICBM systems, the Soviet Union has ex
panded the number of weapons these vehicles can carry by a factor of 11.

All of these programmes, along with other examples I have not in
cluded, have naturally caused the Soviet military budget to swell. It is a 
measure of the different emphasis on military efforts in the Soviet Union 
and the United States during the past decade that the costs of Soviet 
military activities, measured in dollar terms, were some 40 per cent higher 
than those of the United States; in 1980 Soviet outlays were some 50 per 
cent higher.

Those of you who read the Western press reports beginning in late 1979 
surely know that it was only after it became clear that there were no alter
native means of maintaining the balance that preserves the peace that 
plans for a NATO military response to these developments were decided 
upon and announced. Even now, more than a year later, the programmes 
contemplated in the NATO plans to strengthen its nuclear posture in 
Europe will not come to fruition for some years hence. When the Soviet 
Union attempts to justify, retrospectively, its own arms build-up on the 
basis of this necessary defensive response on the part of the NATO coun
tries, it is a hollow and unbelievable justification. The NATO plans are a 
response to a Soviet build-up which in large measure has already taken
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place, such as the development to which I referred earlier—the deploy
ment of more than 100 nuclear-tipped SS-20 missiles, many of which can 
reach this very room within a matter of minutes. The NATO alliance has 
no equivalent systems to match the land-based, long-range theatre nuclear 
missile systems of the Soviet Union. Why should the Soviet Union not be 
delighted to freeze the situation with regard to theatre nuclear weapons 
where it stands now, as proposed by President Brezhnev? In contrast, the 
offer of the United States, on behalf of the NATO alliance, to negotiate on 
the limitation of land-based, long-range theatre nuclear weapons before 
Western deployments take place, * is an eminently fair approach to halting 
the further build-up in nuclear weaponry on both sides.

I must point out here that, despite the clearly documented reasons for 
the NATO decisions, the distinguished representative of the USSR, in his 
statement during our meeting on 26 March, ‘ asserted that, like all the ac
tions of the Soviet Union in its build-up of offensive military capability, 
those relating to Europe were purely and completely defensive responses 
to actions taken by others. But I wonder what he had in mind when, for 
example, he stated that while the Soviet Union admittedly has a large 
number of tanks, NATO has a large number of anti-tank weapons. 
Perhaps he wanted us to believe that the Soviet Union had to build and 
deploy all those tanks to defend itself against all those anti-tank weapons.

We have heard much during our debates here about the malign effects of 
international tension on arms control and disarmament efforts, as though 
international tension were an epidemic for whose spread all militarily 
significant nations were equally responsible. But would the level of inter
national tension be so high if the build-up in Soviet military strength 
which I have briefly touched upon had not occurred, or if it had been more 
moderate? Or if there had been no invasion and suppression of 
Afghanistan? Or if surrogate forces encouraged by Moscow had not been 
at work in other parts of the world to thwart the desires of free people for 
true political self-determination and independence? We cannot be unmind
ful of the impact of such developments on the prospects for arms limita
tions. As United States Secretary of Defense Weinberger said in London 
on 5 April, just two nights ago, part of our response to a Soviet interven
tion in Poland would affect such things as further summit meetings or 
further discussion on limitations of arms.

While we are on the subject of military build-ups and the causes of ten
sion, I would like to note another element of asymmetry between the two 
main military groupings that has been largely ignored in our debates. 
Many speakers have regaled us with quotations from the International 
Herald Tribune and other American journals concerning military pro
grammes that are under consideration—or even simply advocated by in
dividuals—in the United States or in the NATO alliance. In contrast, we 
know nothing from the media in the Soviet Union or from statements by 
political leaders about Soviet military planning until the missiles, aircraft

* For this, the “dual-track decision," see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 814-816.
* Ante.
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and ships begin to be deployed, or otiier action is taken. We Americans 
cherish our free press dearly, and I hope that the rest of my colleagues here 
appreciate the unique opportunity they have to follow the debates within 
our nation that illuminate the rationale for proceeding or not proceeding 
with specific military programmes. If the day were ever to come when we 
could read similar open discussions in Pravda or Izvestia, the climate of 
confidence would improve immensely.

Now let me return to the question of whether nuclear deterrence serves 
the interest of world peace and security. In the current international situa
tion there are simply no good alternatives. This does not mean, however, 
that we necessarily expect deterrence to serve forever. An arms race is not 
to our interest nor to the interest of the Soviet society. The United States, 
in conjunction with its allies, has undertaken serious efforts to find 
negotiated solutions to the dangerous and regrettable build-up of arma
ments. I have already made reference to the United States offer to negotiate 
equal and verifiable limits on long-range, land-based theater nuclear 
forces.

With regard to strategic nuclear weapons, there has been much criticism 
in this forum of United States failure to ratify the SALT II agreement.^ As 
is well known, that development was due to a combination of factors, not 
the least of which was the wanton Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, an act 
which called into question the Soviet Union's willingness to abide by the 
norms of international behaviour and to live up to its commitments to in
ternational agreements. For its part, the United States, while undertaking 
its review of arms control and security policies, is continuing to act in a 
restrained and responsible manner, conscious of its commitment to peace 
and stability. In this regard, I would like to quote from a statement by the 
official spokesman of the United States Department of State, who said on 
3 March of this year:

While we are reviewing our SALT policy, we will take no action 
that would undercut existing agreements so long as the Soviet Union 
exercises the same restraint.®

As the new Administration in my country has made clear, the United 
States is not prepared to freeze through agreement a situation in which 
there is an imbalance favouring the Soviet Union; at the same time, the 
United States continues to wish to pursue a SALT process that brings 
about meaningful reductions in nuclear weapons.

President Reagan, in an interview with Walter Cronkite on 3 March, in
cluded in his response to a question about conditions for a summit meeting 
the following reference to reductions in strategic nuclear weapons:

I have said I will sit down and negotiate with them [the Soviet 
leadership] for a reduction in strategic nuclear weapons to lower the 
threshold of danger that exists in the world today.

 ̂Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff. 
 ̂Ante.
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He went on to say:

So far, previous presidents, including my predecessor, tried to bring 
negotiations to the point of actual reductions and the Soviets refused 
to discuss that.

He concluded by saying that the United States would have to know that 
the Soviet Union is willing to join in this approach. Secretary Weinberger 
also spoke about the SALT process in a television interview on 29 March. 
He said:

. . .  the attempt to reach an effective limitation of strategic arms is an 
extremely valuable and vital one, and we are perfectly ready to engage 
in it if the Soviets do not demonstrate by their behaviour that it s 
perfectly useless to engage in it.

The approach of the United States with regard to strategic arms limita
tions is clearly on the record.

The discussions we have been having in this Committee on the doctrine 
of deterrence and related matters, both in plenary and in informal 
meetings during this session, have been serious and useful to our work. A 
little over a year ago when I first took my seat as the United States 
representative in this important international body, I stated that I would 
do my utmost to interpret accurately my Government's position to the 
other members of the Committee and, whether we agree or disagree, I 
pledged faithfully to convey to my Government the views of other coun
tries. In this spirit I ask that you ponder the statement I have made today 
as a serious and candid exposition of United States views on the vital topic 
of the interrelationship of the international climate, the military balance 
and the reduction of nuclear armaments.

Statement by the Swedish Representative (Lidgard) to the 
Committee on Disarmament: Radiological Weapons and 
Attacks on Nuclear Energy Facilities, April 7, 1981 ^

• • • • • • •

Radiological weapons are on our work programme for this week and I 
am going to focus on this item in my intervention today. I should first like 
to express my great appreciation of the way in which Ambassador 
Komives of Hungary is conducting the Working Group on Radiological 
Weapons. He has shown his full devotion to his task, which he is ac
complishing with the greatest skill and energy. We shall continue to give 
him our full support till the work has been concluded, which we hope will 
be at the end of this session.

' CD/PV.122, pp. 24-28.



144 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1981

However, we see danger in the argument which some delegations have 
put forward, namely, that the CD must prove its capacity to negotiate 
disarmament agreements through rapidly approving the draft elements of 
a convention on radiological weapons that have been submitted to the 
Committee. We agree that it is in our own as well as in the general interest 
that the CD should prove its efficiency in the negotiation process. This 
may imply a further intensification of our work. It may also imply a more 
critical look at our priorities, and it is in this context that I should like to 
express our deeply felt concern.

We do not believe that we shall be responding to the expectations of the 
nations of the world, which are eagerly waiting for disarmament 
measures, if what we submit to them after years of bleak results are 
measures of a very limited importance, which some may even state to be 
no real disarmament measures at all but only sham arms limitation. The 
CD should be very careful in order to avoid such criticism. We must 
refrain from submitting disarmament agreements to the United Nations 
which we cannot honestly state to be of any importance.

It is in this light that we have scrutinized the draft elements on 
radiological weapons. We think that here we are placed in front of some 
very important and difficult decisions, and I grant that they may be par
ticularly painful for the two delegations which have submitted the draft 
elements to the Committee.

As I stated in my intervention in this Committee on 26 February last 
year,* quoting from a Dutch working paper from 1970 (CCD/291), ''judg
ing by the available information, possibilities for radiological warfare do 
exist theoretically but do not seem to be of much or even of any practical 
significance".®

Studies which have been undertaken by the competent scientific and 
technical institutions in Sweden since the early 1950's, and which have 
now again been carefully examined, show that the development of specific 
radiological weapons, as defined by the drafters, is a very remote 
possibility. They could hardly become practical weapons of mass destruc
tion or have any effective use in the battlefield. A radiological weapon of 
sufficient strength for denying an enemy access to significant areas of terrain 
would be almost impossible to fabricate, handle or deliver.

To produce the necessary amounts of radioactive substances, large 
nuclear power reactors or large special production reactors would be 
needed. If, for instance, an ordinary electrical generating station of 1,000 
MV electric output is shut down at the saturation level for many of its 
most energetic waste products; if, then, all its fuel elements are taken out 
and grained to powder after a cooling period of one month, and if, finally, 
the resulting matter is spread out to cause a dose rate of 1,000 rad/hour, 
i.e. denying access to the contaminated area, only 4 km  ̂ would be 
covered. It should be noted that the fuel inventory of such a reactor has a 
weight of some 150 tons, and the enormous radioactivity of some 1,000

» CD/PV.63, p. 12.
* Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1970, p. 309.
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MCuries. The shielding necessary to protect personnel from this amount 
of radiation would come to several hundred tons of material.

It is obvious that such a bulk of deadly dangerous material could not be 
handled for dissemination without killing one's own personnel long before 
the material could have an impact on an enemy.

We have repeatedly asked the drafters to substantiate why they consider 
radiological weapons a possibility in warfare, but we have never obtained 
any specific answer. Only once has an effort been made to give technical 
data in order to support the conception of radiological weapons as 
something real and threatening. The delegation which came forward in 
that endeavour, mentioned that one ton of the isotope scandium 46, if 
disseminated, would effectively bar access to about 2,000 km^ That is 
true.

However, it is also true that handling such an amount of that nuclide 
(34,000 MCuries) would be even more impossible than handling the reac
tor fuel waste I have just mentioned. Moreover, its production would re
quire the use of all at present installed reactors in the world. The same 
analysis would apply to other nuclides of potential interest for radiological 
weapons.

Such weapons, as defined by the author of the draft elements, are as a 
matter of fact impossible to realize physically. New means of handling 
protection, which could make them more realistic in the future, do not 
seem possible. There is one obvious way to cover areas with radioactive 
substances in sufficient amounts and with sufficient flexibility to make 
them generally useful to the military. That is the production of these 
substances at the target by means of surface explosions of nuclear 
weapons. That case is exempted from the prohibition in the draft 
convention.

It was argued last year that low dose contamination of wide areas, while 
having no immediate somatic effects, would be a weapon of mass destruc
tion, because a very large number of people could be affected. However, 
those effects would appear only after a long delay —10-20 years —and they 
would therefore have no military meaning.

In expressing our doubts about the feasibility of radiological weapons I 
have tried to be more explicit and specific than diplomatic. Not all delega
tions here have the means to carry out studies of the kind I have referred 
to. We are strongly convinced that honesty requires a clear and straight 
presentation of facts behind the problems we deal with. We consider the 
reputation of the CD to be at stake.

Therefore, we think it is the obligation of those who state radiological 
weapons to be a threatening reality to substantiate their arguments in scien
tific and technical terms. We must have an open discussion of this very 
fundamental question.

There exists, on the other hand, a very real risk of mass destruction from 
the dissemination of radioactive substances in war, apart from nuclear ex
plosions. That is the case of military attacks on nuclear power industry in
stallations, where very large amounts of radioactive materials are present.
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In this case the main obstacles to the use of radiological weapons are 
bypassed, namely, the production and delivery problems.

As shown by numerous studies in many countries, including my own, 
nuclear reactor catastrophes caused, for instance, by a military attack, 
would have lethal consequences for man over an area of the order of 100 
km ,̂ depending, of course, on the meteorological conditions at the time. It 
means that in densely populated regions with a developed nuclear power 
industry, large populations would be involved. This is so today in the in
dustrialized countries, but in the future many densely populated develop
ing countries with emerging nuclear energy production may come under 
the same threat.

The radioactive effects of an attack on an ordinary power reactor could 
cause immediate effects comparable to the fall-out from a 20kT nuclear- 
weapon surface explosion, while the long-term radioactive effects could be 
in orders of magnitude more severe than those for a nuclear explosion. It 
should be noted in this connection that the production rate of radioactive 
substances in a 1,000 MW nuclear electrical generating station is equal to 
that of one 60 kT atomic bomb every day. After some time of operation, 
the core of such a reactor is very dangerous indeed, if brought into the 
open. The radioactive material would in this case not have "'cooled off" 
most of its radiation as in manufacturing a radiological weapon.

In my country we have made an extensive study of the catastrophe risks 
concerning the reactors at Barseback in southern Sweden. These reactors 
have an aggregate electric power output of 1,160 MW and, if damaged, 
the risk zone for lethal radioactivity spreadout would include about 3,000 
km  ̂where about one million people live. It would not be difficult for me 
to mention, on the basis of this study, which populations would live in 
similar risk zones around reactors situated in Central Europe, the Soviet 
Union and the United States of America. Some of these risk zones would 
extend into neighbouring countries. The data are easily available. The 
reactors are all listed by IAEA.

In addition to the zone of killing-dose rates, large areas of the order of 
1,000 km  ̂would be covered by radioactive substances in lower concentra
tions, that would not kill people at once but would make it necessary to 
keep those areas evacuated for a long time.

The draft elements exempt the most effective method of radiological 
warfare, namely, that of using nuclear weapons. If our proposal for ban
ning military attacks on nuclear power stations is not accepted, the second 
most effective method would also be exempted. Only the impossible 
method of using special radiological weapons will be forbidden.

The Swedish delegation has elaborated its proposal in a working paper 
(CD/RW/WP.19) which was submitted to the Working Group on 16 
March 1981. The discussion of the proposal is proceeding in the Working 
Group and I shall therefore limit myself to three points.

First, it has been stated that the Swedish proposal is a rule of war and 
therefore does not belong to a convention on radiological weapons. To 
this I should like to respond that actually article III in the draft elements 
also is a rule of war, since it contains an explicit undertaking to refrain
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from a specific action of warfare, namely, the deliberate employment, by 
its dissemination, of radioactive material to cause destruction, damage or 
injury. Our proposal can be conceptually placed within this framework.

It should be added that disarmament or arms limitation agreements 
sometimes also encompass rules of war. In this case it seems so much more 
appropriate, since the specific weapon that the agreement would prohibit 
is of such remote possibility, if not altogether unfeasible.

Secondly, it has been stated that the Swedish proposal has already been 
taken care of in the 1977 Additional Protocols (1:56,11:15) * to the Geneva 
Conventions of 12 August 1949.* As we have already stated in our work
ing paper, these provisions are limited in two respects. They cover only 
nuclear electrical generating stations and leave other installations with 
large amounts of radioactive materials uncovered. Further, their purpose 
is limited to providing protection for the civilian population in the vicinity 
of these installations, but permit military considerations to take priority 
over the humanitarian ones and thus provide for exceptions from the pro
tective provisions. A general prohibition of radiological warfare should 
cover all important risks and have no loopholes.

Thirdly, the question has been raised how not to place military installa
tions under protection. In our working paper the approach was to show 
that there are scarcely any military installations on land with a high radia
tion intensity and that therefore no important military option would be 
sacrificed if preponderance were given to the prevention of the possible 
mass destruction effects. Nuclear weapons, stocks of fissionable material 
for such weapons and means of production for them would, of course, not 
be protected. We see, however, no difficulty in explicitly limiting the pro
tection to civilian nuclear energy facilities. As I just said, IAEA publishes 
extensive data about such facilities, so they are well known, but if it would 
be considered necessary, it could also be envisaged that the States parties, 
in order to obtain protection for their civilian nuclear energy facilities 
would have to notify the depositary about them and their location and 
also mark them in the way stipulated in the 1977 Additional Protocol for 
nuclear electrical generating stations.

Concerning the military importance of this protection, I do not think 
that it is necessary to point out that the military objective of terminating 
power supply from nuclear power plants can, without much additional ef
fort, be achieved through other means than by attack on the reactor itself. 
It is also only a direct hit on the reactor that creates the release of radiation 
of the dangerous magnitudes I have previously referred to. The same is 
true as regards other nuclear facilities to be protected, such as reprocessing 
facilities and deposits of spent fuel and radioactive waste.

To sum up, we think that the two delegations which have submitted to 
us the draft elements of a convention on radiological weapons owe it to us

* International Legal Materials, 16 Nov. 1977, No. 6, pp. 1391 ff., 1442 ff.
* TIAS 3362, 3363, 3364, 3365; 6 UST 3114, 3217, 3316, 3516.
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to give a precise and specific explanation why they think that this issue 
deserves our priority attention. I have at some length given my authorities' 
views why we think that radiological weapons, even without a prohibi
tion, most probably never will come into existence. Since others, not least 
those outside this Committee, probably will raise the same question, I 
want to repeat my request for precise and clear information why the two 
delegations have come to a different conclusion about the technical 
feasibility and effectiveness of radiological weapons.

On the other hand, we see a very obvious risk for radiological warfare 
through the dissemination of radioactive substances by attacks on nuclear 
energy installations with high radiation intensity. An effective prohibition 
against such warfare would be hailed as an important step forward by 
public opinion, not only in the industrialized countries which today have a 
nuclear power industry or have nuclear facilities close to their borders. It 
will in the future be of great interest to an increasing number of countries 
as further growth of the nuclear industry takes place.

Address by President Brezhnev: Control of Medium-Range 
Nuclear Forces [Extract], April 8, 1981 ^

Comrades! In safeguarding our socialist commonwealth, we are defend
ing the most priceless possession of the peoples—peace and security. This is 
so because today the socialist countries are making a decisive contribution 
to the prevention of war, because they are the standard-bearers of the 
policy of detente and disarmament.

We in the Soviet Union, at the recent 26th Congress of our Party, put 
forth a number of quite specific proposals aimed at settling the most acute 
and urgent international problems in the interests of peace and the security 
of all peoples.* They were heard around the world, and found a good 
response on all continents. We value the energetic and active support 
given to these proposals by our friends and allies, including, of course, 
socialist Czechoslovakia.

Here, in the center of Europe, I would like to speak in detail about just 
one of the new Soviet proposals.

The unchecked nuclear arms race in Europe is becoming lethally 
dangerous for all the European peoples. In order to somehow begin the 
practical solution of this problem, we propose, for a start, to at least freeze 
the existing state of affairs—that is, to stop the further deployment of new 
medium-range nuclear missiles® belonging to the USSR and the NATO  
countries in the European zone and the replacement of such missiles. 
Needless to say, this would include the forward-based American nuclear

' Current Digest of the Soviet Press, May 6, 1981 (vol. XXXIII, No. 14), pp. 2-4. Translation 
copyright by Current Digest . . reprinted by permission.

* The Brezhnev report to the 26th Congress was delivered on Feb. 23 and is printed ante.
’ I.e., intermediate-range or tactical nuclear missiles.
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weapons in this region. This moratorium could be in effect until such time 
as a permanent treaty is concluded on the limitation or, still better, the 
reduction of the aforementioned nuclear weapons of both sides in Europe.

Needless to say, our proposal for a moratorium is not an end in itself. It 
has been made with the intention of creating a more favorable atmosphere 
for talks. We consider the goal in this matter—I have said this before, and 
I repeat it now—to be a reduction by both sides in the number of nuclear 
weapons stockpiled in Europe. It is fully possible to do this without 
worsening security conditions for either the East or the West.

As is known, our proposal has met with a very positive response in 
broad political circles and among the public of Western Europe. But we 
didn't have to wait long to hear from those who clearly do not like it, 
either.

It is alleged that the new Soviet proposal is aimed at consolidating the 
preponderance of forces that the Warsaw Treaty countries supposedly 
have at present. Needless to say, this is not so. I spoke about this in detail 
at the 26th CPSU Congress. Taking an overview of the nuclear potential 
the two sides have today in the European region, one sees an approximate 
equilibrium of forces between the two sides. By the way, this has been 
repeatedly admitted in the West. For instance, FRG Chancellor Schmidt, 
in a public statement last February, openly denied that the equilibrium of 
forces between East and West in Europe had been disrupted. However, the 
Chancellor voiced the apprehension that "'the Russians may be on the 
point of disrupting it." US Secretary of State Haig also spoke recently 
about the existence of ''relative equilibrium and equivalence." But he also 
expressed anxiety that this equilibrium might change in the USSR's favor 
by the middle of the decade.'*

Logically, given this appraisal of the current situation and the prospects 
for its development, the leaders of the Western countries should have 
seized our proposal with both hands. And if instead of doing so some of 
them are trying to belittle its significance, this is not, of course, because 
the alignment of forces in Europe has changed in a few days' time. They 
are acting in this way because they would like to change it in favor of the 
West and don't want to bind themselves with a moratorium.

But such attempts—this must be clearly understood—will only force the 
other side to take retaliatory steps. Again there will be a vicious 
circle—the situation in Europe will become even more dangerous for 
everyone. Is it really so hard for the governments of the Western powers 
to understand this?

On the whole, comrades, our proposals envisage the settlement of the 
most urgent international problems, the ones that are most important for 
the strengthening of peace. We propose that the interested parties have 
businesslike, constructive talks on these questions—at any level, with no 
preliminary conditions. If anyone has some other reasonable proposals, 
we are ready to consider them too.

 ̂ See the interview tor French television of Feb. 23, printed ante.
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To be frank, however, so far we have not noticed any special readiness 
for talks on the part of the governments of the Western powers.

Sometimes we are told that all this is very interesting but that it calls for 
prolonged study and, they say, there's no need to be in a hurry. At the 
same time, they imply that the determination of a position depends not on 
the government in question but on others. Meanwhile, the arms race con
tinues to build, and the international situation becomes still more 
exacerbated.

In other cases, they try to make demands on us, to set preliminary con
ditions. Claiming some sort of "right" to run things in virtually all parts of 
the planet, they demand that, as 'payment" for the West's consent to 
talks, we renounce the elementary consideration of the interests of our 
own security and assistance to our friends when they are subjected to ag
gression or a threat of attack.

A strange position, to say the least.
Let's suppose for a minute that the Soviet Union announced that before 

talks can start on the settlement of some urgent international problems or 
other, the Western powers must change those aspects of their policy that 
we, and a great many others too, definitely do not like. For instance, let 
the US first withdraw its troops from this country and that country, from 
such-and-such military bases abroad. And let it terminate its support for 
and arming of certain dictatorial terroristic regimes.

Would anyone seriously accept such an approach to the question of 
talks? Not likely. We would be called simpletons who have little 
understanding of politics, or people who create artificial obstacles and 
delays and avoid talks because their intentions are anything but peaceful.

The experience of history, including that of recent decades, convinc
ingly indicates that success in talks between states comes only when no at
tempts are made to dictate conditions to each other, when there is a 
genuine will for peace and mutual respect for the other partners' interests. 
It is on such a basis that highly important international agreements that 
have helped to strengthen peace and the security of peoples have been 
achieved. I can cite, for example, the State Treaty on the restoration of an 
independent and democratic Austria,* the 1971 agreement on West 
Berlin, ‘ the FRG's treaties with the USSR, Czechoslovakia, Poland and the 
GDR,^ the Soviet-American accords on strategic arms limitation ® and, of 
course, the Final Act of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in 
Europe, signed in Helsinki.’

We expect the same approach from the governments of the appropriate 
states to the Soviet Union's constructive proposals, which were advanced 
at the 26th CPSU Congress and have been transmitted to the governments

* 6 UST 2369; TIAS 3298.
* 24 UST 283; TIAS 7551.
 ̂International Legal Materials, vol. 9, Sept. 1970, p. 1026; vol. 10, Jan. 1971, p. 127; vol. 

11, Jan. 1974, p. 19; vol. 12, Jan. 1973, p. 16.
* The SALT I agreements are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff; the 

SALT II agreements, ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
* The Final Act may be found in Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 1, 1975, pp. 323 ff.
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of these states. After all, our proposals have been advanced not for propa
ganda's sake but in order to help reach mutually acceptable accords in the 
name of peace—peace in Europe, in Asia, in America, in the Middle and 
Far East. In the name of world peace. . . .

Statement by the NATO Nuclear Planning Group: 
Polish Situation, April 8, 1981 '

Defense ministers, gathered on the occasion of the 29th N.P.G. meeting 
on the 7th and 8th of April 1981 in Bonn, noted with great concern that the 
Soviet Union for the past weeks has been engaged in increasingly menac
ing troop movements and threatening activity around Poland.

The ministers stated that actual intervention, including the use or the 
threat of use of military force, are incompatible with the professed Soviet 
desire for peace and disarmament and are inconsistent with the Helsinki 
Hnal Act* and the United Nations Charter.

Recalling the statements of the defense and foreign ministers in 
December, 1980,^ they reaffirmed that any Soviet military intervention 
would pose a serious threat to security and stability and would have pro
found implications for all aspects of East-West relations.

In particular, they agreed that the Soviets would gravely undermine the 
basis for effective arms control negotiations if they were to intervene in the 
internal affairs of Poland. Poland should be free to decide her own future.

Address by FRG Chancellor Schmidt to the Bundestag 
[Extract], April 9, 1981 '

• • • • • • •

Continuity and reliability of our foreign policy also in the West and vis- 
a-vis the East are and remain the basis of our policy. In the current situa
tion, this means first that the Federal Republic belongs to the West. Only 
our belonging to the Western alliance can guarantee our security, our 
freedom and our ability to act; it alone can preserve the balance.

Second, without the United States, there will be no security in Europe. 
President Reagan and his administration know that they can rely on the 
Federal Republic with regard to far-reaching and continuous cooperation 
as much as we rely on them.

’ New York Times, Apr. 9, 1981. The statement was read by NATO Secretary General 
Luns at the close of the Nuclear Planning Group meeting.

* The Final Act is printed in Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 1, 1975, pp. 323 ff.
* For a part of the North Atlantic Council Communique, see Documents on Disarmament,

1980, pp. 556-558.
 ̂Cologne Westdeutscher Rundfunk Network in German; FBIS Daily Report, Apr. 10,

1981, vol. VII, pp. J/2-J/3.
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An intense and promising consultation process has come into being. The 
results of the talks Ministers Genscher and Apel had in Washington in
dicate the high degree of agreement on all significant problems that has 
already been achieved. I look forward optimistically to the continuation 
of this close coordination when I visit the United States in May.

Third, aside from the Atlantic alliance, the European Community re
mains a basic pillar of our policy. In the European Community, we have a 
difficult period ahead of us if we wish to cope jointly with the challenges of 
the changed economic and political environment.

And fourth, jointly with our alliance partners, we are facing the task of 
guaranteeing the military balance between East and West and, wherever 
necessary, to restore it. The German-French statement of February says 
that in doing so, we rule out the acceptance of a position of weakness just 
as we rule out the aspiration to military superiority, [applause]

Ladies and gentlemen, I am saying this and the following today primar
ily and directly for the benefit of the GDR and the citizens of the GDR who 
are listening to us today with special interest because in view of much 
propaganda, it is hard for them to obtain a correct picture.

Fifth, in the case of medium-range weapons, the balance has been essen
tially impaired by the Soviet armament. Particularly impressive, for in
stance, are the figures in the field of the nuclear medium-range, or 
Eurostrategic, missiles which are ground-based. In 1960, 50 U.S. weapons 
of this nature were facing 290 Soviet weapons of this kind. Ten years later, 
the U.S. missiles had been withdrawn—this having started as early as in 
1963—while the number of Soviet missiles in 1970 increased to 610 
weapons of this nature. Today, another 10 years later, the Soviet Union 
has more than 600 Eurostrategic missiles, including as many as 200 SS-20s, 
having three warheads each, adding up to a total of more than 1,000 
nuclear warheads. On the Western side, apart from 18 French missiles, 
nothing comparable exists in Europe.

This imbalance cannot remain, and it is not at all balanced by airplanes 
or sea-based weapons. This considerable military superiority represents a 
considerable political impairment, [applause]

A year and a half ago the alliance introduced a new component in 
security policy with its so-called dual decision.® We do not want U.S. 
counterarming first only to negotiate on arms limitation afterwards. 
Rather, what we seek, on the basis of a German proposal, even before the 
first new U.S. weapon is deployed, is negotiations aimed at achieving 
military balance on as low a level as possible, [applause]

This synchronization of the two efforts is in keeping with the basic prin
ciple of the Harmel report of 1967, namely, preserving peace through 
military security and, simultaneously, promoting arms control and 
cooperation.

On the basis of the latest consultations within the alliance and on the 
basis of the impressions which Mr. Genscher gained in Moscow, I can pro

* See Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 814-816.
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ceed from the premise that the talks between the two great powers 
initiated in October last year for the mutual limitation of Eurostrategic 
missiles will be resumed in the relatively near future. In order for these 
negotiations to lead to an acceptable and early result, it is indispensable to 
energetically promote the implementation of both parts of this dual 
decision.

When somebody now says that detente policy is to blame for all this, 
that it was detente policy which promoted stepped-up Soviet armament, 
then he must tolerate being asked what Soviet armament would have been 
like under the conditions of the Cold War. [applause] I will add that 
anyone neglecting efforts toward preserving military balance in periods of 
detente—which the Federal Government has never done by the way, nor 
has the social-liberal coalition—has failed to comprehend the inevitable 
reciprocal effect of balance and East-West cooperation. And if anybody 
believes, conversely, that detente and cooperation could be preserved if 
one were only prepared to accept a great Eastern predominance, then he 
may well some day be cruelly awakened from his illusion, [applause]

Sixth, following the invasion of Afghanistan, the social-liberal Federal 
Government made it absolutely clear that it is our conviction that the 
dialogue with the Soviet Union must not be cut off, particularly in times of 
crisis. In this respect, I was in agreement again with President Reagan a 
few days ago, on 30 March this year, and with President Giscard d'Es- 
taing. The talks held by Mr. Genscher in Moscow last week fit into this con
cept ot not allowmg, tor heaven s sake, tne dialogue to De severed. 
Genscher's talks produced important clarifications of Soviet positions in 
the sphere of arms control and concerning the continuation of the CSCE 
process, including the conference on disarmament in Europe envisaged by 
all sides. The Soviet Government has stated its receptiveness to negotia
tions of medium-range weapons without any preconditions.

You are aware, ladies and gentlemen, that on the occasion of our 
Moscow visit last summer, I invited General Secretary Brezhnev to pay us 
a return visit in Bonn. The general secretary and I are now talking about 
the timing of this working visit this year. We welcome the fact that the 
Soviet leadership, too, has once again stated its interest in the continua
tion of the exchange of ideas. Both of us know that talks between the 
Soviet general secretary and myself cannot replace the contacts between 
the Soviet and the U.S. leaderships, nor are they intended to do so. Yet 
knowing the positions of our partners, and in coordination with them, we 
can make good contributions toward the East-West dialogue, just as our 
friends expect us to do.

And seventh, the last point: The Federal Government is convinced that 
we not only can but even must make our contribution toward the con
tinuation of the dialogue, last but not least in the interest of our whole 
people, last but not least in the interest of the German people, [applause] 
The more intensive the relations are between East and West, the better the 
relations between the United States and the Soviet Union, the better for us 
Germans.



154 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1981

News Conference Statement by the Netherlands Representa
tive (de Vos) to the Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions 
Talks, April 9, 1981 ^

In recent weeks, Warsaw Treaty countries have made various proposals 
outside of Vienna concerning possible East-West agreements and negotia
tions in the arms control and security field.

It is notable, however, that here in the Vienna talks, where the 
negotiating process is well established and the East has had ample oppor
tunity to demonstrate in concrete ways the actual depth of its commitment 
to improved East-West relations in the security field, we have seen during 
this round no indication of a more constructive Eastern position on issues 
whose solution could move these talks closer to a first agreement.

In previous rounds, following the submission in December 1979 of the 
Western proposals for a simplified Phase I agreement of interim nature 
and limited duration, the East, through actions which included its moves 
of July and November 1980 addressing a number of individual aspects of 
the Western 1979 proposals, seemed to have accepted the conceptual ap
proach suggested by the West. As a consequence. Western participants at 
the end of 1980 considered that at least some limited progress had been 
made towards such an interim Phase I agreement. However, during the 
round ending today. Eastern participants have seemed to move away from 
mutually acceptable positions on a number of issues which have to be 
solved for a first agreement. This, of course, is discouraging, and Western 
participants sincerely hope that the next round will see a constructive 
change in the Eastern position.

As I have mentioned. Eastern representatives tried in the past round to 
turn back the clock on several specific issues.

They brought out an old Eastern proposal for a pre-reduction freeze. 
The West had already rejected this proposal in 1974, and several times 
since, as an Eastern effort to consolidate the present imbalance in military 
manpower in Central Europe and to undermine the Western insistence that 
agreements rest on agreed data. Eastern representatives also returned to 
the idea that U.S. and Soviet armaments should be reduced in Phase I as 
well as manpower. The West made it clear over a year ago that the East's 
rejection of the West's 1975 proposal for a package of first-phase arma
ment and manpower reductions had demonstrated the impracticability of 
Phase I armament reductions.

Eastern representatives have reverted to their earlier requirement for 
Phase I commitments by non-U.S. Western direct participants on the 
amount and timing of their Phase II reductions, although they at the same 
time apparently accept the postponement to Phase II of the decision on the 
total amount of reductions of each side, from which individual reduction 
amounts would logically have to be derived.

' ACDA files.
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During this round, the Eastern position on associated measures has re
mained static. The East has maintained its opposition to Western pro
posals providing for observers at out-of-garrison activities and for an an
nual quota of inspections. Despite Mr. Brezhnev's speech on February 23 * 
suggesting a wider area for confidence-building measures, it continued its 
attack on the extension of any measures outside the reduction area. Above 
all, we are concerned by the fact that, during this round, the East appears 
to have hardened its position against finding a solution to the major issue 
which has been a barrier to first agreement in these talks, namely, agree
ment on the number of Soviet ground force personnel in the area of 
reductions.

In fact, during the past round. Eastern participants launched a broad 
criticism of the Western requirement for agreement on these figures. 
Claiming that agreement on data is not really necessary in Phase I either to 
agree on the size of reductions, on the residual ceiling, on the interphase 
freeze, or for verification, they intensified their efforts to gain acceptance 
of the idea that a first agreement is possible without any agreed data on the 
number of Soviet and U.S. military personnel who would remain in the 
area after reductions.

This causes concern, both because Eastern participants do not appear to 
be taking seriously what the West has been telling them on the data issue, 
and because, in any event, agreement on data remains a political and prac
tical prerequisite. Obviously, an agreement which did not contain agreed 
figures would be unverifiable and unworkable, and therefore unacceptable 
to Western Governments. It would not have clearly expressed obligations, 
such as residual ceilings reflecting agreed numbers, to which participants 
would have to adhere.

The only positive development in this round was formal confirmation 
that East-West agreement has been reached on the duration of a Phase I 
agreement and on the time period for implementing Phase I U.S. and 
Soviet withdrawals.

Western participants hope that the East will return in the next round 
with a more positive approach to the issues which remain to be resolved. 
The most important concrete step which the East could take in the Vienna 
talks would be to provide the information required to reach agreement 
with the West on the size of Soviet military manpower in the area of 
reductions.

News Conference Statement by the Czechoslovak Represent
ative (Keblusek) to the Mutual and Balanced Force Reduc
tions Talks, April 9, 1981'

The 23rd round of Vienna talks on Mutual Reduction of Armed Forces 
and Armaments in Central Europe came to an end today.

* Ante.
' ACDA files.
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Having got used to evaluate the work of a round primarily according to 
its results, I have to state that we cannot feel satisfied, although, as it is 
well known, the Socialist countries have never supported a pessimistic at
titude to Vienna talks. After eight years of complicated talks in Vienna our 
governments and the peace-loving people of Europe have the right to ex
pect concrete results, all the more due to the fact that the Socialist coun
tries have come here more than half-way to meet the Western partners. 
Such results are particularly important at present, in the conditions of a 
more complicated international situation, of a more active campaign in 
the West by the opponents of detente inciting to a new dangerous round of 
the arms race.

The goodwill, the efforts of the Socialist states to contribute in every 
possible way to the success of Vienna talks find their expression in many 
compromise proposals both of universal and partial nature, in the 
unilateral withdrawal of 20,000 Soviet servicemen, 1,000 tanks, and a 
great number of other military equipment from the territory of the GDR,
i.e., directly from the agreed area of reductions—Central Europe. Our last 
initiatives of July 10 and November 13,1980 in combination with the pro
posals put forward during the talks in the years 1978-1979 create a solid 
basis for a further rapprochement of the positions of the sides on the key 
issues of the reduction of armed forces and armaments. To our deep 
regret, in the course of the 23rd round of the talks we did not receive from 
the West a full official answer to the whole package of our compromise 
proposals of the years 1978-1980 which, naturally, makes difficult the 
elaboration of the first mutually acceptable agreement.

The West refuses to seek seriously the possibilities for an expansion of 
the scale of mutual understandings on the key questions of the reduction 
of armed forces and armaments in Central Europe and in the case of some 
of them it even rejected the moves made earlier. Among central issues it 
raises the data issue and the discussion on associated measures.

At the same time the West does not take into account the results of a 
four-year data discussion and the exchange of new data in 1980, it does 
not correct its estimates even on those categories of armed forces of direct 
participants in the area of reductions on which the East has given 
undeniable facts that they have been illegally included or excluded. It even 
deviates from the discussion on disputable categories of armed forces sug
gested by the West. All the time the position of the West in the data discus
sion comes to one thing and it is the requirement for ever new and more 
detailed figures and information on the organizational structure of the 
armed forces of the countries of the Warsaw Treaty. The only correction 
made by the West is the exclusion from the official figures on Western 
armed forces—without an agreement and even a discussion with us—of 
the category of personnel which the West included earlier into the 
numerical strength of ground forces. Trying to shift the whole burden of 
evidence on data issue to the Socialist countries, the Western participants 
refuse to reveal the method of working out their overstated estimates. 
Thus a vicious circle is being created which leads the Socialist countries to 
the only logical conclusion that the aim of that whole data discussion
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initiated by the West is not to reveal the real causes of discrepancies but to 
create an artificial barrier on the road towards the achievement of concrete 
results in Vienna talks. At the same time the increase of the numerical 
strength of armed forces of some Western direct participants in Central 
Europe continues wh'ch, of course, does not contribute to the aims of the 
talks and to the goal " *:rengthening confidence. The fact of such an in
crease was confirmed  ̂ :he exchange of official data by January 1, 1980. 
It is apparently due to tnis fact that the Western side refuses to accept a 
simple proposal of the Socialist countries, such as to agree upon a no
increase of the armed forces of direct participants in the course of the 
Vienna talks, i.e., until the elaboration of the first agreement.

Advancing as another preliminary condition for the achievement of 
understanding in the talks a vast package of associated measures presented 
by the West to be adopted by the Eastern side—many of these associated 
measures are not at all linked with the reduction and according to the 
West's own expression should have an independent significance—the 
Western participants, in doing so, hinder the elaboration of a first stage 
agreement. Accusing the Socialist countries of an absence of co-operation 
in the discussion on associated measures, the West simultaneously ignores 
the results of an all-round analysis of its package of measures presented on 
December 20, 1979 which was carried out by the Socialist countries in the 
course of the past rounds. The West left without an answer [to] our critical 
remarks regarding the unacceptability of some measures it proposed. It 
did not react to our practical arguments concerning those measures which 
really can ensure the fulfilment of the first agreement by the participants.

The Socialist countries are steadily convinced that with a sincere desire 
of the participants in the talks to reduce the abnormal, in time of peace 
high concentration of military potential in Central Europe, with a 
readiness to keep strictly to the principles of full reciprocity, equality, and 
undiminished security of the sides and also with a correct arrangement of 
emphasis on the solution of tasks before us, it is possible to eliminate the 
existing differences and to come to the elaboration of the first agreement.

We express the hope that the Western delegations in the course of the 
coming recess between the rounds will seriously weigh our arguments and 
will renounce their unconstructive position to which they kept in the 
course of the 23rd round and will give a practical satisfactory answer to 
our compromise proposals of the years 1978-1980.

For the Socialist countries there are at present no more important tasks 
than an active defense of peace, detente, a radical improvement of the in
ternational situation, and curbing the arms race. This is clearly manifested 
in the historical solutions of the XXVIth Congress of the Communist Party 
of the Soviet Union, in a vast complex of new concrete initiatives on the 
most vital, topical problems of the present times both of political and 
military nature. The peoples of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic 
sincerely support the peace-loving programme of the Soviet Union in the 
sphere of foreign policy. At the opening of the XVIth Congress of the 
Communist Party of Czechoslovakia on April 6, 1981 the General 
Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of
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Czechoslovakia and the President of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic 
Gustav Husak declared:

We believe that the vital interests of the peoples, the strength of 
reason shall prevail. In the interests of peace we shall do on our part 
everything that depends upon us.

British Working Paper Submitted to the Committee on Dis
armament: International Arrangements To Assure Non- 
Nuclear-Weapon States Against the Use or Threat of Use of 
Nuclear Weapons, April 10, 1981 '

Introduction

The United Kingdom gave Non-Nuclear-Weapon States (NNWS) an 
assurance about their security from nuclear attack during the United Na
tions Special Session on Disarmament in 1978. Other Nuclear Weapon 
States (NWS) also gave such assurances. Since that time, the subject of ef
fective international arrangements to assure NNWS against the use or 
threat of use of nuclear weapons has been extensively discussed at the 
United Nations, at the second Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Con
ference and especially in the Committee on Disarmament. The purpose of 
this paper is to provide a clear explanation of the position of the British 
Government.

United Kingdom Assurance to Non-Nuclear-Weapon States

On 2 June 1978 the then Prime Minister, Mr. James Callaghan, addressing 
the United Nations Special Session on Disarmament, spoke about the ques
tion of undertakings to limit the use of nuclear weapons. He noted that: "It is 
my country's long-established policy that these weapons should never be 
used except in self-defence under the most extreme circumstances." He went 
on to add:

I recognize, however, that States which have renounced nuclear 
weapons are entitled to look for some specific assurance that nuclear 
weapons will not be used against them. My country acknowledges 
these expectations and wants action to meet them. In February we pro
posed that the matter should be considered at this Special Session.*

On 27 June 1978, in Parliament, the then Secretary of State for Foreign 
and Commonwealth Affairs, referring to the Prime Minister's statement, 
gave a formal assurance which was repeated the next day at the United 
Nations Special Session by the Leader of the United Kingdom Delegation. 
The text of the assurance was as follows:

The United Kingdom is now ready formally to give such an assur
ance. I accordingly give the following assurance, on behalf of my

’ CD/177.
 ̂A/S-10/PV.14.
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Government, to non-nuclear-weapon States which are parties to the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty or to other internationally binding com
mitments not to manufacture or acquire nuclear explosive devices: 
Britain undertakes not to use nuclear weapons against such States 
except in the case of an attack on the United Kingdom, its dependent 
territories, its armed forces, or its allies by such a State in associa
tion or alliance with a nuclear-weapon State.

On 12 August 1980 this assurance was reaffirmed at the second Review 
Conference of the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) by the Minister of State 
for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs. It remains in effect, and 
unchanged.

Scope of the United Kingdom Assurance

The United Kingdom assurance is therefore fully in force and extends to 
Non-Nuclear-Weapon States which are parties to the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty or to other internationally binding commitments not to manufac
ture or acquire nuclear explosive devices. Such States are required to ac
cept safeguards administered by the International Atomic Energy Agency 
on all their peaceful nuclear activities. By thus accepting the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty and IAEA safeguards, three quarters of the world's 
States have made an effective demonstration that they are indeed Non- 
Nuclear-Weapon States. This is one reason why the United Kingdom 
assurance is extended only to States which have accepted these 
obligations.

The other reason is that the United Kingdom wishes to recognize the 
obligations undertaken by Non-Nuclear-Weapon States parties to the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty or other similar internationally binding com
mitments. In doing so, the United Kingdom believes it is supporting non
proliferation objectives to which the international community is 
committed.

The United Kingdom approach to the issue of scope differs from that 
proposed in the two draft Conventions placed before the Committee on 
Disarmament by Pakistan and the Soviet Union. The draft Convention 
proposed by Pakistan ® would require Nuclear-Weapon States to give 
assurances to ''non-nuclear-weapon States not parties to the nuclear 
security arrangements of some nuclear-weapon States". This formulation 
appears to present two main difficulties. First, because it does not extend 
the assurance only to NNWS which have clearly demonstrated their 
NNWS status by accepting safeguards, either by virtue of their adherence 
to the NPT or to a similar internationally binding commitment not to 
manufacture or acquire nuclear explosive devices. Secondly, because there 
is, in the United Kingdom's view, no reason why such NNWS which are 
party to the nuclear security arrangements of some NWS should not 
benefit from the United Kingdom security assurance providing only that 
they do not attack the United Kingdom, its dependent territories, its 
armed forces or its allies in association or alliance with a NWS. Moreover,

* Mar. 4, ante.
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it would not be easy to determine which States are party to the nuclear 
security '"arrangements" of ''some" Nuclear-Weapon States. By contrast, 
the scope of the United Kingdom assurance is based on the readily 
understandable and discoverable criterion of adherence to the NPT or a 
similar commitment.

The draft Convention proposed by the Soviet Union  ̂and other coun
tries would require Nuclear-Weapon States to give assurances to "non
nuclear States Parties to this Convention which renounce the production 
and acquisition of nuclear weapons and which have no nuclear weapons in 
their territory or anywhere under their jurisdiction or control, on land, on 
the sea, in the air or outer space". This formulation gives rise to a number 
of difficulties.

First, there is again no clear definition of a Non-Nuclear-Weapon State 
comparable to that contained in the United Kingdom assurance. Second, 
the assurance proposed by the Soviet Union speaks of "nuclear weapons" 
rather than "nuclear explosive devices". The latter term is preferable, since 
it clearly covers both nuclear weapons and allegedly peaceful nuclear ex
plosive devices. The necessity for covering both types of device was 
recognized in the drafting of the Non-Proliferation Treaty.

Third, and especially important, is the non-stationing requirement in 
the Soviet draft. To benefit from the proposed assurance, Non-Nuclear- 
Weapon States must not only renounce the production and acquisition of 
nuclear weapons but also have no nuclear weapons on their territory. 
There is no indication of how it would be possible to verify that there were 
no nuclear weapons in the territory of a State or anywhere under its 
jurisdiction or control. Moreover, this requirement would mean that 
countries whose non-nuclear weapon status is now internationally 
recognized in the context of their adherence to the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty would no longer be recognized as such in the context of security 
assurances. For example, the Soviet Union and its allies accept that some 
countries in Western Europe which have nuclear weapons controlled by a 
Nuclear-Weapon State on their territories are Non-Nuclear-Weapon 
States in the Non-Proliferation Treaty context. It is inconsistent that they 
should be denied non-nuclear status in the context of negative security 
assurances.

Substance of United Kingdom Assurance

The United Kingdom assurance contains only one qualification; it will 
cease to apply to a Non-Nuclear-Weapon State which would otherwise be 
covered "in the case of an attack on the United Kingdom, its dependent 
territories, its armed forces or its allies by such a State in association or 
alliance with a Nuclear-Weapon State". Clearly this does not diminish the 
value of the assurance in any way for States whose intentions are peaceful. 
Indeed the assurance will still apply to States which actually enter into 
conflict with the United Kingdom, provided they are not allied to or 
associated with a Nuclear-Weapon State.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 283-286.
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Questions have been raised concerning who would judge whether an 
"attack'' by a Non-Nuclear-Weapon State was in progress and, if it was, 
whether that Non-Nuclear-Weapon State was ''in association" or 
"alliance" with a Nuclear-Weapon State. The United Kingdom believes 
that in practice it will be obvious to all if an attack by a Non-Nuclear- 
Weapon State is in progress and whether that Non-Nuclear-Weapon State 
is acting in association or alliance with a Nuclear-Weapon State. But in the 
last analysis decisions like these would have to be made by the United 
Kingdom taking account of its own security interests.

It may be doubted whether any assurance is possible that would be free 
of the need for interpretation. As pointed out above, for example, there 
are a number of obscurities in the draft Conventions proposed by Pakistan 
and the Soviet Union. Moreover, the draft Convention proposed by the 
Soviet Union and its allies includes a general withdrawal clause on the 
grounds of supreme national interest. Such a clause increases uncertainty 
about the precise circumstances in which the assurance would fail to 
operate. The United Kingdom assurance clearly spells out the very limited 
conditions in which it would no longer apply.

Form of the United Kingdom Assurance

Much of the discussion about security assurances has been concerned 
with the possibility of making them "legally binding". The United 
Kingdom has always made it clear that its assurance was solemnly and 
formally given. It has also expressed willingness to explore ways in which 
its assurance could be included in an acceptable legally binding instru
ment. Although an international convention would in principle be accept
able, the practical difficulties involved in agreeing [to] a uniform assurance 
have so far seemed insurmountable.

In these circumstances attention has focussed on the possibility of 
enhancing the political status of the various assurances given by Nuclear- 
Weapon States. The United Kingdom doubts the need for any such 
enhancement of its own assurance since it already regards it as a solemn 
undertaking. As has been constantly stressed, the assurance took effect 
immediately it was given. There is no requirement for Non-Nuclear- 
Weapon States, in order to benefit from the assurance, to conclude a 
bilateral agreement, to adhere to a yet-to-be-concluded convention, or for 
there to be some other form of joint action by the Nuclear-Weapon States.

Despite these considerations, the United Kingdom remains ready to con
sider whether an acceptable and practical method can be found of enhanc
ing the legal or political status of its assurance if this is thought to be 
necessary.

Conclusion

The United Kingdom continues to believe that there are compelling 
reasons for maintaining the scope and substance of its own assurance. The 
United Kingdom assurance is designed to support non-proliferation efforts 
and particularly the NPT, a treaty accepted by the large majority of the in
ternational community. The United Kingdom undertaking is clear in its
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terms, and it provides assurances which should meet the concerns of all 
States respecting the integrity of others according to the principles of the 
United Nations Charter. It was solemnly given and is regarded by the 
United Kingdom as being of the greatest political importance.

Interview of Secretary of Defense Weinberger by U.S. News A 
World Report: Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty [Extract], 
April 13, 1981 '

Q Turning to strategic-arms talks with Russia: What are the chances 
now of getting a new SALT treaty with Moscow?

A  I don't see an awful lot of prospect for that at the moment. Soviet 
military intervention in Poland would dim these prospects even further. 
Certainly it s worth attempting, in principle, to get such an accord, but it is 
not in the cards right now.

Q Are the Russians continuing to live within the limits of the unratified 
SALT II treaty? *

A  Technically, Russia is continuing to adhere to the limits imposed by 
SALT II. But the SALT II limits are not very limiting. The Soviets can 
build all the missiles they want. They can build Backfire bombers. They 
can work to improve accuracy. They can work to improve techniques for 
reloading their missile launchers. They're doing all of these things. So 
while they may be indeed technically adhering to the SALT II limits, those 
limits give us very slight comfort in the face of what they are actually 
doing.

Q What are the conditions, in your opinion, that must be met before 
the Reagan administration undertakes new SALT negotiations?

A  There are two. One is an indication that the Soviets would agree to 
genuine limitation and reduction of arms, not merely a moratorium or a 
freeze on what both sides have right now. Secondly, we need to do it after 
we have clearly demonstrated the determination to increase American 
strength substantially in strategic weaponry.

Statement by the Netherlands Representative (Fein) to the 
Committee on Disarmament: Negative Security Assur
ances, April 14, 1981 ^

Two years ago, on 26 June 1979, the Netherlands delegation in the Com
mittee on Disarmament attempted an analysis of the problems posed by

' U.S. News & World Report, Apr. 13, 1981, p. 46. Reprinted from U.S. News & World 
Report, Copyright 1981, U.S. News & World Report, Inc.

* For text of the treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff 
» CD/PV.124, pp. 16-21.
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the question of negative security assurances/ Our interest in this question 
hasj’emained undiminished.

We are still convinced — as, I believe, are all of us here —that effective in
ternational arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the 
use or threat of use of nuclear weapons would have a valuable confidence- 
building effect, as well as a positive bearing on the concept of non
proliferation, thus strengthening peace and security.

We welcomed the unilateral declarations on negative security 
assurances at the time they were given by the Governments of the five 
nuclear-weapon States.® The effectiveness of those commitments would, 
however, be significantly augmented if the five separate declarations could 
be developed into a single, meaningful common guarantee. You may recall 
that in my statement two years ago I submitted to you the proposition that 
such a common formula was feasible. Today we remain convinced of this 
possibility. But we are no less convinced that the road to the magic form
ula is a difficult one.

We are therefore grateful for the work done in the A d Hoc Working 
Group on Security Assurances, both last year under Mr. El-Baradei and 
this year under the guidance of Mr. Ciarrapico. The experience in the 
Working Group has shown that we can only achieve progress if we apply 
realism and restraint. Thus, an important lesson in realism that we learned 
was that it is unlikely that we can achieve a consensus on a convention as 
the legal framework in which the common formula might be incorporated. 
We would therefore do better to concentrate our efforts on the elaboration 
of the terms of a common formula.

And as to restraint, we have learned that we should not try to achieve 
more than this agenda item asks from us, i.e. safeguarding a State which 
has given up the nuclear option against nuclear attack. No more.

In other words, we see it as our collective duty to conceive the effective 
international arrangements under negotiation here as concrete and specific 
measures, limited to one goal, i.e. providing adequate assurance to a State 
which has renounced the acquisition or possession of nuclear weapons. 
Allowing the present negotiations to be side-tracked into a debate on ques
tions such as whether or not nuclear warfare is legitimate cannot but in
terfere with the essence of the problem we have to solve and therefore the 
effectiveness of our work. That other question—whether or not nuclear 
warfare is legitimate—is not at stake under this agenda item and it con
fuses the issue.

The fact that we decline to be drawn into an argument concerning the 
validity of nuclear deterrence, in certain circumstances and places, is not 
because of any reluctance on our side to discuss that issue, but because it 
falls beyond the scope of the negotiations on effective international ar

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 298-302.
*For the U.S. declaration, see ibid., 1978, p. 384; the U.K. declaration, A/S-10/PV.26, 

p. 4; a French declaration, made Oct. 24, 1974 by the President of France as quoted by the 
Pakistani Representative (Marker) to the Committee on Disarmament, July 17, 1980, see 
Documents on Disarmament, 1980, p. 297; a Soviet declaration, ibid., 1978, p. 348; and a 
Chinese declaration, ibid., 1980, p. 321.
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rangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat 
of use of nuclear weapons.

Let us now look at the heart of the matter, i.e. the terms of the existing 
unilateral assurances, starting with the negative security assurances of the 
United Kingdom and of the United States and the Soviet Union, and in this 
connection the declaration made by the Soviet Union when ratifying Pro
tocol II of the Tlatelolco Treaty* and furthermore a certain statement made 
by the President of the Soviet Union. Later on I shall have some remarks 
to make about the French and Chinese positions in this respect.

There are—we are pleased to note—quite a few similarities between the 
positions of the first three nuclear-weapon States. Simply said, security 
assurances would be given to non-nuclear-weapon States who have, in 
one way or the other, formally accepted the non-nuclear-weapon status. 
The guarantee would, however, not apply in certain circumstances, viz. 
when a non-nuclear-weapon State engaged in an act of aggression 
against—that is an attack on—a nuclear-weapon State while at the same 
time being supported by another nuclear-weapon State. On these two 
points all three negative security assurances are similar.

But the main difficulty in our analysis of these three negative security 
assurances is the view put forward by the Soviet Union that a negative 
security guarantee cannot be given to a non-nuclear-weapon State that has 
nuclear weapons stationed on its territory. Since this non-stationing clause 
is the main stumbling block, we should take a closer look at it.

Negative security assurances should be designed for those circumstances 
prevailing when hostilities are taking place. It is in those cir
cumstances—and specifically in those circumstances—that non-nuclear- 
weapon States must be assured that they will not be attacked with nuclear 
weapons. On the other hand, non-nuclear-weapon States which are sup
ported by a nuclear-weapon State in military activities against another 
nuclear-weapon State cannot, of course, expect to be a safe haven.

A clear perception of circumstances of this kind is the basis for the 
British and American guarantee formulas, as well as—so it appears—for 
certain Soviet statements and declarations. I have already mentioned the 
Soviet declarations at the time of the ratification of Protocol II of the 
Tlatelolco Treaty. I can also quote the statement made by the President of 
the Soviet Union in which he stated: 'The Soviet Union for its part, wishes 
to state as emphatically as it can that we are against the use of nuclear 
weapons, that only extraordinary circumstances, only aggression against 
our country or its allies by another nuclear Power, could compel us to 
have recourse to that extreme means of self defence."^

Taking these two Soviet statements into account, I would say that 
agreement on a sound and realistic guarantee formula could be reached, 
provided no additional, extraneous objectives are sought. One may

‘ Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 310-311.
' Moscow Domestic Service in Russian, April 1978; FBIS Daily Report, Apr. 26, 1978. 

vol. Ill, p. R ll .  Quoted by the Pakistani Representative (Marker) to the Committee on 
Disarmament, July 17, 1980; see Documents on Disarmament, 1980, p. 297.
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wonder if precisely such a 'l^onus" objective is not envisaged when the 
Soviet Union puts forward the non-stationing clause.

As I understand it, the Soviet Union seeks to justify the non-stationing 
requirement with the argument that a nuclear attack could be launched 
from the territory of a non-nuclear-weapon State where nuclear weapons 
are stationed. For argument's sake I shall recognize this as a valid con
sideration. But we should distinguish between a static definition of a non- 
nuclear-weapon State as such, enjoying a negative security guarantee, and 
a dynamic conception of the circumstances in which assurances should 
become operational.

Speaking in operational terms—and taking into account that security 
guarantees should be drafted on the basis of strategic analysis—I cannot 
but conclude that all possible contingencies would be covered by the reser
vation concerning aggression—an attack—supported by a nuclear- 
weapon State.

After all, the situation that the Soviet non-stationing requirement seeks 
to cover is none other than a conflict between nuclear-weapon States. This 
non-stationing requirement is therefore a distortion of the subject-matter 
of our discussions: assurances by nuclear-weapon States to non-nuclear- 
weapon States. It seeks to interfere with internal alliance affairs and that, 
of course, is unacceptable. Furthermore, it makes no sense in strategic 
terms because it introduces an artificial distinction between allies of a 
nuclear-weapon State: if and when there should be a nuclear war—which 
God forbid—there are only friends and foes.

Let us now look at the non-stationing requirement from another angle. 
As a consideration of a different nature, but of no less importance, I sub
mit that the stationing or non-stationing of nuclear weapons—nuclear 
warheads—can hardly be verified adequately. Given the existence of, for 
example, dual purpose delivery systems, how is one to know that the 
other side has not hidden, somewhere in the territory of a non-nuclear 
ally, a stock of nuclear weapons that could be launched by those dual pur
pose delivery systems? And even if nuclear warheads were not stored in 
peacetime on the territory of an ally, what is to prevent one of the parties 
on the eve of war or at the time of an armed conflict, flying in such war
heads overnight? What, then, is the practical value—in the circumstances 
we are talking about—of assurances that a certain non-nuclear-weapon 
ally does not—in peacetime, mind you—have nuclear weapons stationed 
on its territory? We come therefore unavoidably to the conclusion that the 
non-stationing clause is not only difficult—to say the least—to verify in 
peacetime, but impossible to verify in wartime, precisely when it counts. 
The non-stationing requirement is just not a viable construction.

I wonder whether the Soviet Union itself is really convinced of the 
validity of the non-stationing clause. The Tlatelolco Treaty prohibits the 
stationing of nuclear weapons in the territories of the Latin-American 
countries for which the Treaty entered into force. There you have a real 
non-stationing situation. That non-stationing situation par excellence 
should have been sufficient for the Soviet Union. Nevertheless, the Soviet 
Union, when ratifying Protocol II of the said Treaty, deemed it necessary
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to make a reservation which, inter alia, implies that the non-use obligation 
(concerning nuclear weapons) could be reconsidered in case of "the com
mission by one or several States Party to the treaty of an act of aggression 
with the backing of a State possessing nuclear weapons or jointly with 
such a State'.® There you have the non-attack requirement plain and 
simple! One wonders, therefore, whether in the view of the Soviet Union, 
non-stationing is really the crux of the matter in a situation in which the 
security assurance must be relevant, that is, on the eve of or during an 
armed conflict.

I have stated my case: the non-stationing requirement is superfluous, 
because all theoretically dangerous situations for the Soviet Union and its 
allies are covered by the kind of formula adopted by the United Kingdom 
and the United States, and by the Soviet Union itself when it had to define 
its position in relation to the Latin-American nuclear-weapon-free zone. 
The non-stationing requirement is uncalled for because it implicitly 
legalizes the threat and the use of nuclear weapons against certain non- 
nuclear-weapon States, even when not engaged in an armed conflict. The 
non-stationing requirement is non-verifiable, in particular on the eve of 
and during such conflicts, when it really matters. And finally, the Soviet 
Union itself apparently does not believe in the formula.

Why, then, does the Soviet Union put forward such a requirement? A  
look at the map is sufficient for even those who are not schooled in nuclear 
strategy to understand the situation and I can therefore deal with it very 
briefly. While the Warsaw Pact countries are geographically a solid block, 
a contiguous land-mass, the members of the NATO alliance are divided, 
separated by an ocean. The strategic interests of both sides are therefore 
obviously different. The Soviet non-stationing requirement would leave 
Western Europe at a serious disadvantage, unable to match the Soviet 
Unions massive capability to inflict destruction on Western Europe. The 
integrity of NATO s defence forces as a deterrent lies in the alliance s abil
ity to defend its collective territory by all the means at its disposal at 
whatever point it is threatened. This posture must include the ability to 
deploy weapons wherever they would be most effective against the threat.

Our conclusion is, therefore, as far as this part of the argument is con
cerned, that the Soviet Union, by introducing the non-stationing require
ment into the — supposedly global — negative security assurances, is trying, 
in the Committee on Disarmament (and in the General Assembly for that 
matter) to obtain a strategic advantage over NATO. While we would not 
deny the Soviet Union the right to negotiate on these matters — in fact we 
would encourage them to do so — I would suggest that neither this Com
mittee, nor the subject of negative security assurances for non-nuclear- 
weapon States is the proper place to do so. Such aims might be pursued in 
the context of East-West negotiations and should then be matched by 
equivalent counter-offers. In fact, we welcome and encourage serious

® The statement quoted here is from the statement made upon signing, not ratifying, the 
protocol. Ibid., 1978, p. 311.
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negotiations between the United States and the Soviet Union on the sub
ject of nuclear weapons in Europe, and elsewhere for that matter.

We can therefore eliminate the concept of non-stationing and focus on 
the degree of congruence between the positions of the United Kingdom, 
the United States and the Soviet Union and compare — as I did in my state
ment of 26 June 1979 —the negative security assurances of the first two 
States with the declaration given by the Soviet Union when signing Pro
tocol II of the Treaty of Tlatelolco as well as President Brezhnev's declara
tion which I quoted. All truly relevant elements from these three declara
tions can then be brought together into one common formula and we have 
solved our problem. I shall return to this in a moment.

If I have so far dealt mainly with the negative security assurances of the 
three major nuclear-weapon Powers, the United Kingdom, the United 
States and the Soviet Union, it is not only because these are the three prin
cipal nuclear-weapon States but also because their negative security 
assurances are closest to each other. However, it would of course also be 
desirable to harmonize the French and Chinese positions with the other 
three. I shall say only a few words about that in this statement. As to the 
French position, we note that it is also the French desire to arrive at a com
mon formula, as stated by President Giscard d'Estaing on 25 May 1978.’ 
And as to the Chinese position, the present negative security assurance of 
the People s Republic of China as it now stands appears to be generous 
enough —although perhaps not altogether precise —to allow acceptance of 
the common formula containing the two basic elements which I have 
discussed (the non-nuclear-weapon status and the non-attack requirement) 
and should therefore cause no problems to China.

Before going on to the common formula, I must also say a few words 
about the format in which the common formula could be presented. 
Although several members of this Committee still believe that a conven
tion would be the most desirable format, we must all realize that it is not 
likely that a convention could be concluded in the near future. We 
therefore must turn our minds to the Security Council resolution option.

Now, what would be the procedure in the Security Council? It would 
seem to us that one might follow the usual procedure as in all or nearly all 
cases where the Security Council has to deal with matters on which there 
are views more or less common in substance but different in detail.

First, the interested parties will state their positions, which would mean, 
in this case, that the five nuclear-weapon States would each place on 
record their own views on negative security assurances. These views need 
not necessarily be identical. It happens seldom that all the major Powers 
hold identical views on international questions. The essential requirement 
is, however, that each of the statements should contain certain common 
elements, which can be put in a resolution, representing that which they 
have in common. From all possible precedents I would like to cite the 
Security Council resolution of 19 June 1968 on positive security 
guarantees.

 ̂ Ibid., pp. 340-341.
’o/H d., 1968, p. 444.
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In the particular case we are discussing now, such common ground 
would be the two elements we have referred to before, viz. the non- 
nuclear-weapon status and the non-attack provision. If the Soviet Union 
wishes in its own national statement also to include remarks on the non
stationing issue, that would have to make no difference to the validity of 
the common formula, for as long as a non-nuclear-weapon State does not 
attack the Soviet Union, it would fall under the negative security 
assurance whether there are nuclear weapons stationed on its territory or 
not. Provided the national statements do not undermine the common for
mula, such a solution seems possible.

In the resolution, the Security Council would then, after a suitable 
preamble, welcome, or accept, or approve the solemn undertaking by the 
nuclear-weapon States, e.g. not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons 
against any non-nuclear-weapon State that has committed itself not to 
manufacture or receive such weapons, or other nuclear explosive devices, 
or to acquire control over them, provided that State does not undertake or 
partake in an attack upon a nuclear-weapon State or its allies with the sup
port of another nuclear-weapon State.

Comments by Soviet President Brezhnev: Outer Space 
[Extract], April 17, 1981 ^

• • • • • • •

I should like to stress that the Soviet Union has been and remains a con
vinced supporter of the development of businesslike international 
cooperation in outer space. May the shoreless cosmic ocean be pure and 
free of weapons of any kind. We stand for joint efforts to reach a great and 
humanitarian aim —to preclude the militarisation of outer space.

Statement by the Soviet Observer (Morozov) at the Seventh 
Regular Session of the Agency for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America, April 22, 1981 ^

First of all, I would like to express our gratitude for the invitation to the 
Soviet Delegation to take part as an observer in the seventh regular session 
of the General Conference of the Agency for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America.®

Serious changes have taken place in the international arena in recent 
years. The policy of aggressive forces has brought about considerable ten-

’ Moscow TASS in English, Apr. 17, 1981; FBIS Daily Report, Apr. 17, 1981, vol. Ill, p. 
U l. President Brezhnev made the comments in the Kremlin during the presentation of awards 
to two Soviet cosmonauts.

2 ACDA files.
® The organization's acronym is OP ANAL.
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sion in the world with all the ensuing serious consequences. Under these 
conditions, the efforts of states to end the arms race and to prevent a 
nuclear war are becoming more urgent and important. We are facing this 
problem nowadays and a significant role in its solution is going to be 
played by the states activities directed to the creation of zones free from 
nuclear weapons and to consolidate the existing nuclear-weapon-free zone 
in Latin America, established in accordance with the Treaty of Tlatelolco 
whose Additional Protocol II has been signed and ratified by the Soviet 
Union.'*

In this connection we confirm once again the position of the Soviet 
Union in respect to certain important aspects of the zone created by the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco. This position is fixed in the statements of the Soviet 
Government made on May 18,1978 * and December 12,1978 ‘ when sign
ing and ratifying the Additional Protocol II.

We do justice to those countries of Latin America which implemented 
the Treaty of Tlatelolco. It is clear, however, that the non-proliferation 
regime in Latin America could be still firmer if the Treaty of Tlatelolco 
came into effect for Brazil, Argentina and Chile, as the ratification of the 
Additional Protocol II by the Soviet Union removes former reservations 
made by these countries to the effect that this Protocol should be ratified 
by all nuclear powers. The position of principle of the Soviet Union on the 
problem of creating nuclear-weapon-free zones remains unchanged. The 
Soviet Union considered and considers the implementation of this measure 
an effective way of limiting the sphere of nuclear weapon deployment, and 
preventing its direct or indirect proliferation.

For its part, the Soviet Union has repeatedly expressed its readiness to 
respect the status of nuclear-weapon-free zones on condition that they 
should be really free from nuclear weapons, and that nuclear powers 
would make similar commitments.

L.I. Brezhnev, Secretary General of the CPSU Central Committee, 
Chairman of the Presidium of the USSR Supreme Soviet, said in his report 
at the recent XXVI CPSU Congress: "Our actions are consonant with the 
aspirations of other countries and nations. Suffice it to recall, that many 
states on different continents have made proposals on proclaiming Africa 
and the Middle East nuclear-weapon-free zone along with Latin America, 
to set up peace zones in Southeast Asia in the Indian Ocean, and in the 
Mediterranean. These proposals have enjoyed broad international support 
and the decisions of the All-European Conference are practically aimed to 
make the whole of Europe such a zone, as well." ^

The Congress has once again emphasized the urgency of the immediate 
solution of the problem of limiting nuclear armaments, most dangerous 
for mankind, as well as the problems of preventing a nuclear war.

Undoubtedly, the elimination of this threat is largely dependent on the 
efforts to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons. The Soviet Union has

^ The treaty and its protocols are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 
69-83.

* Printed ibid., 1978, pp. 310-311.
‘ Printed ibid., pp. 709-710.
 ̂Feb. 23, ante.
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always come out against the spread of nuclear weapons throughout our 
planet. The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons ® re
mains a reliable foundation for the consolidation of the non-proliferation 
regime. It does not only actively prevent the spread of nuclear weapons, 
but also contributes to the use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes by 
means of expanding international co-operation in this field.

This treaty efficiently serves the interests of both small and large, 
nuclear and non-nuclear, industrially developed and developed countries. 
Life makes the problem of attaining the universal participation of states in 
this document of the international law still more urgent, and the accession 
of Latin-American countries possessing high nuclear potentials to the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty would, undoubtedly, be an important step in curbing 
the nuclear arms race.

The USSR consistently advocates the peaceful utilization of nuclear 
energy.

The USSR takes the most active part in exchanging nuclear materials, 
equipment, scientific and technological information, renders services to a 
number of countries for enriching their natural uranium using the Soviet 
enrichment facilities. The Soviet Union is ready to develop in the future 
the co-operation in this field on the bilateral and multilateral basis, in
cluding that in the framework of IAEA, provided the transfer of nuclear 
equipment, materials and technology for peaceful purposes does not serve 
as the channel of nuclear proliferation.

The Soviet Union considers that the consolidation of the non
proliferation regime and the creation of more favourable conditions for 
establishing and strengthening zones free from nuclear weapons require 
the international treaty on the non-deployment of nuclear weapons on the 
territories of non-nuclear states free from it as present. We would like to 
hope that the Latin-American countries, most of which have supported 
this proposal at the U.N. General Assembly, will contribute to the prac
tical solution of this problem.

The Soviet Union is known to have stated, and this statement has been 
confirmed at the XXVI CPSU Congress, that it will not use nuclear 
weapons against non-nuclear-weapon states which do not admit their 
deployment on their territory.’ The USSR is ready to conclude an agree
ment to this effect with any such country. The USSR considers the conclu
sion of the international convention on guaranteeing the security of non- 
nuclear-weapon states to be the best solution of the problem. At the XXXV 
session of the U.N. General Assembly, the Soviet Union proposed another 
possible variant of solving this important problem. It called upon other 
nuclear powers to make similar statements on this issue so that they could 
be further backed by the authoritative decisions of the Security Council.’®

® The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
’ See ibid., 1978, p. 348, and ibid., 1980, pp. 306-307.

See ibid., p. 456; G.A. res. 35/154; and the Soviet explanation of vote on a similar 
resolution, G.A. res. 35/155, ibid., pp. 512-513.
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We are gratified with the fact that almost all Latin-American countries 
have supported this initiative of the Soviet Union and voted for the cor
responding resolution of the General Assembly.

As it has been emphasized at the XXVI CPSU Congress, the Soviet pro
posals on consolidating international security and curbing the arms race 
remain in force. However, the highest body of our party has not only re
affirmed the former proposals, but has come out with new constructive 
realistic initiatives in the field of international policy which are altogether 
an organic continuation and development of the peace programme put 
forward by the XXIV and XXV CPSU Congresses, applied to the most 
vital and urgent problems of the present international life. The new 
measures proposed embrace a wide range of problems. They concern both 
nuclear missiles and conventional types of weapons of the Army, the 
Navy and the Air Force. They concern the situation in Europe, in the 
Middle and in the Far East. They tackle measures of both political and 
military character. But all these proposals are united by the same aim, that 
is to do everything possible to eliminate the threat of a nuclear war, to 
preserve peace in the world.

As regards the limitation of nuclear armaments, the Soviet Union has 
expressed its readiness to continue without delay the negotiations with the 
USA on the problem of limiting and reducing strategic armaments with the 
preservation of everything positive which has been achieved in this field 
up to now.

The Congress emphasized the urgent necessity of a quiet and business
like dialogue between East and West and confirmed the readiness of the 
USSR to such a dialogue at all levels, including the highest one. The Con
gress has pointed out that the role of Latin-American countries in the inter
national arena has considerably risen. L.I. Brezhnev said in this connec
tion 'We note with gratification the broadening of mutually beneficial ties 
between the USSR and Latin-American countries and we are ready to 
develop these ties in the future."
It is from this point of view that the Soviet Delegation considers its par
ticipation in the present session of the general conference of OPANAL and 
expresses hope that its results will promote the consolidation of peace and 
international security both in Latin America and in the entire world.

Statement Submitted to the Committee on Disarmament by 
the Group of 21: Cessation of the Nuclear Arms Race and 
Nuclear Disarmament, April 24, 1981 '

On the initiative of the Group of 21, the Committee on Disarmament 
engaged, at the latter part of its 1981 Spring session, in a substantive ex
amination of concrete issues relating to item 2 of its agenda (cessation of 
the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament). In the course of this pro

’ CD/180.
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cess, the Committee concentrated, on the "pre-conditions for negotiations 
on nuclear disarmament as well as on doctrines of deterrence and other 
theories concerning nuclear weapons".

In assessing the discussions that took place under that framework, the 
Group of 21 is convinced that the need for urgent multilateral action on 
the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament, through 
the adoption of concrete measures, has been once again amply 
demonstrated. In the opinion of the Group of 21, multilateral negotiations 
on nuclear disarmament have been long overdue and the fundamental 
prerequisite for their success is the political will of States, particularly the 
nuclear weapon States, to engage in such negotiations.

The discussions, for which Chapters V, VI and the Conclusions of the 
Secretary-Generals ''Comprehensive Study on Nuclear Weapons" 
(A/392) [A/35/392]  ̂ provided useful background material, have con
firmed the conviction of the Group of 21 that the nuclear arms race runs 
counter to efforts to achieve further relaxation of international tensions; 
that progress in the field of nuclear disarmament would be beneficial to the 
strengthening of international peace and security and to the improvement 
of the international climate, which in turn would facilitate further prog
ress; and that all nations, nuclear and non-nuclear alike, have a vital in
terest in measures of nuclear disarmament, because the existence of 
nuclear weapons in the arsenals of a handful of Powers directly and fun
damentally jeopardizes the security of the whole world. The promotion of 
nuclear disarmament would be facilitated by the strict adherence by all 
States to the principles of the United Nations Charter, and in particular by 
measures that would bring about the relaxation of international tensions 
and the peaceful settlement of disputes among States.

The Group of 21 is further convinced, as a result of the discussions, that 
doctrines of nuclear deterrence, far from being responsible for the 
maintenance of international peace and security, lie at the root of the con
tinuing escalation of the quantitative and qualitative development of 
nuclear armaments and lead to greater insecurity and instability in inter
national relations. Moreover, such doctrines, which in the ultimate 
analysis are predicated upon the willingness to use nuclear weapons, can
not be the basis for preventing the outbreak of a nuclear war, a war which 
would affect belligerents and non-belligerents alike. The competitive ac
cumulation of nuclear arms by the nuclear weapons States cannot be con
doned on grounds that it is indispensable to their security. Such an argu
ment is patently false considering that the increase in nuclear arsenals, far 
from contributing to the strengthening of the security of all States, on the 
contrary, weakens it, and increases the danger of the outbreak of a nuclear 
war. Moreover, the Group of 21 rejects as politically and morally un
justifiable that the security of the whole world should be made to depend 
on the state of relations existing among nuclear-weapon States.

In the task of achieving the goals of nuclear disarmament, all the 
nuclear-weapon States, in particular those among them which possess the

’ Subsequently published as Nuclear Weapons: Report of the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations (London: Frances Pinter, 1981).



GROUP OF 21 STATEMENT, APRIL 24 173

most important nuclear arsenals, bear a special responsibility. That 
responsibility entails the fulfilment of commitments entered into in inter
national instruments in the field of disarmament, the respect for the secur
ity concerns of the non-nuclear nations, the refraining from any action 
conducive to the intensification of the nuclear arms race and to the in
crease of international tensions, and above all the duty to take positive 
and practical steps towards the adoption and implementation of concrete 
measures of nuclear disarmament.

In the light of this assessment, the Group of 21 firmly believes that the 
Committee on Disarmament, in which all nuclear weapon States as well as 
non-nuclear weapon States participate, must continue and intensify the 
search for a common approach that will enable it to discharge the mandate 
entrusted to it by the General Assembly of the United Nations in the field 
of disarmament. In particular, the Group of 21 expects that a growing 
awareness of the urgency of progress toward nuclear disarmament will 
facilitate the task of the Committee. Bilateral and regional negotiations, 
especially with regard to specific areas where the concentration of nuclear 
armaments increases the danger of confrontation, are useful and should be 
intensified, but multilateral negotiations on questions of vital interest to 
nuclear and non-nuclear weapon States alike should be initiated without 
delay in the Committee on Disarmament, the only multilateral negotiating 
body in the field of disarmament.

The Group of 21 believes, in accordance with its considered view 
already expressed in document C D /64, of 1980 that the immediate objec
tive of the considerations of item 2 by the Committee, at the start of the 
second part of its 1981 session, should be the establishment of an ad hoc 
working group with the mandate to elaborate on paragraph 50 of the Final 
Document ® and to identify substantive issues for multilateral negotia
tions, as suggested in document CD/116, as follows:

(i) the elaboration and clarification of the stages of nuclear disarmament 
envisaged in paragraph 50 of the Final Document including identification of 
the responsibilities of the nuclear weapon States and the role of the non
nuclear weapon States in the process of achieving nuclear disarmament;

(ii) clarification of the issues involved in prohibiting the use or threat of 
use of nuclear weapons, pending nuclear disarmament, and in the preven
tion of nuclear war;

(iii) clarification of the issues involved in eliminating reliance on doc
trines of nuclear deterrence;

(iv) measures to ensure an effective discharge by the CD of its role as the 
single multilateral negotiating body in the field of disarmament and in this 
context its relationship with negotiations relating to nuclear disarmament 
conducted in bilateral, regional and other restricted fora.

® FinaTT^ocument of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly, in Documents on 
Disarmament, 1978, pp. 411-439.
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Statement Submitted to the Committee on Disarmament by 
the Group of 21: Nuclear Test Ban, April 24, 1981 '

At the initiative of the Group of 21, the Committee on Disarmament 
held informal meetings during the first part of its 1981 session to undertake 
a substantive examination of concrete issues relating to item 1 of its 
Agenda, entitled Nuclear Test Ban.

The discussions which took place in these informal meetings have 
further reinforced the conviction held by the Group of 21 that the Com
mittee on Disarmament should proceed without delay to undertake 
multilateral negotiations on the question of a Nuclear Test Ban. In its 
Working Paper CD/64 of 27 February, 1980, the Group of 21 had stated 
that in its considered view Working Groups are the best available 
machinery for the conduct of concrete negotiations within the Committee 
on Disarmament. Therefore, the Group of 21 in principle supported the 
establishment of Working Groups on all items of the Committee s Agenda.

In a subsequent working paper, CD/72 dated 4 March 1980, the Group 
of 21 urged the setting up of an ad hoc Working Group of the Committee 
on its Agenda item entitled Nuclear Test Ban, during the first part of the
1980 session. Unfortunately, no consensus could be reached on this pro
posal during the entire 1980 session of the Committee on Disarmament.

The Group of 21 would recommend that in the light of the discussions 
held in informal meetings of the Committee, the Committee on Disarma
ment should, at the beginning of the second part of its 1981 session, decide 
to set up an ad hoc Working Group on item 1 of its Agenda. In order to 
facilitate the adoption of this decision, the Group of 21 would suggest the 
following mandate for the ad hoc Working Group:

The Committee on Disarmament decides to establish, for the duration 
of the second part of its 1981 session, an ad hoc Working Group of 
the Committee to negotiate on provisions relating to the Scope, 
Verification of Compliance, and the Final Clauses of a draft treaty 
relating to Item 1 of its Agenda, entitled "Nuclear Test Ban'. The ad 
hoc Working Group will report to the Committee on Disarmament on 
the progress of its work at an appropriate time and in any case before 
the conclusion of its 1981 session.

During the course of negotiations on this item, the ad hoc Working 
Group will take into account existing proposals and future initiatives, 
including the reports on the trilateral negotiations among the USSR, 
the United Kingdom and the United States of America on this subject 
presented during the 1979  ̂ and 1980  ̂ sessions of the Committee on 
Disarmament, as well as any future reports on the trilateral negotia
tions that may be submitted to the Committee by the parties con
cerned during the remainder of its 1981 session.

’ CD/181.
' Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 508-509. 
 ̂ Ibid., 1980, pp. 317-321.
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The Group of 21 firmly believes that the Committee on Disarmament is 
entitled to know without further delay the specific reasons that have so far 
prevented the three nuclear weapon States, which have been carrying out 
among themselves separate negotiations for the past four years, to heed 
the often repeated and pressing appeals of the General Assembly to the ef
fect of expediting such negotiations "with a view to bringing them to a 
positive conclusion as a matter of urgency" and to transmit the results to 
the Committee on Disarmament.

As a further contribution to the work of the Committee on Disarma
ment on a Nuclear Test Ban, the Group of 21 would like to draw attention 
to specific questions which have been addressed jointly or separately to 
the parties engaged in the trilateral negotiations, in the course of both 
formal and informal meetings of the Committee during the first part of its
1981 session. The questions which are still awaiting suitable response from 
the negotiating States, are of relevance to the concerns of the international 
community, which has repeatedly deplored the continuance of the testing 
of nuclear weapons and has called for the early conclusion of a Nuclear 
Test Ban. Clarifications and further information have been requested from 
the States engaged in trilateral negotiations, on the following key issues:

I —Conduct of Multilateral Negotiations:

1. What is the role that the trilateral negotiators envisage for the Com
mittee on Disarmament to play in the multilateral negotiation of a treaty 
on the Nuclear Test Ban, given the consensus reached in paragraph 51 of 
the Final Document'* that the trilateral negotiation should be concluded 
urgently and the result submitted to the Committee on Disarmament for 
full consideration by the multilateral negotiating body with a view to the 
submission of a draft treaty to the General Assembly at the earliest poss
ible date?

2. What are, in the view of the trilateral negotiators, the main obstacles 
to the conclusion of the trilateral negotiations?

3. When do the trilateral negotiators believe that their negotiations will 
be resumed and by what time are they likely to be concluded?

II —Scope:

4. Do the trilateral negotiators consider the scope of the treaty under 
negotiation broad enough to contribute effectively to the cessation of the 
nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament?

5. Does the treaty under negotiation make provision for the promotion 
of the peaceful applications of nuclear technology, especially in the 
developing countries?

6. What specific arrangements, if any, are envisaged to provide for the 
conduct of PNEs under the treaty they are negotiating? Would the 
framework within which each State Party could conduct PNE s under the 
future treaty be the subject of multilateral negotiation?

7. Do the trilateral negotiators intend the treaty under negotiation 
among them to be an adequate basis for a truly comprehensive and univer

- Ibid., 1978, p. 421.
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sal ban on nuclear weapon testing by all States in all environments for all 
time to come, which is the goal of the international community as ex
pressed in several Resolutions of the General Assembly?

III — Verification of Compliance:

8. How would you trilateral negotiators reconcile the dual system of 
verification measures that they are negotiating with the principle that a 
multilateral treaty should create equal rights and obligations for all its 
Parties?

9. What are the "special concerns and circumstances" hat make addi
tional measures of verification necessary?

10. Would the trilateral negotiators clarify as to what specific measures 
are included under "national technical means of verification"? Would the in
formation gathered by such means be available, without discrimination, to 
all States Parties to the treaty?

IV — Other Clauses:

11. The international community has repeatedly expressed its conviction 
that a treaty on a Nuclear Test Ban must be of unlimited duration. Will the 
trilateral negotiators conform with that conviction and, if that were not the 
case, clarify what is the duration they have in mind?

12. Since it is highly desirable that the future treaty should attract univer
sal adherence, and should be based on the principle of equal rights for all its 
Parties, what special reasons do the trilateral negotiators have to accord the 
permanent members of the Security Council a virtual veto over the amend
ment procedure to be included in the treaty?

Communique of the North Atlantic Council [Extract], 
M ays, 198r

8. They  ̂will maintain a dialogue with the Soviet Union and will work 
together for genuine detente and the development of East-West relations, 
whenever Soviet behaviour makes this possible. The principles and provi
sions of the Helsinki Final Act ® provide a code of conduct that must be 
observed by all the signatories. At the CSCE meeting in Madrid, the Allies 
seek substantive and balanced results which will lead to better implementa
tion of these principles and provisions, including respect for human rights, 
improved human contacts, a freer flow of information and enhanced secur

' NATO Review, June 1981, pp. 27-28. The Council met in Ministerial Session in Rome, 
May 4-5, 1981.

* North Atlantic Council Ministers.
* The arms control portions of the Final Act are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 

1975, pp. 304-308. The entire act may be found in Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 1, 1975, 
pp. 323 ff.
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ity and co-operation. This would clearly demonstrate the continuing value 
of the CSCE process.

The Allies reaffirm their support for the French proposal for a Conference 
on Disarmament in Europe * aimed at achieving in an initial phase an agree
ment on a coherent set of militarily significant, binding and verifiable 
confidence-building measures, applicable throughout the European Conti
nent from the Atlantic to the Urals. Underlining the importance they attach 
to such a Conference taking place as an integral part of the CSCE process, 
they consider that it would be for a future CSCE follow-up meeting to ex
amine ways of continuing their efforts for security and disarmament, in the 
light of the progress achieved by the end of the initial phase of the Con
ference and taking into account other current negotiations. While welcom
ing the progress made so far, they express the hope that, as part of a bal
anced outcome, agreement can be reached at Madrid on a precise and 
unambiguous mandate incorporating the above criteria.

9. Arms control and disarmament, together with deterrence and 
defense, are integral parts of Alliance security policy. The Allies support 
negotiations to achieve meaningful restraints on Soviet military power and 
to improve security. The object of this policy is a stable military balance, if 
possible at reduced levels of forces. The Allies stress the value of stabilizing, 
equitable and verifiable arms conotrol through limitations on Soviet and US 
strategic arms. They recognize that arms control negotiations can only lead 
to fruitful results in an international climate of confidence.

10. The Allies taking part in the Vienna negotiations on Mutual and 
Balanced Force Reductions continue in their determination to achieve genu
ine manpower parity in the form of a common collective ceiling based on 
agreed data. They regret that no substantial progress has been made in the 
negotiations, largely because the Eastern participating states are still un
prepared to make the required contribution to the clarification of the data 
problem.

11. The Allies continue to attach particular importance to the 
maintenance of the calm situation in and around Berlin. The strict obser
vance and full implementation of the Quadripartite Agreement of 3 
September 1971 ® remain vitally important for security in Europe, East-West 
relations and the international situation as a whole. The Alliance continues 
to support the efforts being made by the Federal Republic of Germany to 
secure the cancellation of the increase in the minimum exchange re
quirements imposed by the GDR, which is having a particularly adverse 
effect on the number of tourists and visitors travelling to the GDR and East 
Berlin.

II.

12. The Allies who participated in the December 1979 NATO decision on 
LRTNF modernization and arms control reaffirmed their commitments to

 ̂ See ibid., 1978, p. 343.
* 24 UST, TIAS 7551.



178 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1981

that decision.* They emphasized that in light of increasing Soviet LRTNF 
deployments which in the case of the SS-20 already exceed the total LRTNF 
deployment plarmed by NATO, the modernizing of NATO's LRTNF is 
more essential than ever, and offers the only realistic basis for parallel TNF 
arms control. Since the December 1979 decision, Soviet threats and efforts 
to divide the Allies have only strengthened their resolve to take the steps 
necessary to maintain deterrence, redress the imbalance in LRTNF, and en
sure their security. The latest Soviet proposal for a moratorium on LRTNF 
deployments is wholly unacceptable to these Allies. It would freeze them in
to inferiority by blocking the NATO modernization programme altogether. 
Moreover, the proposal would permit the Soviets to increase the threat to 
NATO by failing to limit systems capable of striking Allied territory from 
east of the Urals.

These Allies welcomed the intention of the United States to begin negotia
tions with the Soviet Union on TNF arms control within the SALT 
framework by the end of the year. The American Secretary of State intends 
to discuss the timing and procedures for these negotiations with Foreign 
Minister Gromyko in September at the United Nations. These negotiations 
will rely on an updated Alliance threat assessment and a study of functional 
requirements for NATO TNF to be undertaken within the framework of the 
Special Consultative Group and the High Level Group as matters of im
mediate priority.

Report by the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations: Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency Authorization for Fiscal 
Years 1982 and 1983 [Extracts], May 15, 1981 ^

The Committee on Foreign Relations, to which were referred the bills (S. 
784, S. 847, S. 849, S. 991) authorizing appropriations for the Department 
of State, the International Communication Agency, the Board for Interna
tional Broadcasting and the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency for 
fiscal years 1982 and 1983, having considered the same, reports favorably 
an original bill and recommends that the bill do pass.

P r im a r y  P u r p o s e

The primary purpose of this bill is to authorize appropriations for fiscal 
years 1982 and 1983 in the amounts of $3,124,105,000 and $2,837,034,000 
respectively for the Department of State, the International Communication 
Agency (ICA), the Board for International Broadcasting (which makes 
grants to Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty) (BIB), the Arms Control and

‘ See Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 814-816.
' Foreign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983: Report of the Committee 

on Foreign Relations . . .  on S. 1193, To Authorize Appropriations for the Department of 
State, the International Communications Agency, the Board for International Broadcasting and 
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency for Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983, May 15, 1981 (S. 
Rept. 97-71; 97th Cong,, 1st sess.), pp. 1-3, 32, 34, 38.
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Disarmament Agency (ACDA), the Asia Foundation and the Inter- 
American Foundation.

The following table shows for each agency the fiscal year 1981 authoriza
tion levels, the continuing resolution levels and the Administration requests 
for fiscal years 1982 and 1983.

ADMINISTRATION FUNDING REQUESTS -  FISCAL YEARS 1982 AND 1983 
(in thousands of dollars)

Fiscal year 
1981 

authoriza
tion

Fiscal year 
1981 

appropria
tion 

(CR)

Revised 
fiscal year 

1982 
request

Revised 
fiscal year 

1983 
request

Committee 
fiscal year 

1982 
recom

mendations

Committee 
fiscal year 

1983 
recom

mendations

Department of State:
Administration of foreign 

affairs ...................................... 1,009,895 948,139 1,318,754 1,248,059 1,318,754 1,248,059
International organizations 

and conferences...................... 525,082 516,941 563,806 554,436 523,806 514,436
International commissions........ 26,081 24,713 22,508 22,432 22,508 22,432
U.S. bilateral science and

technology agreements.......... 1,400 1,400 3,700 3,700 3,700 3,700
Migration and refugee 

assistance .......... ........ 517,298 456,241 553,100 460,000 560,850 467,750

T o ta l................ ......................... 2,079,756 1,947,434 2,461,868 2,288,627 2,429,618 2,256,377

International Communication 
Agency ............................................ 465,944 447,915 561,402 482,340 561,402 482,340

Board for International Broad
casting .............................................. 86,787 99,700 98,317 98,317 98.317 98,317

In ter-American Foundation.............. 15,964 15,964 12,000 (') 12,000 0
Arms Control and Disarmament 

Agency .............................. 20,645 17,000 16,768 (') 18,268 (•)
Asia Foundation ................................ 4,100 4,100 0 0 4,500 0

Total .................................... 2,673,196 2,532,113 3,150,355 2,869,284 3,124,105 2,837,034

' Such sums as may be necessary.

Other sections of the bill (1 ) earmark $18,750,CXX) for the resettlement of 
Soviet and Eastern European refugees in Israel; (2 ) earmark $2,085,000 for 
the reopening of consulates in Turin, Italy; Salzburg, Austria; Goteborg, 
Sweden; Bremen, Germany; Nice, France; Mandalay, Burma; and 
Brisbane, Australia; (3) earmark $45,800,000 in fiscal year 1982 and fiscal 
year 1983 for the Organization of American States; (4) earmark $1,500,000 
for the International Committee of the Red Cross for its prison visitation 
program; (5) require that the fiscal 1982 and 1983 U.S. assessed contribu
tions to the United Nations be an amount equal to the assessment minus 25 
percent of the budget of the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable 
Rights of the Palestinian People and the Special Unit on Palestinian Rights;
(6 ) provide for an ex gratia payment of $81,000 to the Government of Yugo
slavia as an expression of concern for the injuries sustained by a Yugoslav 
national as a result of an attack on him in New York City; (7) grant authori
ty to the Secretary of State to extend the duration of passports and to raise 
the passport fee; (8 ) provide the legal authority to pay arrearages in the U.S. 
assessments for the International Institute for the Unification of Private Law 
and the Hague Conference on Private International Law; (9) remove the 
legislative ceilings on the assessments to the Pan American Railway Con
gress and Institute of Geography and History; (10 ) establish the position of 
the U.S. Representative to the International Organizations in Vienna; (1 1 )
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authorize the Department of State to lease living quarters for the U.S. staff 
at the U.N.; (1 2 ) provide for a selective waiver of non-immigrant visas; (13) 
establish a Buying Power Maintenance Fund in the Department of State; 
(14) authorize $4,500,000 for the Asia Foundation in fiscal year 1982; (15) 
authorize $1 2 ,0 00 ,0 00  for the Inter-American Foundation in fiscal year 
1982; (16) provide an additional educational round trip for dependents of 
Foreign Service personnel; (17) provide various changes in the admini
strative authorities of the International Communication Agency (ICA);
(18) authorize the liquidation of ICA s Informational Media Guaranty Fund;
(19) mandate the threefold increase of ICAs exchange-of-persons programs 
over the next four years; (2 0 ) merge the Board for International Broad
casting with the Board of Directors of RFE/RL, Inc.; (2 1 ) modify ACDAs 
security clearance requii-ements to facilitate the prompt assignment and 
assumption of duties of former military and Foreign Service officers; (2 2 ) 
authorize research by ACDA in all aspects of anti-satellite activities; and 
(23) repeal various obsolete provisions of foreign affairs law.

C o m m it t e e  A c t io n

Early this year. Senator Percy, Chairman of the Foreign Relations Com
mittee, introduced S. 784, S. 847, S. 849, S. 991 and S. 1054, which con
tained the authorization of appropriations requests of the Executive Branch 
for the Department of State, the Board for International Broadcasting, the 
International Communication Agency, the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency and the Inter-American Foundation.

Subsequently, the Foreign Relations Committee held hearings on these 
bills as follows:

MARCH 2 7 , 1 9 8 1  — STATE DEPARTMENT

Richard T. Kennedy, Under Secretary of State for Management. 
William Richard Smyser, Acting Coordinator for Refugee Affairs. 
Marion V. Creekmore, Jr., Acting Assistant Secretary for International 

Organization Affairs.

APRIL 8 , 1 9 8 1  — INTERNATIONAL COMMUNICATION AGENCY, BOARD FOR INTER

NATIONAL BROADCASTING AND ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY

International Communication Agency 

John W. Shirley, Acting Director.
Olin Robinson, Chairman, U.S. Advisory Commission on Public 

Diplomacy.

Board for International Broadcasting 

Charles D. Ablard, Acting Chairman.

Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 

Michael Pillsbury, Acting Deputy Director.
On May 1 , 4 and 5, the Committee on Foreign Relations met in open ses
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sion to consider a consolidated draft bill and agreed on May 5, 1981, to 
report an original bill by a record vote of 13 to 0 . The following Senators 
recorded votes in favor of reporting the bill: Senators Percy, Baker, Helms, 
Hayakawa, Lugar, Mathias, Kassebaum, Pressler, Pell, Biden, Glenn, Sar- 
banes and Cranston.

TITLE IV — ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY

Section 401. Short Title

This title may be cited as the "Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 
Act, Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983/'

Sec. 402. Authorizations for Appropriations

This section would amend section 49(a) of the ACDA Act (22 U.S.C. 
2589(a)) to authorize appropriations for the U.S. Arms Control and Disar
mament Agency for fiscal years 1982 and 1983. The Administration asked 
the sum of $16,768,000 for fiscal year 1982 and such sums as may be 
necessary" for fiscal year 1983. The Agency s current two-year authoriza
tion is $18,876,000 for fiscal year 1980 and $20,645,000 for fiscal year 1981. 
In all instances these amounts are plus additional amounts "as may be 
necessary for increases in salary, pay, retirement, other employee benefits 
authorized by law, and other nondiscretionary costs, and to offset adverse 
fluctuations in foreign currency exchange rates."

Senators Percy, Pell, and Cranston recommended to the Committee that 
the authorized amount for fiscal year 1982 be increased from $16,768,000 to 
$18,268,000 —an increase of $1.5 million. Even with the increase, the 
amount would be substantially less than amounts authorized by Con
gress—$18.9 million for fiscal year 1980 and $20.6 million for fiscal year
1981. The Committee agreed to the increase to $18,268,000 for fiscal year 
1982 and "such sums as may be necessary" for fiscal year 1983. According to 
testimony received by the Committee, an additional $1.5 million will prob
ably be needed for major SALT negotiations for fiscal year 1982. The Com
mittee concluded that this amount should be authorized so that the Admin
istration will be able to move ahead with SALT negotiations when it decides 
to do so. While the impetus for the increase was to allow adequate spending 
for resumed SALT negotiations, the Committee was also mindful of the re
quirement the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency have sufficient 
funds for strategic arms limitation-related research, and work related to 
monitoring and verification of arms limitation agreements.

The Committee believes that the Agency can play an important role in en
suring that arms control is a valuable ingredient of national security policy, 
to do this, the Agency must have the monetary and personnel resources 
necessary to assume a central role in the search for arms control measures 
which will be in the national interest.

Section 403. Security Clearances

This section would amend section 45(a) of the ACDA Act (22 U.S.C.
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2585(a) to permit the Agency, in the case of persons detailed to the Agency 
from other Government agencies, to use the results of security investiga
tions conducted by the Departments of Defense and State.

The Agency has fifty-two reimbursable positions which are filled by in
dividuals detailed to the Agency, primarily active duty military officers 
from the Department of Defense and career Foreign Service officers from the 
Department of State. Each year there is approximately a one-third turnover 
among these detailees and each year the Agency must wait many months for 
officers being detailed from the Departments of Defense and State to report 
for duty, even though these officers generally are middle to senior grade 
career officers with many years of service, who hold high-level clearances 
and often come to the Agency after working on highly sensitive issues.

The reason for this delay is that, as presently written, section 45(a) of the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Act requires the Director of the Agency to 
arrange full-field background investigations through the Civil Service Com
mission (now the Office of Personnel Management (OPM)), for all new 
employees, including persons detailed from other Government agencies". 
Based on the results of that investigation, the Director must determine prior 
to the detailee s entry on duty that the detailee is not a security risk or of 
doubtful loyalty. While all career Foreign Service officers and most military 
officers hold Top Secret clearances, these clearances are based on full-field 
background investigations conducted by their own agencies. However, at 
present the Director is precluded from using the results of a full-field 
background security and loyalty investigation conducted by the Depart
ment of Defense or the Department of State for a security clearance deter
mination, because the wording of section 45(a) requires the investigation to 
be conducted by OPM.

As a result, the Agency must request a new OPM investigation, which 
takes an average of four months to complete, for every military and Foreign 
Service officer detailed to the Agency, regardless of whether the individual 
has been previously investigated by the Department of Defense or the 
Department of State. Since the service of such detailees is often required on 
short notice, to staff or backstop delegations to international negotiations or 
to provide special technical expertise to the Agency, the lengthy delays re
quired for the duplicate investigation required by the Act hamper the Agen
cy in the efficient conduct of its business. The proposed legislation will per
mit the Agency to accept detailees on the basis of investigations conducted 
by their own agencies until an update investigation can be completed, if 
necessary. This is comparable to the practice of most other national security 
agencies, including the Departments of Defense and State.

With this amendment, the Director will have the option of determining 
that a proposed military or Foreign Service detailee is not a security risk or 
of doubtful loyalty and allowing him to enter on duty if an evaluation of the 
results of the full-field background investigation conducted by the Depart
ment of Defense or the Department of State justifies such action.

The Committee agreed to the amendment.
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Sec. 404. Anti-Satellite Activities

This section would amend section 31(b) of the Arms Control and Dis
armament Act to specify that the Agency is authorized to conduct research, 
development, and other studies in regard to all aspects of anti-satellite activ
ities. In offering this section. Senator Pressler noted the importance of 
discussions in regard to anti-satellite limitations and urged that the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency's responsibilities clearly include the very 
important issue of arms control in outer space. The Committee adopted this 
provision.

TITLE IV — ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY

Section 402 authorizes the appropriation:
(1) in fiscal year 1982, of $18,268 thousand, and such additional 

amounts as may be necessary for increases in salary, pay, retirement 
and other employee benefits authorized by law, and other nondiscre- 
tionary costs, and to offset adverse fluctuations in foreign currency 
exchange rates, and

(2) in fiscal year 1983 of such sums as may be necessary to carry out 
the purposes of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act.

Letter From Indian Prime Minister Gandhi to the Secretary 
General (Miyazaki) of the Hiroshima Prefecture Council 
Against Atomic and Hydrogen Bombs: Indian Nuclear Pro
gram, May 16, 198V

Your letter of the 2 0 th April 1981 has been forwarded to me by our 
embassy in Tokyo.

The reports published in the Japanese newspapers about the possibility of 
India manufacturing nuclear bombs are totally false. We are against nuclear 
warfare and are in fact utilizing nuclear energy for peaceful and 
developmental purposes. However, we feel strongly about the worlds dou
ble standards in this regard. There is no criticism of the countries who are 
stockpiling nuclear weapons and building nuclear bases or those now 
preparing to acquire them, while our own entirely peaceful nuclear experi
ment attracts so much comment.

I share your concern at the proliferation of nuclear weapons and the 
growing experiments in chemical warfare. It is one of the utmost importance

’ ACDA files. The organization to which the letter was addressed is a branch of the national 
organization known as Gensuikin, which is affiliated with the minority Japan Socialist Party. It 
is not to be confused with a similar organization known as Gensuikyo, which is affiliated with 
the Japan Communist Party.
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to focus the attention of the international community on the dangers which 
this involves for us all. As the only nation which has suffered so grieveously 
from atomic bombs, Japan has rightly been arousing world public opinion 
against the serious threat to the very survival of mankind which is posed by 
this accumulation of nuclear weapons especially in the possession of nuclear 
weapons powers. India does not hesitate to speak out about this in all inter
national forums.

Report by the House Committee on Foreign Affairs: Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency Authorization for Fiscal 
Years 1982 and 1983, May 19, 1981 '

The Committee on Foreign Affairs, to whom was referred the bill (H.R. 
3467) to authorize appropriations under the Arms Control and Disarma
ment Act, and for other purposes, having considered the same, report 
favorably thereon without amendment and recommend that the bill do 
pass.

P u r p o s e

The principal purpose of H.R. 3467 is to authorize appropriations for the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA) for fiscal years 1982 and 
1983. The sum authorized for fiscal year 1982 is $18,268,000 plus such addi
tional amounts as necessary for increases in salary, pay, retirement, other 
employee benefits authorized by law, foreign currency exchange rates, and 
other nondiscretionary costs. The sum authorized in fiscal year 1983, 
$19,893,852, is based on the explicit amount authorized in fiscal year 1982 
plus the House Budget Committee's estimate of the Consumer Price Index 
increase for 1983 (8.9 percent).

C o m m it t e e  A c t io n

On April 8 , 1981, the Subcommittee on International Security and Scien
tific Affairs began its oversight hearings on authorization of appropriations 
for fiscal years 1982 and 1983 for ACDA. In testimony before the subcom
mittee, Hon. Gerard Smith, former Director of ACDA; Dr. Duncan Clarke, 
professor of foreign affairs. National War College and associate professor. 
School of International Service, American University; and Mr. Philip 
Farley, former Deputy Director of ACDA, shared with the subcommittee 
their views on the role of arms control in U.S. national security and foreign 
policy in general, and the role of ACDA in particular, including the 
adequacy of the funds requested by the executive branch ($16,768,000) and 
staff levels (169 personnel) for fiscal year 1982.

There was a consensus among the witnesses for reinforcing the role of 
arms control generally and the role of the Agency in particular in the current

’ Arms Control and Disarmament Amendments Act of 1981 [To accompany H.R. 3467], 
May 19, 1981 (H. Rept. 97-55; 97th Cong., 1st sess.).
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environment of heightened international tensions. The witnesses noted that 
arms control has advanced the security of the United States and that the 
Agency is and continues to be a national security asset of considerable im
portance. Finally, the witnesses testified in support of a strong, professional
ly staffed arms control agency and urged the Congress to consider favorably 
an increase in the Agency s already minuscule budget and personnel levels.

On April 29, 1981, Chairman Clement J. Zablocki, for himself and Mr. 
Broomfield, introduced the draft bill of the executive branch by request. 
The bill, H.R. 3289, was referred to the Committee on Foreign Affairs the 
same day.

On May 5, 1981, the Subcommittee on International Security and Scien
tific Affairs heard testimony from Mr. James Hackett, Acting Director of 
the Agency and Mr. Thomas Graham, Jr., General Counsel, in support of 
the request of the executive branch of $16,768,000 (a $2.5 million reduction 
from the request of the Carter administration) for fiscal year 1982 and for 
fiscal year 1983 "such sums as may be necessary'

In response to questions, the witnesses testified that the administration s 
request did not include the necessary funds required to sustain renewed 
strategic arms limitation talks (SALT) and other arms control negotiations 
under active review by the executive branch, such as those on theater 
nuclear forces (TNF). The witnesses acknowledged that the proposed fiscal 
year 1982 funding level also represented a significant reduction in external 
research in such areas as nuclear nonproliferation and verification and 
monitoring of related programs.

Immediately following the hearing, the Subcommittee on International 
Security and Scientific Affairs held a markup of H.R. 3289 and by 
unanimous voice vote adopted amendments to the bill —

(1 ) to change the name of the Agency to the "Arms Control 
Agency";

(2 ) to adopt an authorization level of $18,268,000 for fiscal year 
1982;

(3) to adopt an authorization level of $19,893,852 for fiscal year 
1983;

(4) to delete language excluding the use of background investiga
tions conducted for detailees to the Agency more than 12 months 
before the detail; and

(5) to establish an effective date of October 1 , 1981, for the bill.

On May 5, 1981, the subcommittee agreed by unanimous voice vote to 
introduce a clean bill, incorporating these amendments, for consideration 
by the full committee. On May 6 , 1981, Chairman Zablocki on behalf of 
himself, Mr. Fascell, Mr. Hamilton, Mr. Bingham, Mr. Broomfield, Mr. 
Winn, Mr. LeBoutillier, and Mr. Derwinski, introduced H.R. 3467.

On May 12 , 1981, the committee met in open session, a quorum being 
present, and by unanimous voice vote ordered H.R. 3467 favorably 
reported without amendments.
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B a c k g r o u n d

The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency was created by the Con
gress in 1961 to coordinate U.S. arms control policy, to negotiate arms con
trol agreements with other governments, to conduct and coordinate 
U.S.Government-sponsored research related to problems of arms control 
and disarmament, and to coordinate and disseminate public information on 
conventional arms control and disarmament matters. Subsequent changes 
in the Arms Control and Disarmament Act required that ACDA participate 
in U.S. Government decisions on arms tranfers and on the export of nuclear 
materials and related technology. As required by Public Law 95-141, the 
Agency plays a major role in the preparation of statements submitted to 
Congress which analyze the arms control implications of defense, nuclear 
weapons, and nonweapon technology programs which have an impact on 
arms control policy and negotiations.

A u t h o r iz a t io n

H.R. 3467 authorizes the appropriation of $18,268,000 to carry out the 
purposes of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act for fiscal year 1982 
plus such additional amounts as may be necessary for increases in salary, 
pay, retirement, other employee benefits authorized by law, other non- 
discretionary costs, and to offset adverse fluctuations in foreign currency ex
change rates. For fiscal year 1983 it authorizes an appropriation of 
$19,893,852 based on the fiscal year 1982 authorization plus the House 
Budget Committee s inflation estimate of 8.9 percent for 1983. The effect of 
this language is to give the Arms Control Agency a fiscal year 1983 
authorization level equal to that authorized in fiscal year 1982 in constant 
fiscal year 1982 dollars.

In assessing the executive branch request of $16,768,000 for fiscal year
1982, the committee noted that the request does not include moneys for the 
resumption of SALT or TNF negotiations and that it represents a $1,645,000 
reduction from fiscal year 1980 levels for external research programs in 
nuclear testing and strategic arms areas and an additional reduction of 6 

professional personnel from the current level of 175.
In authorizing an additional $1,500,000 over the executive branch request 

for fiscal year 1982, it is the committee s intent that such moneys should be 
spent to prepare for anticipated resumed arms control negotiations on TNF 
and SALT, to support the Agency's verification and monitoring activities, 
to support external research in verification and nuclear nonproliferation 
areas, and to maintain in the fiscal year 1982 at least the current personnel 
ceiling of 175 staff.
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A r m s  C o n t r o l  A g e n c y  O p e r a t io n s

In establishing ACDA in 1961, Congress sought to create a separate 
authority to coordinate U.S. arms control policy as well as to integrate arms 
control into U.S. national security policy. The major responsibilities of the 
Arms Control Agency are the following:

(1) International negotiations.—The Agency must prepare for and 
manage U.S. participation in international negotiations.

During the first half of fiscal year 1981, ACDA has continued to conduct 
analyses of strategic arms control issues in general and SALT issues in par
ticular. The United States and its NATO allies have agreed on an approach 
to arms control negotiations on long-range theater nuclear forces (TNF) in a 
SALT framework as a complement to Western force modernization. The 
Agency is currently engaged in preparing positions on these issues for 
negotiations expected to be resumed later this year.

Trilateral United States/United Kingdom/U.S.S.R. negotiations on a 
comprehensive nuclear test ban (CTB) have been held in Geneva since 1977. 
Agreement has been reached in the trilateral negotiations on many key pro
visions and the text of the treaty is largely agreed to, although a few key 
phrases remain to be completed. The Agency will continue to play a major 
role once talks are resumed, including the development of improvements in 
national technical means of verification and implementation of the treaty 
provisions.

The negotiations in Vienna between NATO and the Warsaw Pact aimed 
at mutual and balanced force reductions (MBFR) in Central Europe are ex
pected to continue through fiscal year 1982. Work is continuing toward 
achievement of the major elements of a phase I agreement, including 
verification measures.

The Agency has a prime responsibility for supporting the permanent 
United States-U.S.S.R. Standing Consultative Conunission (SCC), which 
deals with implementation of and compliance with the SALT agreements  ̂
and the measures agreement of 1971.^ The operation of the SCC is of contin
uing importance to U.S. national security because the Commission will con
tinue to develop implementing procedures and to consider questions of com
pliance under the SALT I Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty and the interim agree
ment.

In addition, the Agency personnel are members of the U.S. delegation to 
the Committee on Disarmament (CD) and participate in the bilateral talks 
with the Soviets on chemical warfare (CW) that are held in Geneva concur
rently with the Committee on Disarmament. Talks on CW are expected to 
continue in fiscal year 1982. The Agency has participated in the U.S. 
Government's activities in response to questions raised on biological warfare 
(BW) by the incident in the Soviet Union in Sverdlovsk.

’ The SALT I agreements are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff.; the 
SALT II agreements, ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.

* The Agreement on Measures to Reduce the Outbreak of Nuclear War, printed ibid., 1971, 
pp. 634-635.
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The Agency has played a central role in negotiations with the Soviet 
Union on antisatellite weapons. These complex negotiations could hold the 
promise of enhancing stability while precluding a costly arms race in space.

The Agency also provides support for U.S. Government participation in 
the United Nations Disarmament Commission which is currently preparing 
for a second special session of the United Nations on disarmament in 1982.

(2) Nuclear proliferation. —U.S. efforts to curb the spread of nuclear 
weapons have received strong emphasis in Congress in recent years and are 
likely to receive continuing prominence among U.S. foreign policy objec
tives in fiscal year 1982. With the completion in 1980 of the 66-nation Inter
national Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation  ̂and of the Non-Proliferation Trea
ty Review Conference,® the Arms Control Agency will continue to play a 
major role in fiscal year 1982 in the evaluation and implementation of the 
results of these conferences, focusing on technological, institutional, and 
political alternatives for strengthening the nonproliferation regime while 
meeting national requirements for energy and economic growth.

The Arms Control Agency plays a major role in the International Atomic 
Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards program by providing technical support, 
and was responsible for the development of the remote continual verifica
tion (Recover) system which was installed this year to enhance IAEA 
safeguards.

The Agency is also responsible for the renegotiation of the agreements for 
nuclear cooperation in nuclear energy development with a number of coun
tries, and has statutory responsibility for preparing nuclear proliferation 
assessment statements associated with the submission of such agreements to 
the Congress.

In addition, the Agency will pay increased attention during fiscal year 
1982 to U.S. nuclear exports to countries that pose proliferation risks. It will 
also continue to seek adherence to the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) * by 
nonmember countries, to promote implementation of the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco,^ and to develop other nonproliferation regimes which would 
bolster the NPT.

(3) Conventional arms transfers. — The Agency plays a major role in the 
formulation and implementation of the U.S. Government's policies and pro
grams relative to conventional arms sales.

The Agency advises executive branch decisionmakers on the extent to 
which proposed U.S. arms transfers will contribute to an arms race, increase 
the probability of outbreak or escalation of conflict, or prejudice the 
development of bilateral or multilateral arms control arrangements.

It is the committee s expectation that the Agency will remain an active 
participant in the Arms Export Control Board and other interagency groups 
dealing with U.S. arms transfer policy and issues.

(4) Technology transfers. — ACDA plays an important role in executive

* For the summary of the conference's final report, see ibid., 1980, pp. 62-111.
• Documents on this conference may be found ibid., pp. 365-374, 378-382, 384-388. 
‘ The treaty is printed ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
' Printed ibid., 1967, pp. 69-83.
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branch efforts to regulate the flow of U.S. advanced technology worldwide. 
In light of current efforts to impose more stringent controls on exports to the 
Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, and to reduce the controls on transfer of 
high technology to the People's Republic of China, the Agency's technology 
transfer activities are expected to increase.

(5) Public information.—The Arms Control Agency is responsible for 
disseminating arms control information to the American public which is 
done through speaking engagements, conferences, and the release of 
publications such as 'World Military Expenditures and Arms Transfers."

(6) Arms control impact statements (ACIS).—In response to legislative 
directive, the Agency has primary responsibility for coordinating and 
developing an annual analysis of the arms control implications of various 
defense, nuclear weapon, and other non-weapon technology programs 
which may significantly affect arms control policies and negotiations of the 
U.S. Government.

(7) Administrative and other support. — The balance of the Agency's per
sonnel funds are used for administrative support, liaison with other Govern
ment agencies, and external research in support of the Agency's programs 
and activities.

S e c t io n - by - S e c t io n  A n a l y s is  

FIRST s e c t io n  — SHORT TITLE

The first section of H.R. 3467 provides that the act may be cited as the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Amendments Act of 1981.

SECTION 2 — AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Section 2 of H.R. 3467 amends section 49(a) of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Act to authorize, to carry out the purposes of the act, 
$18,268,000 for fiscal year 1982, and such additional amounts as may be 
necessary for increases in salary, pay, retirement, employee benefits 
authorized by law, foreign currency exchange rates and other nondiscre- 
tionary costs, and $19,893,852 for fiscal year 1983.

The committee concluded that the most responsible way to provide an 
authorization for fiscal year 1983 was to apply the House Budget Commit
tee's inflation estimate of 8.9 percent for 1983 to the fiscal year 1982 
authorization. This action enabled the committee to grant the executive 
branch request for a 2 -year authorization for the Agency while assuring ap
propriate budgetary control for fiscal year 1983 by providing an exact sum 
rather than an open-ended authorization as requested by the executive 
branch.

Section 2 also provides that the amendment take effect on October 1 , 
1981, so as not to repeal existir\g authority for fiscal year 1981.

SECTION 3 — FACILITATION OF SECURITY CLEARANCES OF PERSONNEL 

DETAILED FROM OTHER GOVERNMENT AGENCIES

Section 3 amends section 45(a) of the Arms Control and Disarmament
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Act to permit the Agency, in the case of persons detailed to the Agency from 
other Government agencies, to use the results of security investigations con
ducted by the Departments of Defense and State.

The Agency has 52 reimbursable positions which are filled by individuals 
detailed to the Agency, primarily active duty military officers from the 
Department of Defense and career Foreign Service officers from the Depart
ment of State. This section will permit the Agency to accept detailees on the 
basis of security investigations already conducted by their own agencies 
rather than conducting new investigations. This is comparable to the prac
tice of most other national security agencies, including the Departments of 
Defense and State.

This section will increase the efficient conduct of business by expediting 
security clearances of persons detailed from other Government agencies and 
save several thousand dollars a year in unnecessary expenditures on 
duplicative security investigations.

SECTION 4  — CHANGE IN THE NAME OF THE AGENCY

Section 4 amends sections 3(c) and 21  of the Arms Control and Disarma
ment Act to change the name of the Agency to the "Arms Control Agency."

In taking this action, the committee concluded that the inclusion of the 
word "disarmament" in the name of the Agency has led to the inaccurate and 
unfounded perception that the Agency was in some way involved in 
unilateral disarmament at the expense of our national security. Such, of 
course, was never the case. In addition, the committee also noted that the 
House of Representatives in 1961 originally proposed to designate the Agen
cy the "Arms Control Agency."

In taking this action, the committee noted that the name change does not 
reduce the U.S. commitment to article 6 of the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, regarding nuclear disarmament.

R e q u ir e d  R e po r t s  S e c t io n  

COST e st im a t e

The committee estimates that, assuming the full appropriation of the 
amounts authorized in this bill, the total budgetary authority required to 
carry out the provisions of H.R. 3467 will be $18,268,000 for fiscal year 
1982 and $19,893,852 for fiscal year 1983. The fiscal year allocation of the 
total cost is set forth in the Congressional Budget Office estimate below. The 
committee agrees with the projected cost estimate of the Congressional 
Budget Office.

i n f l a t i o n a r y  im p a c t  s t a t e m e n t

The total fiscal year 1982 authorization contained in H.R. 3467 
($18,268,000), if fully appropriated, would only amount to 0 .002  percent of 
the President s revised March 1981 budget authority request. The committee 
notes that the total authorization in this legislation, combined with the ag
gregate amount of all other fiscal year 1982 authorizations reported by the
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committee, is $625.5 million under the total amount requested by the Presi
dent for the international affairs function (150) programs under the commit
tee s jurisdiction. The committee also notes that the First Concurrent Resolu
tion on the Budget for Fiscal Year 1982, as agreed to by the House, endorses 
the President's total request for the international affairs budget function. 
Therefore, in view of the fact that the authorizations contained in this and 
other legislation reported by the committee would be well below the Presi
dent s request, the enactment of the legislation would contribute to the total 
effort to reduce the deficit and the present rate of inflation.

STATEMENT REQUIRED BY CLAUSE 2(1 >(3 ) OF HOUSE RULE XI

(a) Oversight findings and recommendations

As a result of the oversight activities of the committee, the following 
observations and conclusions are made concerning the arms control impact 
statements:

Congress has a constitutional responsibility to share in the formulation of 
national security policy. In order to fulfill that role properly, it needs com
plete information on proposed defense and other technology programs of 
the U.S. Government that affect the national security of the United States, 
especially in terms of the impact of such proposals on arms control and 
disarmament policy and negotiations. To achieve that objective, the Con
gress enacted in 1975 the requirement that complete statements analyzing 
the impact on arms control policy and negotiations accompany request for 
authorizations or appropriations for programs meeting the statutory re
quirements spelled out in section 36(a) of the Arms Control and Disarma
ment Act.® Congress further made clear its intent that any other program in
volving technology with potential military application or weapons systems 
believed to impact on arms control policy and negotiations be scrutinized 
and reported to the Congress. Congress further made clear that the arms 
control impact statements are integral to the budgetary process, and that 
timely submission of such documents is essential if Congress is to assess 
independently and effectively the national security implications of such 
programs.

Congress has now received six sets of arms control impact statements 
(ACIS). The latest submission, the fiscal year 1982 arms control impact 
statements submitted to Congress by the Carter administration on January 
15, 1981,’ represents the first time since enactment of Public Law 95-338 in 
1975 that the ACIS report has been submitted as required together with the 
fiscal year 1982 defense budget request. In addition, the fiscal year 1982 
ACIS are generally well-written, informative, and sufficiently analytical to 
provide new and useful insights into the arms control implications of major 
weapons programs.

It is the committee s expectation that the timely submission of a quality 
product as represented in the fiscal year 1982 ACIS will be continued by the

« Ibid., 1975, pp. 708-709.
’ The letter submitting these statements is printed ante.
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executive branch in future fiscal years. To do so will contribute significantly 
to better congressional and executive branch decisionmaking regarding the 
potential impact of nuclear and other major defense programs on the future 
direction of our country's arms control and national security policy.

(b) Budget authority

The enactment of H.R. 3467 will create no new budget authority.

(c) Committee on Government Operations summary

No oversight findings and recommendations which relate to this measure 
have been received by the Committee on Government Operations under 
clause 4(c)(2) of rule X of the rules of the House.

(d) Congressional Budget Office cost estimate

M ay 13, 1981.

1 . Bill number: H.R. 3467.
2 . Bill title: Arms Control and Disarmament Amendments Act of 1981.
3 . Bill status: As ordered reported by the House Committee on Foreign 

Affairs on May 13, 1981.
4. Bill purpose: This legislation authorizes appropriations under the 

Arms Control and Disarmament Act for fiscal years 1982 and 1983, and 
otherwise amends the act.

5. Cost estimate:

(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars)

1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Budget function 150:
Authorization ........................................................ ..........................  18.3 19 9. .
Estimated outlays.................................................. ..........................  14.5 18.2 4.0 1.5

Budget function 920
Estimated authorization level................................ .......................... .4 .
PcI'im aforl rtiil-Iat/c 4 Pi

' Less than $50,000.

6 . Basis for estimate: This estimate assumes enactment of this legislation 
and subsequent appropriation of the full amount authorized. The additional 
pay and benefits were estimated using the President s pay proposal. Outlays 
were estimated using historical outlay rates.

7. Estimate compromise: None.
8 . Previous CBO estimate: None.
9. Estimate prepared by: Joe Whitehill.

1 0 . Estimate approved by: James L. Blum, Assistant Director for Budget 
Analysis.

C h a n g e s  i n  Ex is t in g  La w  M a d e  by  t h e  B il l , A s R epo r t e d

In compliance with clause 3 of Rule XIII of the Rules of the House of 
Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill, as reported, as 
shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omitted is enclosed in black
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brackets, new matter is printed in italics, existing law in which no change is 
proposed is shown in roman):

A r m s  C o n t r o l  a n d  D i s a r m a m e n t  A c t

*  H- *

D e f i n i t i o n s

Sec. 3. As used in this Act —

(a) The terms "arms control" and "disarmament" mean the iden
tification, verification, inspection, limitation, control, reduction, or 
elimination, of armed forces and armaments of all kinds under inter
national agreement including the necessary steps taken under such an 
agreement to establish an effective system of international control, or 
to create and strengthen international organizations for the 
maintenance of peace.

(b) The term "Government agency" means any executive depart
ment, commission, agency, independent establishment, corporation 
wholly or partly owned by the United States which is an instrumen
tality of the United States, or any board, bureau, division, service, of
fice, officer, authority, administration, or other establishment in the 
executive branch of Government.

(c) The term "Agency" means the United States Arms Control [and 
Disarmament] Agency.

TITLE II-ORGANIZATION

UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY

S e c . 2 1 . There is hereby established an agency to be known as the 'United 
States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency". Effective on the date of 
enactment of the Arms Control and Disarmament Amendments Act of 
1981, the United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency shall be 
known as the United States Arms Control Agency.

*  *  *  *  3(.

TITLE IV-GENERAL PROVISIONS

* *

SECURITY REQUIREMENTS

S e c . 45. (a) The Director shall establish such security and loyalty re
quirements, restrictions, and safeguards as he deems necessary in the in
terest of the national security and to carry out the provisions of this Act. Ex
cept as provided in subsection (d), the Director shall arrange with the Civil 
Service Commission for the conduct of full-field background security and 
loyalty investigations of all the Agency's officers, employees, consultants, 
persons detailed from other Government agencies, members of its General
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Advisory Committee, advisory boards, contractors and subcontractors, 
and their officers and employees, actual or propsective. In the case of per
sons detailed from other Government agencies, the Director may accept the 
results of full-field background security and loyalty investigations con
ducted by the Department of Defense or the Department of State as the 
basis for the determination required by this subsection that the person is not 
a security risk or of doubtful loyalty. In the event the investigation discloses 
information indicating that the person investigated may be or may become a 
security risk, or may be of doubtful loyalty, the report of the investigation 
shall be turned over to the Federal Bureau of Investigation for a full-field in
vestigation. The final results of all such investigations shall be turned over 
to the Director for final determination. Except as provided in subsection (d), 
no person shall be permitted to enter on duty as such an officer, employee, 
consultant, or member of advisory committee or board, or pursuant to any 
such detail, and no contractor or subcontractor, or officer or employee 
thereof shall be permitted to have access to any classified information, until 
he shall have been investigated in accordance with this subsection and the 
report of such investigations made to the Director, and the Director shall
have determined that such person is not a security risk or of doubtful loyal
ty. Standards applicable with respect to the security clearance of persons 
within any category referred to in this subsection shall not be less stringent, 
and the investigation of such persons for such purposes shall not be less in
tensive or complete, than in the case of such clearance of persons in a cor
responding category under the security procedures of the Government agen
cy or agencies having the highest security restrictions with respect to persons 
in such category.

A p p r o p r i a t i o n

[ S e c . 4 9 . (a) To carry out the purposes of this Act, there are authorized 
to be appropriated —

[(1) for the fiscal year 1980, $18,876,000, and
[(2) for the fiscal year 1981, $20,645,000,

and such additional amounts, for each such fiscal year, as may be necessary 
for increases in salary, pay, retirement, other employee benefits authorized 
by law, and other nondiscretionary costs, and to offset adverse fluctuations 
in foreign currency exchange rates. Amounts appropriated under this 
subsection are authorized to remain available until expended.]

S e c . 4 9 .  (a) To carry out the purposes of this Act, there are authorized to 
be appropriated —

(1) for the fiscal year 1982, $18,268,000 and such additional 
amounts as may be necessary for increases in salary, pay, retirement.



BUCKLEY ADDRESS, MAY 21 195

other employee benefits authorized by law, and other nondiscretionary 
costs, and to offset adverse fluctuations in foreign currency exchange 
rates, and

(2) for the fiscal year 1983, $19,893,852.

Amounts appropriated under this subsection are authorized to remain 
available until expended.

Address by the Under Secretary of State for Security Assist
ance, Science and Technology (Buckley): U.S. Arms Trans
fer Policy [Extracts], May 21, 198V 
• • • • • • •

Experience of the Last Decade

• • • • • • •

But that is only part of the story. At the same time that we allowed our 
military strength to deteriorate while the Soviets established strategic 
beacheads in Africa and the Middle East, the Carter Administration 
adopted policies toward the transfer of arms to friends and allies that 
substituted theology for a healthy sense of self-preservation.

It was the Carter view that such transfers were inherently evil or mor
ally reprehensible, or both. Therefore, the United States would henceforth, 
in principle, refrain from selling arms except under the most restricted cir
cumstances. Representatives of U.S. arms manufacturers abroad were to 
be treated as pariahs by American diplomatic representatives even when 
engaged in transactions duly licensed by the government itself. Never 
mind the fact that our unilateral restraint proved less than contagious and 
had the net effect of lessening U.S. influence over the arms policies of 
other nations by encouraging them to seek the weapons they needed from 
other suppliers. And never mind that, in practice, the countries which 
were important strategically continued to receive support, while the 
burden of a restrictive policy fell on those nations less able to fight back 
either with U.S. policymakers or American public opinion. Pragmatism 
and realism are at least philosophically defensible on their own terms as a 
basis for policy; but when used in practice, but masked by a moralistic 
smoke screen, they are not.

To compound these self-inflicted injuries, the Congress adopted a series 
of restrictions on sales to nations whose behavior—in the case of human 
rights—or intentions—in the case of nuclear proliferation—we disapprove

' Department of State Bulletin, July 1981, pp. 51-53. The Under Secretary spoke before the 
Aerospace Industries Association in Williamsburg, Virginia.



196 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1981

of. While these well-intentioned efforts have had little detectable impact 
on such behavior or intentions, they did lead at times to the awkward 
result of undercutting the capabilities of strategically located nations in 
whose ability to defend themselves we have the most immediate and 
urgent self-interest. Pakistan is a spectacular case in point.

The net effect of all of this is that we find ourselves, in 1981, not only 
with deteriorated military and strategic positions but with far fewer nations 
in a position to work with us in defending common interests and deterring 
threats by the Soviet Union and its surrogates. Thus we are faced not only 
with the need to rebuild and modernize our own military forces but to help 
other nations in the free world rebuild theirs.

It is for all of these reasons that the Reagan Administration has conclud
ed that the strengthening of other nations with which we share common 
security interests is an essential component of our total effort to restore ef
fective deterrence to aggression.

Nothing worthwhile in the world community is possible—neither 
economic growth nor political or social reform—in an atmosphere of in
creasing instability. And there is little reason to assume that the decade of 
the 1980s will witness a basic change in this situation, unless the United 
States is prepared to meet the security needs of its friends and allies as well 
as its own. Military power alone cannot solve the large array of problems 
which currently beset the community of nations; nor can it provide the 
foundations for an international society in which equity and security 
prevail. What it can do, given the growing disorder that we confront to
day, is help to reestablish some sense of equilibrium.

All of this will require the best of American leadership abroad and at 
home. We must not only demonstrate that we have the will to lead but the 
capacity to back that will with the necessary military and economic 
power. This will require the revitalization of our defenses and the building 
of stronger alliances and cooperative relationships as well as the rebuilding 
of our own economic strength. This is why the adoption of the President's 
economic program is as essential to our ultimate national security as the 
increased requests for defense and security assistance appropriations.

My own responsibilities are focused on the last, so I would like to take 
the time to describe some of the attitudes and policies that I expect will be 
applied to the sale of weapons and related goods and services. These and 
other related objectives are being spelled out in a policy statement that we 
expect will be released in the near future.

U.S. Attitudes and Policies

For starters, this Administration believes that arms transfers, judi
ciously applied, can complement and supplement our own defense efforts 
and serve as a vital and constructive instrument of American foreign 
policy. In revising our practices in this area, we seek to achieve the 
following:

• Enhancement of the state of preparedness of our friends and allies;
• Revitalization of our alliances;
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• The fashioning of more coherent policies and strategies that bear on 
East-West relations; and

• The buttressing of our own defense production capabilities.

Arms transfers can thus serve as an important adjunct to our own 
security by helping deter acts of aggression, by enhancing the self-defense 
capabilities of nations with which we share close security ties, and by 
facilitating access by American forces to military facilities abroad.

The Administration's new approach to arms transfers will emphasize 
the need for flexibility and rapid response to meet changing circumstances 
affecting American security interests. We will evaluate requests for sup
port in terms of their contribution to deterrence and defense. We will ac
cord high priority to requests from members of our major alliances and 
from those nations with which we have developed cooperative 
relationships.

Assessing Requests

In assessing arms transfer requests, the United States will continue to 
give due consideration to such factors as the degree to which the equip
ment requested corresponds to the military threat facing the recipient, the 
manner in which such equipment will serve to maintain stability within 
regions where friends of the United States are on less than the best terms 
one with the other; and whether the proposed transfer can be absorbed by 
the recipient without overburdening its military support system or finan
cial resources.

We believe that particular care must be taken to avoid an adverse im
pact on allied and friendly nations by encouraging them to assume 
burdens for which their economies are ill-prepared. For this reason, we are 
prepared to encourage the efforts of American manufacturers to produce 
equipment which, in terms of cost, complexity, and sophistication, is 
more appropriate to the needs of nonindustrialized nations. At the same 
time, the United States will continue to strive with its NATO allies to 
achieve a high degree of equipment standardization in order to achieve our 
mutual goal of interoperability of equipment.

Recognizing, as we do, that in today's economic climate a number of na
tions cannot afford to purchase equipment on commercial terms, we are 
requesting congressional authority to help finance some such purchases at 
concessional rates. At the same time we are seeking other statutory provi
sions that will simplify procedures and achieve significant economies in 
the production and sale of items in high demand.

Requests for transfer of technologically sensitive materials will be con
sidered on a case-by-case basis. Such transfer will not be approved if a 
significant possibility of compromise of sensitive information or equip
ment exists, or if justification on the basis of overriding U.S. interest can
not be made. We will also give serious consideration to future requests for 
coproduction, or coassembly, of military equipment produced by 
American manufacturers, while understanding the extreme complexity of 
this particular subject as well as the potential for conflict between foreign
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and domestic economic policy objectives. For this reason, I would par
ticularly welcome your views as the Administration works to develop 
specific guidelines in the area of coproduction and coassembly.

Finally, as one of my first actions in this position, we rescinded the 
Carter Administration's so-called leprosy letter, which instructed U.S. of
ficials overseas not to assist U.S. businessmen seeking to meet the military 
needs of friendly states. Henceforth, U.S. Government representatives 
overseas will be expected to provide the same courtesies and support to 
firms that have obtained licenses to market items on the U.S. munitions 
list as they would to those marketing other American products. In due 
course we will be reviewing our licensing procedures to see how they can 
be simplified.

Multilateral Restraint

I know there will be those who will conclude that these new policy 
changes will herald a period of unrestrained military sales. They will not. 
We remain dedicated to the goal of rnutual restraint in arms transfers. 
What we advocate is a similar dedication to the goal of serving U.S. in
terests; and in those cases where arms transfers are the best means of doing 
so, we will make them. The difference between this Administration and its 
predecessor is in the perception of where those interests lie, how and by 
whom they are challenged, and how best to advance them.

Though I believe it was well-intentioned. Presidential Determination 
13 * was, after all, issued by a President who, some IVz years later, after 
Soviet troops had invaded Afghanistan, admitted he had learned more 
about the Russians in the immediately preceding 10  days than in his entire 
prior time in office. This Administration starts with no illusions as to 
Soviet purposes. Soviet support for so-called wars of national liberation 
has never been qualified, even during the halcyon days of detente. It is, 
therefore, not surprising that there has been little or no interest in arms 
transfer limitations manifested by the Soviet Union—or, for that matter, 
by the majority of other arms producing nations.

We will, nonetheless, continue to examine ways to secure a regime of 
multilateral restraint. But in the meantime this Administration will face up 
to the realities of Soviet aggrandizement, and it will pursue a sober, 
balanced, and responsible arms transfer policy, one which is essential for 
the protection of our national security interests.

Security and Cooperation

Which brings me to the last point I would like to make. Despite our in
herent strength, there are limits to what we can accomplish alone. We are 
as dependent on the cooperation of other sovereign nations for the defense 
or our larger security interests as we are dependent on foreign sources for 
oil and such other strategic minerals as cobalt, manganese, titanium, 
chrome, and a host of others to support the high technology on which our 
economy is based.

’ See Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 328-329.
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The alliances and cooperative arrangements we need to forge with other 
nations cannot be coerced. They require of us a new maturity in our rela
tionships with other nations, one that recognizes the sovereignty and 
dignity of other societies as well as the enormous diversity of cultures that 
exists among them. If we build our security relationships on the bedrock of 
mutual interests, then they will prove durable—provided always that we 
can once again restore confidence in the reliability of American 
undertakings.

We are the essential partner in any credible network of free world rela
tionships because we are the only power that has the capacity to hold in 
check the aggressive opportunism of the Soviet enterprise. Our attempt in 
recent years to downgrade our world responsibilities has proven 
catastrophic for precisely the reason that only we are in a position to make 
the difference. As Irving Kristol pointed out in the essay I cited earlier: "It 
is the world situation—and the history which created this situation—that 
appoints imperial powers, not anyone's decision or even anyone's ambi
tion. And power begets responsibility—and above all the responsibility to 
use this power responsibly."

That is our challenge; not to strip ourselves of power but to focus that 
power for the achievement for the common good. And that common good 
these days is to restore a world order in which each nation can work out its 
own destiny, free of fears of external threat. What we have to offer other 
nations as we seek to forge new and effective partnerships is the prospect 
of global stability in which the United States can be relied upon to use its 
influence and strength to protect the peace and require that rogue nations 
observe a code of behavior that eschews resorts to force or subversion in 
international affairs.

This is the stated objective of the Reagan Administration, and it is one 
that is based on the long overdue reaffirmation of our confidence in 
ourselves and in the rightness of our cause. We are the last best hope on 
Earth; and we have no responsible choice but to act accordingly.

I know that conservatives are often accused of being simplistic; and as a 
self-confessed, card-carrying member of that fraternity, I might as well 
confess that I harbor the simplistic notion that on the world's stage today 
it is possible to divide the principal actors between the good guys and the 
bad guys; and we might as well understand that the bad guys are serious 
and playing for keeps.

A few years ago that great American philosopher, Leo Durocher, made 
the observation that good guys finish last. It is the intention of this Ad
ministration to prove him wrong.
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Report by the Comptroller General to the Congress on the 
Nuclear Nonproliferation Act of 1978: Overall Assesment 
[Extract], May 21, 1981 '

• • • • • • •

To date, the NNPA has had limited discernible impact in controlling 
the spread of nuclear explosive capabilities of other nations. Nevertheless, 
it represents a long-term agenda with ambitious international initiatives 
which could take a long time to conclude. We believe that selective 
amendments would help the NNPA achieve wider international accept
ance and further U.S. nonproliferation policies. The ultimate impact of the 
NNPA may not be known for some time.

Limited Short-term Results

A  title-by-title review of the NNPA reveals that the law has not been 
fully implemented, or widely accepted abroad, and, as a result, the short
term impact of the various titles toward achieving their intended purposes 
has been limited.

Title I was intended to (1 ) provide domestic and international incentives 
to persuade nations not to acquire indigenous enrichment or reprocessing 
technologies and (2 ) make other requirements in the NNPA more accept
able abroad. However, the current worldwide overcapacity of enrichment 
services has diminished concerns over fuel supply and international in
itiatives have not materialized. Consequently, the acceptance and even the 
credibility of other U.S. non-proliferation efforts may have been adversely 
affected.

Title II calls for U.S. efforts to strengthen IAEA safeguards and to seek 
to negotiate common international sanctions and physical protection 
measures. However, intensified efforts to upgrade safeguards have not 
had as significant an impact as had been hoped. They have been outpaced 
by the increasing magnitude of IAEA's safeguards responsibilities and thus 
IAEA continues to encounter difficult problems. Furthermore, the execu
tive branch has been unable to obtain an international consensus on sanc
tions but was able to successfully complete the negotiation of the interna
tional convention on physical security.

Title III provides an administrative framework for controlling U.S. 
nuclear exports. Although there have been improvements in some areas, 
numerous changes in the process are still needed to make the regulatory 
controls and procedures of Title III work better. More can and should be 
done to make Government nonproliferation reviews of export licenses 
more timely and predictable. A long-term policy is needed for carrying out 
U.S. approval rights over foreign reprocessing and plutonium use. Im-

' General Accounting Office. The Nuclear Non-Proliferation A ct of 1978 Should Be Selec
tively Modified, May 21, 1981, OCG-81-2, pp. 131-136. For text of the act, see Documents 
on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 118-164.
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provements are needed in DOE-administered controls over foreign com
mercial nuclear activities of U.S. firms and individuals.

Although most U.S. nuclear trading partners have complied with Title 
Ill's export licensing conditions without significant difficulties, several 
have not yet accepted certain controls. For example, EURATOM has not 
agreed to accept U.S. controls over the reprocessing of U.S.-supplied 
nuclear material, despite a temporary ban on the licensing of U.S. exports 
to it. Moreover, a few non-nuclear weapon nations with whom the United 
States has existing agreements for nuclear cooperation (most notably India 
and South Africa) have not yet complied with the U.S. requirement that 
they place all their nuclear activities under international safeguards.

Title IV expands the U.S. criteria for peaceful nuclear cooperation and 
directs the President to attempt to change existing agreements for coopera
tion to comply with the new criteria. However, most existing agreements 
have not been renegotiated to include the expanded criteria. The executive 
branch is also directed to seek international adherence to specified com
mon nuclear export policies, but generally these policies have not been 
adopted by the world community.

Title V reaffirms the U.S. commitment to provide non-nuclear energy 
assistance to developing nations. However, as a practical matter, it has 
never been implemented. Executive branch officials were against the 
passage of Title V and claim its objectives are being met by existing pro
grams. Title V has not been used by the executive branch to justify on
going or planned programs to assist developing nations identify or 
develop non-nuclear energy alternatives. No funds have been specifically 
appropriated or allocated to implement it.

Overall, a number of important events have occurred since the NNPA  
was enacted in 1978. On the positive side, (1 ) no additional nations have 
acknowledged exploding a nuclear device; (2 ) 12  nations (including Egypt, 
Turkey, and Indonesia) have ratified the NPT, raising to 112  the number 
of non-nuclear weapon nations that have pledged not to manufacture or 
acquire nuclear explosive devices; (3) Spain has moved toward placing all 
of its nuclear activities under international safeguards; and (4 ) the 
predicted foreign drive to acquire enrichment and reprocessing capabilities 
has abated somewhat. However, whether, and to what degree, such 
positive events were influenced by U.S. policy and law is difficult to 
assess.

On the other hand, (1 ) some nations appear to be seeking a nuclear ex
plosive capability (most notably Pakistan); (2 ) several non-nuclear 
weapon nations with whom the United States has civil nuclear agreements 
for cooperation, including India and South Africa, have not signed the 
NPT or agreed to accept international safeguards on all their nuclear ac
tivities; and (3) other nations have made major export sales of sensitive 
nuclear technology and equipment despite U.S. objections. Whether, and 
to what degree, such negative events would have been different if the U.S. 
strategy and its implementation had been otherwise is also difficult to 
assess.
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Long-term Prospects

The NNPA contains provisions for upgrading assurances that nuclear 
material, equipment, and technology for peaceful purposes will not be 
used for nuclear explosive purposes. We believe these provisions are basic
ally sound. Even though it has not been fully implemented or widely em
braced by foreign nations or the U.S. nuclear industry, we do not believe 
that major revisions to the NNPA are warranted at this time. Instead, we 
believe the NNPA should be selectively amended (see app. VIII) to better 
recognize political, technical, and economic realities and to obtain wider 
international acceptance of its primary objectives. The following supports 
our rationale.

The NNPA has only been in existence for 3 years and, because many 
cooperative international initiatives are required, it may be too soon to 
make a meaningful and objective assessment of its potential long-term 
impact.

International cooperation is the key to limiting proliferation. Unfor
tunately, many nations disagree on both the extent of the proliferation risk 
associated with peaceful nuclear energy programs and the U.S. approach 
to control it. This lack of consensus has hindered and will make more dif
ficult and complex any negotiations to consummate international 
agreements. As time passes, the use of international cooperative ap
proaches called for in the NNPA will be tested.

Attempts are underway to form a new post-INFCE international con
sensus on proliferation and the United States should avoid a sudden 
unilateral shift in strategy, unless there are pressing reasons. Abrupt 
changes could cause concern among nations about the nature of U.S. 
policies and the depth of U.S. resolve to curb proliferation.

Additionally, although it is questionable whether one nation can single- 
handedly solve non-proliferation issues, the United States, especially 
through the NNPA, has heightened worldwide awareness to the dangers 
of proliferation. The NNPA represents an attempt to lay the foundation 
for an international framework of proliferation controls and cooperation. 
Although U.S. technological leadership may be challenged, the United 
States can still be an effective leader in working with other nations and 
through international organizations to control the spread of nuclear ex
plosive capabilities.

Finally, the NNPA establishes a framework to control the potential 
links between civilian nuclear energy activities and nuclear weapons 
development. No such framework alone can provide an absolute 
guarantee of non-proliferation because there are several routes to acquir
ing nuclear weapons. The technology and experience gained by many na
tions in conducting civilian nuclear energy programs has significantly 
lowered the technical barriers to weapons proliferation. Therefore, the im
pact of any action by the United States, other nations, or groups of na
tions can only be measured in terms of incremental not absolute 
assurances. Furthermore, there remains a need to secure incremental 
assurances that peaceful nuclear material will not be used to develop
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nuclear explosive capabilities. Although the control arrangements in the 
NNPA have not yet had an apparent impact on the most prominent cases 
of proliferation risks, they may become increasingly important as more 
nations develop civilian nuclear energy programs and thereby increase the 
potential for nuclear weapons development.

Related Domestic Issues

As part of its overall non-proliferation strategy, the U.S. Government 
adopted domestic policies on reprocessing and breeder reactor develop
ment. They were designed to set an example for others, hopefully, to 
emulate. However, these domestic policies have not significantly furthered 
U.S. non-proliferation efforts abroad and may have been counter
productive.

In April 1977, President Carter established a policy which called for an 
indefinite deferral of commercial reprocessing and a delay in the develop
ment of the breeder reactor, which is dependent on reprocessing for its 
fuel. The President justified the decision to defer domestic reprocessing on 
the bases that (1 ) nuclear power in the United States could be sustained for 
the foreseeable future without reprocessing, and (2 ) premature commercial 
use of reprocessing in the United States might encourage other nations to 
do likewise. The Carter Administration was particularly concerned that if 
other nations were to construct reprocessing facilities, the risks of 
weapons proliferation would increase. President Carter had hoped that 
U.S. actions would influence other nations to delay breeder reactor 
development until more proliferation-resistant breeder technologies could 
be found. *

The U.S. policies of deferring reprocessing and delaying breeder 
development have had limited impact on the programs and plans of some 
nations. Nine other nations have reprocessed their own spent fuel or are 
developing plans to do so. The long-range plans of some of these nations 
include reprocessing spent fuel from other nations and, therefore, the 
amount of spent fuel to be reprocessed is expected to increase substantially 
in the next decade.

Breeder programs are also proceeding in other nations. The United 
Kingdom, France, and the Soviet Union are now operating industrial-size 
breeder reactors. Experimental breeders are being operated in Germany 
and Japan. Although substantial public dissent against breeder technology 
exists in most of these nations, their governments appear convinced that 
expeditious development of the breeder reactor may be necessary to meet 
their future energy needs.

The legislative history of the NNPA is clear that the law does not pro
hibit reprocessing and that the Congress did not want to prejudge the out
come of INFCE on reprocessing issues. Rather, the Congress expected that 
there would be a reconsideration of the reprocessing issue upon the com
pletion of INFCE.

* See ibid., 1977, pp. 219-224.
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INFCE, completed in February 1980,® indicated that reprocessing should 
not be deferred solely on non-proliferation grounds. Moreover, there has 
also been strong foreign resentment of the U.S. policy on reprocessing, as 
discussed throughout this report. Nevertheless, the executive branch has 
not yet advised the Congress of its evaluation of how INFCE's conclusions 
and the negative foreign reaction affect the desirability of continuing the 
U.S. policy on the deferral of reprocessing and the delay of breeder 
development.

President Carter linked U.S. domestic policies on reprocessing and 
breeder reactor development to non-proliferation policies in an effort to 
lend credence to such policies and to reinforce the U.S. commitment to 
non-proliferation. However, other nations have done little to follow the 
U.S. lead and, as a result, the U.S. position on reprocessing and breeder 
reactors may have even diminished the ability of the United States to in
fluence the future worldwide development and use of these proliferation 
sensitive technologies. We believe, therefore, that while a degree of con
sistency between U.S. domestic policies and international nuclear policies 
is needed, the strong and direct linkage of non-proliferation objectives to 
domestic nuclear energy programs needs to be reassessed by the new ad
ministration and the new Congress in light of INFCE conclusions, and the 
lack of acceptance of the U.S. position.

In this connection, an immediate issue to be faced is whether NRC 
should reopen decisionmaking proceedings on the implications of com
mercial reprocessing and plutonium recycle in the United States. These 
proceedings—referred to as GESMO (Generic Environmental Statement 
on Mixed Oxide Fuel)—were terminated by NRC on December 23, 1977. 
The past administration's view that termination of the proceedings would 
be 'lielpful" to U.S. non-proliferation efforts was an important element in 
their termination. Thus, the present administration's view will be an im
portant element in whether the proceedings will be reopened. NRC must 
complete these proceedings and find from an environmental, health, 
safety, and safeguards standpoint that, on a widespread basis, commercial 
reprocessing and use of plutonium-bearing fuels present acceptable risks 
before it can grant operating licenses for specific commercial facilities.^

Unless NRC can independently find that to reopen the GESMO pro
ceeding would be detrimental to U.S. national security (''inimical to the 
common defense and security of the United States" in the words of the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954), we believe NRC should resume the pro
ceedings. In our opinion, the NRC proceedings could provide the United 
States a good forum for reconsidering all relevant issues.

Another related issue is whether the United States should make com
mitments for the construction and operation of a liquid metal fast breeder

* For a summary and overview of INFCE, see ibid., 1980, pp. 62-111.
* A  Federal Court of Appeals ruling has prevented NRC from granting licenses for 

plutonium recycle-related activities on a commercial scale until it completes the GESMO pro
ceedings. Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. v. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 539 
F. 2d 824 (2d. Cir. 1976). [Footnote in original.]



U.S.-FRG JOINT STATEMENT, MAY 22 205

reactor plant. Other nations have concluded that the proliferation risks of 
this uranium/plutonium fuel cycle are not much, if at all, greater than 
other fuel cycles. Thus, in our judgment, the primary basis for the Carter 
Administration's deferral of the program can no longer be justified. We 
stated our position on this matter in a recent report entitled 'U.S. Fast 
Breeder Reactor Program Needs Direction" (EMD-80-81, September 2 2 , 
1980).

Joint Statement by the United States and the Federal Repub
lic of Germany: Limitation of Intermediate-Range Nuclear 
Weapons [Extract], May 22, 1981 '

The President and the Federal Chancellor welcomed and reaffirmed the 
results of the recent NATO Ministerial meetings in Rome and Brussels as 
renewed proof of the political strength of the Alliance and the continuity 
of Alliance policy. They stressed the determination of Alliance members 
to take the necessary steps to work with their NATO partners to 
strengthen the Western defense posture and to address adverse trends due 
to the Soviet military buildup. Together with deterrence and defense, arms 
control and disarmament are integral parts of Alliance security policy.

The President and the Federal Chancellor affirmed in this connection 
their resolve to implement both elements of the NATO decision of 
December 1979 * and to give equal weight to both elements. The Federal 
Chancellor welcomed the U.S. decision to begin negotiations with the 
Soviet Union on the limitation of theater nuclear weapons within the 
SALT framework by the end of this year. He also welcomed the fact that 
the U.S. Secretary of State has initiated preparatory discussions on theater 
nuclear forces with the Soviet Union, looking toward an agreement to 
begin formal negotiations. The President and the Federal Chancellor 
agreed that TNF modernization is essential for Alliance security and as a 
basis for parallel negotiations leading to concrete results on limitations of 
theater nuclear forces. They further agreed that the preparatory studies 
called for in the Rome Communique ® should be undertaken as matters of 
immediate priority by the relevant NATO bodies.

’ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, May 25, 1981, pp. 552-553. The occa
sion was the Chancellor's visit to the United States.

’ See Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 814-816.
* The North Atlantic Council Communique of May 5, printed ante.
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Letter From Soviet President Brezhnev to 
President Reagan, May 25, 1981 ^

I gave careful thought to your personal letter * to me and want to re
spond to it in the same personal and frank manner.

Just as you do, I recall our brief conversation at the reception given by 
President Richard Nixon at Casa Pacifica in June 1973. Today, as we did 
at that time, everyone in the Soviet leadership and I commit our hearts 
and minds to realizing the hopes and aspirations of all the peoples of the 
world for peace, a quiet life and confidence in their future.

At the recent congress of our party it was with all due emphasis stressed 
once again that not war preparations, which doom the peoples to a 
senseless squandering of their material and spiritual wealth, but the preser
vation and consolidation of peace and, thereby, the implementation of the 
foremost right of every man—the right to live—that is the clue to the 
future.

I noted that, recalling the year 1973, you indicated that peace and good 
will among men had never seemed closer at hand.

A Turn for the Better

And indeed, it was precisely in those years that our two countries took 
the path of reaching agreements which marked a radical turn for the better 
not only in Soviet-American relations but in the international situation as 
a whole. Those were the years when the U.S.S.R. and the U.S.A. actively 
and with some success set about solving the task of limiting arms, first of 
all strategic arms; when they started seeking in common solutions to acute 
international problems; when mutually beneficial bilateral ties and 
cooperation between our countries in a variety of fields were developing 
fruitfully.

Why then did hitches begin to appear in that process, why did it pause 
and even find itself set back? To answer this question correctly, one thing 
is necessary—to take an objective, nonbiased look at the course of events.

And then, Mr. President, we shall recall that even at that time, when 
Soviet-American relations were developing for the better, voices re
sounded in the United States of those who did not like such a development 
and who stubbornly tried to slow down and disrupt this process. And later 
on, their efforts became even more active. Those were the efforts that were 
pulling back to confrontation, efforts embodied in quite a number of con
crete steps aimed directly against the improvement of relations between 
the U.S.S.R. and the U.S.A., against the relaxation of international ten
sion. On the other hand, nothing of the sort was taking place in the Soviet 
Union.

' New York Times, Nov. 21, 1981.
* Not printed here.



BREZHNEV LETTER, MAY 25 207

A Different Soviet View

We have differences of opinion between us of a philosophical and 
ideological nature, and it could not be otherwise. But when it comes to the 
events of international life, whether pertaining to the present day, to the 
recent or more distant past, then an objective approach is not only pos
sible but necessary. Otherwise it is easy to misstep and plunge into serious 
errors.

Here, for example, it is said in your letter that after the Second World 
War the U.S.A. had the capability to dominate the world but, deliber
ately, as it were, made no use of that capability.

Let me say it straight away, it is hard to find many people among those 
who are familiar with that time through their own experience or who have 
seriously studied it that would share such an affirmation.

Actually, the U.S.A. did the most it could using a wide array of 
military, political and economic means to achieve what American leaders 
themselves called Pax Americana, in other words, to restructure the world 
the way the United States wanted it to be. But this proved to be beyond its 
possibilities—and this is the way it was. Even the possession during a cer
tain period of time of what you call '"the ultimate weapon" didn't make the 
U.S.A. omnipotent.

What Soviet Did Not Do

To follow your logic we, in our turn, could have said that after the 
defeat of Hitler's Germany and, incidentally, even before the American 
atomic bomb emerged, the Soviet Union was in a position to do much of 
what it didn't do, being guided by its principled convictions, remaining 
true to its word and respecting its Allied commitments. However, I 
wouldn't like to go deeper into this subject now and to discuss events that 
didn't take place.

You are saying that the policy of the U.S.A. has never constituted a 
threat to anyone else's security. Let us go back to the facts again. Hardly 
three years passed after the end of the war when the U.S.A. set about 
creating NATO—a closed military bloc. One would wonder what the 
need for it was. After all. Fascist Germany had been routed and militarist 
Japan destroyed. The keys to peace were in the hands of the Allied powers 
of the anti-Hitler coalition. Who was the target of the military bloc of 
NATO and the numerous overseas American bases? No secret was ever 
made in the U.S.A. of who that was directed against.

You made mention of the postwar American economic assistance pro
grams. The U.S.A. really did give assistance. But who was the recipient? It 
was only those countries which chose to submit their policy to foreign in
terests. On the other hand, the states belonging to a different social system 
and the peoples which did not agree to submit their policy to outside 
diktat did not receive the American assistance. That is how matters stood. 
In essence that is precisely how they stand at the present time.
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Cause of Deterioration

If we are to take the most recent years, when after a period of improve
ment the relations between our countries began to deteriorate, and 
deteriorate sharply, it is known that the lion's share was contributed to 
this by the Carter Administration. That was done consciously and pur
posefully, but in the final analysis, let us be frank, it brought no laurels to 
Carter. Isn't it so, Mr. President?

However, for some reason or another, the new U.S. Administration, 
too, has decided to continue on the same path. Try, Mr. President, to see 
what is going on through our eyes. Attempts are being made to revitalize 
the U.S.-made military and political alliances; new bases are being added 
to those which already exist thousands of kilometers away from the 
U.S.A. and are aimed against our country; the American military presence 
abroad, in general, is being increased and expanded; large areas of the 
world are being declared spheres of "vital interest" to the U.S.A. Nobody 
even asks if the people inhabiting those areas wish to be under the 
patronage of other countries. Attempts are being made to tell some other 
peoples what to do with their natural resources, otherwise threatening 
them with all kinds of punitive actions.

For all their differences, however, the peoples have the same right to be 
masters of their own destiny. There should be no double standards in this 
respect. One must not believe that if something is good for the U.S.A., 
then it also has to be good for others. After all, is it good, for instance, for 
the average American family, not to mention the family of a peaceful 
Afghan peasant, when the intention is openly announced in Washington 
to go on supplying arms to the bands carrying out incursions into the 
Afghanistan territory from the outside?

Seeking Good Relations

It is not for the sake of polemics that I am sharing my thoughts with 
you, Mr. President. I would like them, on the one hand, to give you a bet
ter understanding of what actually constitutes the policy of the Soviet 
Union and, on the other hand, to help clarify how we and, indeed, others 
as well perceive certain actions of the U.S.A., especially those of recent 
times.

The main idea, though, that I would like to convey through my letter is 
that we do not seek confrontation with the U.S.A. nor do we wish to in
fringe upon legitimate American interests. What we seek is different: We 
wish peace, cooperation, a sense of mutual trust and benevolence between 
the Soviet Union and the United States of America. Guided by this sincere 
desire, we propose now to the U.S.A. and other Western countries honest 
and constructive negotiations, as well as a search for mutually acceptable 
solutions of practically all major questions existing between us—be it 
restraining the arms race, eliminating the most dangerous sources of ten
sion in various areas of the world or measures for confidence-building and 
developing a mutually beneficial cooperation. Those proposals of ours con
tain no ruse or any ulterior motives. And I would like you to accept them 
precisely in this way and with no bias.
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Thus our policy is a policy of peace. We will never build up the fire of 
war. You know very well, as we do, what such a fire would lead to. I want 
to believe in the wisdom of your people, in your personal wisdom also, 
not to allow anything that would push the world toward a catastrophe.

These are some of the general considerations which I wanted to convey 
to you, Mr. President, in connection with your letter. Maybe it was not 
possible to express everything in sufficient detail. An exchange of cor
respondence has its limitations, and in this sense a private conversation is 
better. In this regard, concerning the possible meeting between us, I would 
like to say that it is also my view that such a meeting should be well 
prepared. We could yet return to the question of its timing, I believe, at a 
moment acceptable to both of us.

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Haig: 
European Force Reductions [Extract], May 29, 1981 '

Q. Can you tell if the United States would be willing to join the Soviet 
Union in a total withdrawal of forces from Europe?

A. Let me suggest to you there might be some anomalies, very 
dangerous ones, in that the United States is what?—how many thousand 
miles away?—and it takes months to build up forces. The Soviet Union is 
right on the border, and I could not imagine anything more self-defeating 
than a concept that would visualize total withdrawal of both sides.

If you're talking about total disarmament by both sides, why, that's 
another question which I'm afraid has certain ephemeral overtones that 
are mind-boggling for me to perceive.

If you're talking about the recent proposal in the CSCE [Conference on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe] * made by the Government of 
France ® and belatedly supported by the U.S. Government after President 
Reagan came into office to support a confidence-building set of proposals 
in a zone from the Atlantic—that is, the European shores of the Atlan
tic—to the Ural Mountains where there would be notification of force 
movements that could be worrisome to either side, then we are in the proc
ess of supporting and fleshing out such a proposal today. Then I think it 
has certain values, and that's why I recommended to President Reagan 
that we join the French and the British and our other Western partners in 
supporting it.

' Department of State Bulletin, July 1981, pp. 16-17. The Secretary appeared at the St. Louis 
Town Hall Forum, sponsored by the St. Louis Regional Commerce and Growth Association.

* Brackets in source text.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 343.
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Resolution 28/12-P Adopted by the Twelfth Islamic Confer
ence of Foreign Ministers: Strengthening the Security of 
Non-Nuclear States Against the Use or Threat of Use of 
Nuclear Weapons, June 6, 1981 ^

Begins. The Twelfth Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers, held in 
Baghdad, Republic of Iraq, during the period 29 Rajab-4 Sha'ban 1401 H, 
(corresponding to 1-6 June 1981),

Deeply concerned at the continuing escalation of the arms race, in par
ticular the nuclear arms race, and the possibility of the use or threat of use 
of nuclear weapons.

Considering that, until nuclear disarmament is achieved on a universal 
basis, it is imperative for the international community to develop effective 
measures to ensure the security of non-nuclear States against the use or 
threat of use of nuclear weapons from any quarters.

Recognizing that effective measures to assure the non-nuclear States 
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons can constitute a 
positive contribution to the prevention of the spread of nuclear weapons. 

Recalling the resolutions of the Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers 
regarding assurances from the nuclear powers to non-nuclear States 
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.

Further recalling that the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session 
of the United Nations General Assembly * had called for the nuclear 
weapons States to conclude urgently effective arrangements to assure 
non-nuclear States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons, 

Welcoming the in-depth negotiations initiated in the Committee on 
Disarmament and its working group on the question of effective interna
tional arrangements to assure the non-nuclear States against the use or 
threat of use of nuclear weapons.

Noting that the Thirty-fifth Session of the United Nations General 
Assembly has recommended that the Committee on Disarmament should 
actively continue negotiations with a view to reaching agreement and con
cluding effective international arrangements during its next session to 
assure non-nuclear weapon States against the use or threat of use of 
nuclear weapons, taking into account the widespread support for the con
clusion of an international convention and giving consideration to any 
other proposals designed to secure the same objective,

1. Notes with satisfaction that in the Committee on Disarmament there 
is no objection in principle, to the idea of an international convention to 
assure non-nuclear States against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons, although there has been lack of progress in the Committee 
towards evolving a common approach acceptable to all.

’ CD/184, pp. 2-3.
* Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 411-439.
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2 . Requests the members of the Committee on Disarmament to reach an 
urgent agreement on an international convention to assure non-nuclear 
States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons,

3 . Recommends that the Islamic countries should continue to co
operate in the Committee on Disarmament, the United Nations General 
Assembly and other relevant international forums with a view to pro
moting the above-mentioned objective aimed at strengthening the security 
of non-nuclear States against the use, or threat of use, of nuclear weapons,

4. Requests the Secretary-General of the Islamic Conference, pursuant 
to the United Nations General Assembly Resolution 35/36 to closely 
follow up new developments in this respect and to report thereon to the 
13th Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers.

Resolution 29/12-P Adopted by the Twelfth Islamic Confer
ence of Foreign Ministers: Establishment of Nuclear- 
Weapon-Free Zones in Africa, the Middle East, and South 
Asia, June 6, 1981 '

The Twelfth Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers, held in Baghdad, 
Republic of Iraq, during the period 29 Rajab to 4 Sha'ban 1401 H, (cor
responding to 1-6 June 1981),

Recognizing that the establishment of nuclear weapon free zones in 
various regions of the world is one of 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 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 account of Resolutions Nos. 35/146-B, 35/147 and 35/148 
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,

Further taking into account Thirty-fifth United Nations General 
Assembly Resolutions Nos. 35/157 and 35/146-A dealing respectively 
with Israeli nuclear armament and the nuclear capability of South Africa, 

Noting the declarations issued at the highest level by Government of 
South Asian States reaffirming their undertaking not to acquire or

' CD/184, pp. 4-5.
* Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 411-439.
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manufacture nuclear weapons and to devote their nuclear programmes ex
clusively to the economic and social advancement of their peoples.

Bearing in mind the declaration of the denuclearization of Africa 
adopted by the Assembly of Heads of State and Government of the 
Organization of African Unity at its first ordinary session, held at Cairo 
from 17 to 21 July 1964,®

Deeply concerned at the attempts and designs of South Africa and Israel 
to acquire nuclear weapons.

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 development of nuclear weapon capability 
on the part of Israel and South Africa,

3 . Condemns any collaboration with the regimes of South Africa and 
Israel which enables them to develop nuclear weapons and frustrates the 
objectives of creating nuclear weapon free zones,

4. Reaffirms the determination of the Islamic States to take measures to 
prevent nuclear proliferation on a non-discriminatory and universal basis,

5. Requests all Islamic States to continue to co-operate 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,

6 . Requests the Secretary-General of the Organization of the Islamic 
Conference, in pursuance of the United Nations General Assembly Resolu
tion No. 35/36 to closely follow the developments in this regard and 
report thereon to the thirteenth Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers.

Statement by the Department of State: Israeli Attack on 
Iraqi Nuclear Facility, June 8, 1981 '

The U.S. Government condemns the reported Israeli air strike on the 
Iraq nuclear facility, the unprecedented character of which cannot but 
seriously add to the already tense situation in the area. Available evidence 
suggests U.S.-provided equipment was employed in possible violation of 
the applicable agreement under which it was sold to Israel, and a report to 
this effect is being prepared for submission to the U.S. Congress in accord
ance with the relevant U.S. statute.

® Printed ibid. 1964, p. 294.
’ Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 1981, p. 79.



BREZHNEV REMARKS, JUNE 9 213

Remarks by President Brezhnev [Extract], June 9, 1981'

Naturally, the talks focused attention on the questions of the protection 
of peace, of rebuffing the encroachments of imperialist circles on the 
freedom, independence and security of peoples.

The unprecedented arms race, unleashed by the United States, and the 
Pentagon's global strategic manipulations—the entire frantic activity 
designed, to put it directly, to establish world domination of U.S. im
perialism—provoke the peoples' quite understandable protests and 
indignation.

In order to weaken such a response, deception is used and public 
opinion is deluded. The myth of the Soviet military threat—an old trick of 
the enemies of socialism—which is being persistently spread by 
Washington and its Beijing and other yesmen is an example of that. As is 
known, things have gone so far that high-ranking representatives of the 
U.S. administration do not disdain to spread open fabrications in the 
desire to distort and discredit USSR policy.

Another example is the attempt to declare as terrorism the peoples' 
struggle for their national and social liberation. The absurdity of such 
allegations should be particularly clear to the Algerian people, who had to 
fight for 7 years with arms in hand for freedom and independence.

The U.S. Government, which has frozen SALT II * and has not agreed 
to resumption of a dialogue with us on problems of medium-range 
weapons in Europe, is now trying to lull its allies and public opinion. It is 
being alleged in Washington that the United States will shortly start or 
even has already started talks with the Soviet Union on questions of arms 
control.

Unfortunately, these are mere words. I can say quite definitely: Not a 
single real step has been made on the part of the United States so far during 
all the time since the present U.S. administration came to power, either on 
that or other questions in order to continue, at least in a preliminary way, 
discussion of the essence of these questions. On the contrary, the 
Americans are delaying on various pretexts the beginning of such a discus
sion while we, for our part, are prepared for it at any time.

Meanwhile, the unrestrained buildup by the West of military budgets 
and armaments, the cult of strength, diktat and threats in international 
relations, the whipping up of hatred for the socialist countries and libera
tion movements and persecution of all progressive parties is already 
leading today to grim consequences for the peoples.

One of them is the bloody wave of terrorism by rightwing extremists, 
which is nowadays literally sweeping many states in different parts of the

' Moscow Domestic Service in Russian, June 9, 1981; FBIS Daily Report, June 10, 1981, vol. 
Ill, pp. H5-H7. Brezhnev spoke at a dinner in honor of visiting Algerian President Chadli 
Benjedid.

* The SALT II agreements may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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world. The targets of terrorism are prominent, including the highest rank
ing statesmen, political and religious figures. With all the difference of the 
specific circumstances their common aim can be seen quite clearly—it is to 
destabilize political life in the countries concerned, suppress democracy 
and create conditions for the most reactionary dictatorial regimes to come 
to power.

You, Algerian comrades, know from the experience of your liberation 
struggle what imperialist terror is: Fresh in your memory are the atrocities 
perpetrated by the notorious organization of the secret army.

But the peoples of the world see opportunities for mankind's develop
ment other than the poisonous swamp of hatred, terrorism and military 
preparations. For its part, the Soviet Union put forward at the recent 
CPSU Congress a broad program of specific measures to create a healthier 
international climate and to build up confidence between states.® We will 
pursue this policy persistently and with consistency.

Of course, this also concerns our relations with the United States. We 
tell the U.S. leaders in our contacts with them, and I am repeating it in 
public: We do not seek a confrontation with the United States, we do not 
encroach upon America's legitimate interests. We want peace, cooperation 
and normal relations between our countries based on mutual trust. It is 
precisely why we offer the United States and the other Western countries 
fair, constructive talks, a quest for mutually acceptable solutions to prac
tically all the major issues existing between us. We are for a joint quest for 
ways toward a lasting peace and mutually beneficial cooperation.

Our stand on problems such as the Middle East and the Mediterranean, 
which are close both to Algeria and the Soviet Union, is also determined 
by the striving for a just and lasting peace.

The Soviet Union has more than once specifically and explicitly ex
pressed its stand on the Middle East settlement. This stand meets with 
growing understanding and support from the Arab states, to whose con
tribution to ensuring a lasting peace in the Middle East we attach enor
mous significance.

The imperialists' crusade against detente has not bypassed the Mediter
ranean. Increasing pressure is brought to bear on Spain with the aim of 
drawing it into NATO. A clearly unequal agreement on U.S. military 
bases is imposed on Greece. The campaign of enmity and hatred against 
the progressive countries of that region is toughening.

The Soviet Union trusts that it is necessary and possible to convert the 
Mediterranean from an area of military-political confrontation and a zone 
of stable peace and cooperation.

In our view, the attainment of international agreements on the follow
ing issues could serve these aims:

The spreading to the Mediterranean area of confidence-building 
measures in the military field, which have already proved to be effective in 
international practices;

’ Extracts of Brezhnev's report to this congress are printed ante, Feb. 23.
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A coordinated reduction of armed forces in that area;
Withdrawal from the Mediterranean of ships carrying nuclear weapons;
Renunciation of deployment of nuclear weapons on the territory of 

Mediterranean non-nuclear countries;
The adoption of a commitment by the nuclear powers not to use nuclear 

weapons against any Mediterranean country which does not permit 
deployment of such weapons on its territory. We are also ready, of course, 
to examine together with all states concerned any other initiatives and 
ideas in this direction.

Letter From Secretary of State Haig to the Congress: Israeli 
Attack on Iraqi Nuclear Facility, June 10, 1981 ^

I am providing the following information pursuant to section 3 (c) (2) of 
the Arms Export Control Act.*

The Department of State has learned that on June 7, 1981, the Govern
ment of Israel carried out an air attack against a nuclear reactor under con
struction in Iraq. Israeli Air Force units taking part in this attack were 
reportedly equipped with defense articles that have been furnished to 
Israel by the United States under the Foreign Military Sales program, in
cluding F-15 and F-16 aircraft.

Sales to Israel under the Foreign Military Sales program are governed by 
a Mutual Defense Assistance Agreement of July 23, 1952 (TIAS 2675), 
which provides in pertinent part:

The Government of Israel assures the United States Government that 
such equipment, materials, or services as may be acquired from the 
United States . . . are required for and will be used solely to main
tain its internal security, its legitimate self-defense, or to permit it to 
participate in the defense of the area of which it is a part, or in United 
Nations collective security arrangements and measures, and that it 
will not undertake any act of aggression against any other state.

In these circumstances, I must report on behalf of the President that a 
substantial violation of the 1952 Agreement may have occurred. We are 
conducting a review of the entire matter and will consider the contention 
of Israel, that this action was necessary for its defense because the reactor 
was intended to produce atomic bonibs and would become operational 
very soon and that, once it had become operational, an attack would have 
been impossible because it could not be carried out without exposing the 
inhabitants of Baghdad to massive radioactive lethal fallout.

' Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 1981, p. 79. The letter was sent to the Speaker of the 
House (O'Neill) and the Chairman of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations (Percy).

’As passed in 1976, the Arms Export Control Act may be found in Documents on Disar
mament, 1976, pp. 386-430.
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While our discussions with Israel continue, and while your Committee 
is considering this matter the President has directed the suspension for the 
time being of the immediate shipment of four F-16 aircraft which had been 
scheduled for this week.

In responding to this incident we will make clear the seriousness with 
which we view the obligations of foreign countries to observe scrupu
lously the terms and conditions under which the United States furnishes 
defense articles and defense services. We will, of course, inform the Con
gress of the outcome of our discussions with the Government of Israel and 
our deliberations on the response warranted.

Report to the U.N. Secretary-General by the Group of 
Governmental Experts on the Implications of Establishing 
an International Satellite Monitoring Agency: Conclusions 
[Extract], June 10, 1981'

• • • • • • •

y

16. The Group recognized the valuable contribution which monitoring 
by satellites could make to the verification of compliance with certain 
arms control and disarmament agreements. It further recognized the 
positive role that satellite monitoring could play in preventing or settling 
international crises and thus contribute to confidence-building among 
nations.

17. From a technical point of view observations from satellites for the 
purpose of information gathering related to verification of compliance 
with treaties and for crisis monitoring is both possible and feasible. The 
technical facilities for an International Satellite Monitoring Agency 
(ISMA), including the satellites necessary to carry out the needed mis
sions, could be acquired in stages: for instance. Phase I could comprise 
only an image processing and interpretation centre. Phase II could com
prise data-receiving stations that could receive appropriate data from 
observation Satellites of various States and in Phase III where the Agency 
could have its own space segment comprising a number of satellites.

18. From a legal point of view, there is no provision in international 
law, including space law, that would entail a prohibition for an interna
tional governmental organization such as an ISMA to carry out monitor
ing activities by satellites.

19. As regards the financial implications, a variety of technical options 
are possible, leading to a broad range in cost estimates; a summary of the 
estimates made by the Group is to be found in the body of the report. 
Whatever the assumptions on which the estimates are based, even in Phase 
III, which is the most complete and most expensive phase, an ISMA would

’ A /A C .206/14, p. 14.
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cost the international community each year well under 1 per cent of the 
total annual expenditure on armanents.

• • • • • • •

Statement by Director General Ekiund of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency: Safeguards on the Iraqi Osiris 
Nuclear Reactor, June 12, 198T

The task of the Agency in the implementation of safeguards is to verify 
that no safeguarded nuclear material is diverted from peaceful purposes. 
In a research reactor of the Osiris type this means, in the first place, to en
sure that fuel elements supplied from abroad are checked on arrival and 
that from that moment on continuity of knowledge is maintained on their 
location and integrity. The primary measures used for this purpose are 
item counting, identification, and containment and surveillance. The 
design of the facility and of the fuel elements is such that they provide 
assurance that the diversion of fuel elements would be detected with very 
high probability.

The second possibility of diversion in a facility of Osiris type is based on 
the undeclared production of plutonium. As the fuel elements consist of 
highly enriched uranium, only very small quantities of plutonium can be 
produced in them. Larger quantities perhaps up to the order of one signifi
cant quantity per year could only be produced if the core of the (Tamnuz 
I) reactor were surrounded by a blanket of fertile elements made of natural 
or depleted uranium. The size and location of this blanket would be such 
that ordinary visual inspection would reveal its presence. The production 
of plutonium in fertile elements located underneath the reactor is practi
cally impossible since the core is placed on a thick concrete slab which in 
turn is lined with a heavy steel plate. These provide shielding to permit 
maintenance work on control element drives located in a vault below the 
reactor to be carried out.

The existence or otherwise of undeclared underground installations has 
no influence on the detection capability of the IAEA's inspectorate at reac
tors of the Osiris type. In such a transparent pool reactor the absence of 
fuel elements or the presence of undeclared fertile elements for plutonium 
production would be easily detected.

In conclusion, in a reactor of this type, diversion of fuel elements or of 
undeclared plutonium produced at low rate cannot be technically excluded 
but would be detected with very high probability.

’ ACDA files. The statement was made in response to a request by India in the IAEA 
Board of Governors meeting that the Director General comment on Israeli Prime Minister 
Begin's statement that the Israeli attack of May 31 had destroyed a secret nuclear weapons 
laboratory, located under the Osiris reactor, which the IAEA had not detected.
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It should, of course, be borne in mind that it is not the task of the 
Agency to search facilities or installations which do not contain safe
guarded material. The presence of a large number of technicians from the 
country that supplied the reactor also provides an added degree of 
assurance.

Resolution Adopted by the Board of Governors of the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency: Military Attack on Iraqi 
Nuclear Research Center and Its Implications for the 
Agency, June 12, 1981 ^

The Board of Governors,

(a) Recalling that according to Article II of the Statute the Agen
cy * shall seek to accelerate and enlarge the contribution of atomic 
energy to peace, health and prosperity throughout the world,

(b) Recalling further that according to Article 2.4 of the Charter of 
the United Nations all members shall refrain in their international 
relations from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity 
or political independence of any State, or in any other manner incon
sistent with the purposes of the United Nations,

(c) Recognizing the inalienable right of all Member States of the 
Agency to develop nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, to further 
their scientific, technological and economic development,

(d) Mindful of the fact that Iraq fully subscribes to the Agency's 
safeguards system and is a Party to the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,®

(e) Noting the statement of the Director General to the effect that 
Iraq has fulfilled its obligations under Agency safeguards pursuant to 
the Non-Proliferation Treaty to the satisfaction of the Agency,

(f) Informed that on 7 June 1981 Israel carried out a military attack 
on the Iraqi Nuclear Research Centre damaging the nuclear facilities 
and causing loss of human life,

(g) Conscious that this military action besides affecting the security 
and peace of the region has shown clear disregard for the Agency's 
safeguards regime and the Non-Proliferation Treaty and could do 
great harm to the development of nuclear energy for peaceful pur
poses, and

(h) Gravely concerned by the far-reaching implications of such a 
military attack on the peaceful nuclear facilities in a Member State,

1 . Strongly condemns Israel for this premeditated and unjustified at
tack on the Iraqi Nuclear Research Centre, which is covered by Agency 
safeguards;

' GC (XXV)/RES/381, Oct. 19, 1981.
 ̂ TIAS 3873; 8 UST 1093.

® The treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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2 . Recommends to the General Conference at its forthcoming regular 
session to consider all the implications of this attack, including suspending 
the exercise by Israel of the privileges and rights of membership;

3. Reminds the Member States of the Agency of the United Nations 
General Assembly Resolution No. 35/157 calling for an end to all transfer 
of fissionable material and nuclear technology to Israel;

4. Recommends that the General Conference suspend provision of any 
assistance to Israel under Agency's technical assistance programme;

5. Urges the Agency's Member States to provide emergency assistance 
to Iraq to deal with the aftermath of this attack;

6 . Reaffirms its confidence in the effectiveness of the Agency's 
safeguards system as a reliable means of verifying peaceful use of a nuclear 
facility; and

7. Requests the Director General to transmit this Resolution to the 
United Nations Security Council.

Agenda and Program of Work Adopted by the Committee on 
Disarmament for its Summer 1981 Session, June 16, 198T

In compliance with rule 28 of its Rules of Procedure, the Committee on
Disarmament adopts the following programme of work for the second
part of its 1981 session:

11-19 June: Statements in the plenary meetings. Consideration of
the programme of work for the second part of the 1981 
session, as well as of the establishment of additional 
subsidiary bodies and questions relating to the 
organization of work.*

22-26 June: Nuclear test ban.

29 June-3 July: Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear
disarmament.

6 - 1 0  July: New types of weapons of mass destruction and new
systems of such weapons; radiological weapons.

13-17 July: Chemical weapons.

20-24 July: Comprehensive programme of disarmament.

27-31 July: Effective international arrangements to assure non-
nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use 
of nuclear weapons.

3-7 August: Further consideration of agenda items and outstanding
questions relating to the organization of work.*

' CD/186*, July 1, 1981.
* These questions are spelt out in the statement of the Chairman. [Footnote in original.] 
For the Chairman's statement, see CD/PV.129, p. 8.
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1 0  August: Consideration of the reports of subsidiary bodies.

Consideration and adoption of the annual report and 
any other report as appropriate to the General 
Assembly of the United Nations.®

The ad hoc working groups already established by the Committee shall 
continue to hold at least one meeting per week, starting on 16 June, as 
follows:

—Effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon 
States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons on Tuesday 
afternoons;
—Chemical weapons on Wednesday afternoons;
—Comprehensive programme of disarmament on Thursday after
noons;
—Radiological weapons on Friday mornings.

Additional meetings of the ad hoc working groups may be convened 
weekly after consultations between the Chairman of the Committee and 
the Chairmen of the ad hoc working groups according to the cir
cumstances and needs of the various groups.

The A d Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to Consider International Co
operative Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic Events shall meet from 
3 to 14 August.

In adopting its programme of work, the Committee has kept in mind the 
provisions of rules 30 and 31 of its Rules of Procedure.

Testimony by the Department of State Bureau of Intelligence 
and Research Director (Spiers) Before Subcommittees of 
the House Committee on Foreign Affairs: Accuracy of 
Reports on Iraqi Development of Nuclear Weapons 
[Extract], June 17, 1981 '

Mr. Gilman. Could I ask you to comment on the veracity or accuracy of 
that report when you provide us with the additional information?

[The information follows: ] ’

An article in the June 27,1980 issue of the International Herald Trib
une reports that Naim Haddad, a senior member of Iraq’s ruling Rev
olutionary Command Council, said the following at an Arab League

“ The annual report of the Committee will, inter alia, deal with the question of the con
sideration of the modalities of the review of the membership of the Committee. [Footnote in 
original.]

The Committee s annual report was issued as CD/228.
Îsraeli Attack on Iraqi Nuclear Facilities: Hearings Before the Subcommittees on Interna

tional Security and Scientific Affairs, on Europe and the Middle East, and on International 
Economic Policy and Trade . . pp. 21-22.

*These and following brackets are in the source text.
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meeting in 1977: 'The Arabs must get an atom bomb. The Arab coun
tries should possess whatever is necessary to defend themselves."

We have been unable to locate an original text of the alleged re
marks by Naim Haddad and, therefore, are unable to determine 
whether the article accurately reflects his actual remarks. We would 
note, however, that the statement as quoted appears to be hortatory 
and general in nature rather than specifically descriptive of Iraq's own 
nuclear program. As we have indicated, the question of ultimate intent 
is difficult to judge, but official Iraqi statements have uniformly as
cribed peaceful purposes to Iraq's nuclear activities to date, and we 
doubt that an Iraqi official would deviate from this position in a forum 
such as the meeting in question.

Mr. Gilman. Could I ask you to comment on Iraqi Ambassador Haidir's 
report, an envoy to Brazil upon the occasion of the signing of a nuclear 
cooperation agreement in 1979, "If our enemy, Israel, is close to building 
an atomic bomb, or already has one, what prevents us from developing 
this same capacity?"

Was that report brought to your attention?
Mr. Spiers. I don't recognize it.
Mr. Gilman. You haven't seen that report. Is any other member of the 

panel familiar with that report?
Mr. Boright?
Mr. Boright. No.
Mr. Gilman. Again I would ask you to comment on the accuracy of that 

report when you respond to us.
[The information follows:]

This question addresses a statement the Israelis have used in de
fending their attack against the Iraqi nuclear facility. According to 
the Israelis, Iraq's envoy to Brazil, Ambassador Haidar, made the fol
lowing statement on September 29, 1979 on the occasion of the sign
ing of the nuclear cooperation agreement between Brazil and Iraq: 
"If our enemy Israel is close to building an atomic bomb, or already 
has one, what prevents us from developing the same capacity?"

We have not been able to locate an original text of Ambassador 
Haidar's remarks, and therefore cannot confirm that the quotation 
accurately reflects his actual statement. However, we would note 
that the statement as quoted appears to be essentially rhetorical in 
nature rather than a specific statement of intent. As we have indi
cated, the question of ultimate intent is difficult to judge, but official 
Iraqi statements have uniformly ascribed peaceful purposes of Iraq's 
nuclear activities to date, and we doubt that an Iraqi official would 
deviate from this position in a forum such as the ceremony in 
question.

Mr. Gilman. What about the report on October 4, 1980 coming out of 
Baghdad, following the Iranian bombing of Iraq's reactor, apparently in 
an editorial in an Iraqi newspaper, an official organ of the Iraqi 
Government:

The Iranian people should not fear the Iraqi nuclear reactor which 
is not intended to be used against Iran but against the Zionist enemy.

Mr. Spiers. That has been brought to our attention and again we were 
unable to verify it.
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Mr. Gilman. Again I would ask you to comment on that.
[The information follows:]

We have been informed by the Israelis that the October 4, 1980 
statement which was cited by Prime Minister Begin in his June 9 press 
conference appeared in the Iraqi newspaper al-Gumhuriya. We have 
confirmed that a commentary in the October 4,1980 issue of al-Gum
huriya includes the following statement: 'That entity (Israel) has 
warned that . . .  it will try to destroy the Iraqi nuclear reactor by 
any means available to it, especially since the reactor constitutes a 
grave danger for Israel."

We would note, however, that the commentary attributes this view 
to the Israelis, not Iraq, as is further emphasized by the immedi
ately following sentence in the commentary: 'That is what Begin and 
Zionist enemy circles have said."

Mr. Gilman. Do you have in your possession any other statements by 
Iraqi leaders indicating they were considering development of a nuclear 
capability, a weaponry capability in that part of the world at this time?

Mr. Spiers. We have researched this problem and generally we find they 
tend to stress the peaceful objectives of this, but that would be a natural 
thing for them to be saying in public statements.

Statement Submitted to the Committee on Disarmament by 
the Group of 21: Israeli Attack on Iraqi Nuclear Facility, 
June 17, 1981 ^

1 . The members of the Group of 21 have consistently upheld the prin
ciples of the United Nations Charter regarding strict respect for the ter
ritorial integrity, sovereignty and political independence of States and 
non-use of force or threat of force in international relations. The members 
of the group have always opposed and continue to oppose all acts of ag
gression and violation of these principles.

2 . Therefore, the Group of 21 condemns the blatant aggression com
mitted by Israel against the peaceful nuclear facilities in the vicinity of 
Baghdad on 7 June 1981. It considers that this unprecedented attack, and 
the untenable reasoning used to justify it, are matters of special concern to 
the Committee on Disarmament. This action by Israel furthermore con
travenes the provisions of paragraphs 65 to 71 of the Final Document of 
the first special session of the United Nations General Assembly devoted 
to disarmament * relating to nuclear non-proliferation and the develop
ment of nuclear technology for peaceful purposes. It also poses a challenge 
to the sovereign and inalienable right of every State to acquire and 
develop nuclear technology for peaceful purposes.

' CD/187.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 411-439.
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3. This attack is all the more unwarranted as the developing, non- 
aligned and neutral countries are strongly opposed to nuclear weapons 
and have been in the vanguard of efforts for nuclear disarmament. The 
Group of 21 rejects the assertions that have sought to portray the develop
ment of peaceful nuclear energy programmes in developing countries as an 
inevitable threat of horizontal nuclear weapons proliferation.

4. The Group of 21 is convinced that the international community 
should condemn this aggression and take all the necessary measures to en
sure against the repetition of such an aggression by Israel or any other 
State. It urges the Committee on Disarmament to reaffirm the interna
tional principle prohibiting an attack against the peaceful nuclear facilities 
of a State under any circumstances. The Group recommends that the 
Committee take appropriate steps which would contribute to reversing the 
adverse implications of this action.

Statement by the ACDA Acting Assistant Director for Non
proliferation (Nosenzo) Before Subcommittees of the House 
Committee on Foreign Affairs: Israeli Attack on Iraqi 
Nuclear Facility, June 17. 1981 '

Mr. Nosenzo. I believe, as Mr. Boright indicated before, this reactor is 
capable of producing plutonium and therefore capable of that plutonium 
being separated and used for nuclear weapons.

I think that in the article that you are referring to, which I read briefly 
this morning, the Director General is saying that in fact the Iraqis could not 
embark on such a program, could not produce plutonium, without it be
ing detected by the International Atomic Energy Agency. That is the 
difference.

The headline is a bit misleading in terms of describing what the Director 
General said.

Mr. Bingham. That is a helpful statement.

IAEA INSPECTORS

The problem with IAEA inspection is, if a country decides to refuse fur
ther inspection, as the Iraqis did for awhile, as far as the IAEA is con
cerned, then that country can proceed to do what it wants with its nuclear 
facilities, including making weapons.

At that point the IAEA can't stop them, right?
Mr. Nosenzo. What you are stating, sir, is that the application of the 

IAEA is to confirm and verify the peaceful uses of nuclear energy in a 
given state. Its action is to account for the material but it is not a police 
force in the sense that it cannot impose its will on a country if a country 
wishes to abrogate its undertakings.

’ Israeli Attack on Iraqi Nuclear Facilities: Hearings Before the Subcommittees on Interna
tional Security and Scientific Affairs, on Europe and the Middle East, and on International 
Economic Policy and Trade p. 28.
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But now you are postulating a rather significant international step by 
Iraq, or by any state, in that they would at some point decide to leave the 
NPT, to abrogate IAEA safeguards and embark on a weapons program. 
Then, one would have to look in detail as to what elements of their pro
gram they have and what their capability would be at that point.

Research reactors do not continue to run if they do not continue to get 
fuel, so one has to look at how much plutonium could be produced under 
such a scenario.

I think the point has to be that, in this case we are talking about a 
peaceful use of nuclear energy in a reactor, that was clearly safeguardable 
and that the IAEA was in fact safeguarding this facility properly.

Statement by the Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs 
(Stoessel) Before the Senate Committee on Foreign Rela
tions: Israeli Attack on Iraqi Nuclear Facility, June 18, 
1981 ^

Thank you for this opportunity to report to the committee on [the] June 7, 
1981, Israeli air attack against a nuclear reactor under construction in 
Iraq.

You have received the Secretary's June 10, 1981, letter on this attack * 
pursuant to section 3 (c) (2) of the Arms Export Control Act.® In his letter, 
the Secretary notified Congress that a substantial violation of the Mutual 
Defense Assistance Agreement of July 23,1952, with Israel  ̂may have oc
curred and indicated that we were conducting a review of this entire mat
ter, which is the subject of our session today.

The Mutual Defense Assistance Agreement with Israel includes 
assurance by Israel that U.S. weapons provided under the terms of the 
agreement would be used solely to maintain internal security, meet 
legitimate self-defense needs, or permit it to participate in the defense of 
the area of which it is part or in U.N. collective security arrangements and 
measures. The agreement also provides that Israel will not undertake any 
aggression against any other state.

Israeli Air Force units participating in Israel's attack were equipped with 
defense articles furnished to Israel by the United States under the foreign 
military sales program pursuant to the 1952 agreement with Israel.

Israel contends that the Iraqi reactor was intended to produce the re
quired weapons-grade material for use in atomic weapons. Israel notes 
that a state of war exists between the two countries and has further con
tended that Iraq had made clear its intention to produce such a weapon for 
use against Israel. Israel indicated its belief that the reactor would become

' Department of State Bulletin, June 18, 1981, pp. 79-80.
’ Ante.
 ̂As passed in 1976, the Arms Export Control Act may be found in Documents on Disar

mament, 1976, pp. 386-430.
" 3 UST 4985; TIAS 2675.
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operational very quickly. Israel has pointed out that once the reactor 
became operational, an air attack would have been impossible since it 
would have exposed the inhabitants of Baghdad to massive lethal radioac
tive fallout. Israel also indicated that it had exhausted all diplomatic 
remedies prior to the attack. The Israelis, therefore, sincerely believe that 
their attack was an act of legitimate self-defense and not in violation of 
their 1952 agreement with the United States.

Iraq denies that its nuclear program has any application other than the 
peaceful uses of nuclear energy. It points out that it has ratified the Non
proliferation Treaty (NPT) * and notes that Israel has not and that Iraq's 
reactor and supply of enriched uranium were subject to International 
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) controls. Iraq further points out that no 
violations were found and that all enriched uranium supplied to Iraq was 
accounted for. Iraq, therefore, believes Israel's action was unprovoked 
aggression.

The United States is deeply cooncemed about nuclear proliferation. We 
have long been concerned about the Iraqi nuclear facility because it could 
give Iraq the capability to build atomic weapons if other elements were 
added. Furthermore Iraq has made no secret of its enmity toward Israel. 
We have shared these concerns in the past with appropriate governments 
and made clear our view that global adherence to, and respect for, the 
most stringent safeguards is essential. While the NPT and IAEA 
safeguards regime are still critical to any nonproliferation effort, we can 
all agree that we should work to strengthen today's safeguards to further 
allay the kind of suspicion and mistrust that contributed to Israel's action.

It is also important to understand that although safeguards are vital, 
there are other critical elements required to deal with the proliferation 
problem. For example, material that is in a nearly weapons-usable form 
presents special dangers and should be minimized or avoided. This is why 
we believe that suppliers must exercise care in their nuclear activities, and 
particularly so in volatile areas of the world. The nonproliferation policy 
guidelines we will soon be discussing with you take explicit account of 
these facts.

The United States was not consulted in any way about any phase of the 
Israeli action, nor were we informed of it in advance. Although we had 
concerns about the potential of Iraq's nuclear program, we do believe that 
the Israelis had not exhausted all the diplomatic options available for 
alleviating their concerns. We further believe that the unprecedented 
character of the Israeli air attack could not but seriously add to the already 
tense situation in the area and seriously complicate our effort to resolve 
the various problems in the area through peaceful means. For these 
reasons we condemned Israel's attack. In addition, the President decided 
to suspend the scheduled delivery of four F-16s to Israel while the Con
gress considered the issue and while we consulted with Israel and others.

Neither our condemnation nor the suspension of delivery of the four air
craft implied that we had reached any determination of the legal questions

* The treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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under the Arms Export Control Act that may have been raised by Israel's 
action. We have not made such a determination under the act. Nor should 
our condemnation be construed as implying that we did not ourselves 
have serious misgivings regarding the ultimate character and direction of 
the Iraqi nuclear program.

We are concerned by the damage that resorting to violence does to the 
cause of peace in the region. But we also must note that Iraq has not 
recognized the legitimacy of Israel, has refused to ascribe to U.N. Security 
Council Resolutions 242 and 338 and rejected the Camp David accords, 
and has not played a constructive role in the peace process.

We continue to believe that force and hostility are not the answers to the 
problems of the Middle East. The people of the Middle East yearn for 
peace so that the vast human, natural, and technical resources of the 
region can be turned to the pursuits of peace and so that this area can 
become a model for coexistence and cooperation among nations. This 
yearning can only be realized through redoubled efforts by all parties to 
find negotiated solutions to the problems they face. The issues before us 
today only accentuate this fact.

Since the attack, we have been engaged in consultations with Israel and 
other appropriate governments. Our consultations are continuing, and we 
are not prepared today to render any judgments on the merits of the issues 
or reach any determinations. We believe that the issue in its essence is 
political rather than legal, and for this reason our efforts are directed 
toward political solutions. This is a grave matter that must not be treated 
in haste. Therefore, our efforts and our review are continuing. We will 
keep the committee informed as we continue our review of the issues.

Statement on Behalf of the Western Delegations by the 
Japanese Representative (Okawa) to the Committee on 
Disarmament: Israeli Attack on Iraqi Nuclear Facility, June 
18, 1981 '

A number of western delegations have taken the floor this morning in 
connection with the Israeli attack on the Iraqi nuclear research centre. The 
other western delegations, whose Governments, including my own, have 
already expressed their views on this matter, have nevertheless asked me 
to make the following statement on their behalf:

The Governments represented by these delegations reconfirm their 
position that only a policy based on respect for and strict adherence 
to the principle of the renunciation of the use of force can lead to dur
able solutions to the problems with which the world is confronted. 
This is of particular relevance to the Middle East.

These Governments wish to place on record their condemnation of 
the recent Israeli attack. Such military operations are not only detri
mental to efforts to restore peace and security in the region: they are

' CD/PV.130, p. 33.
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harmful to the efforts of the international community to prevent the 
further spread of nuclear weapons based on the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and the associated safeguards sys
tem administered by the IAEA, and they are harmful to the cause 
of disarmament in general.

The delegations on whose behalf I have the honour to speak note that 
the Security Council is currently addressing the issue.

Statement on Behalf of a Group of Socialist States by the 
GDR Representative (Herder) to the Committee on Dis
armament: Israeli Attack on Iraqi Nuclear Facility [Extract], 
June 18, 1981 ^

• • • • • • •

In the course of the present and of preceding meetings of this Committee 
a number of representatives have raised the question of Israels criminal at
tack on the capital of the Republic of Iraq, as a result of which the nuclear 
research centre near Baghdad was destroyed. In this connection, I should 
like to state on behalf of a group of socialist countries that—as can be 
learnt from their official declarations published in the past few days—the 
socialist States resolutely condemn the military aggression against the 
Republic of Iraq and the bombing of its capital by Israeli military aircraft.

Such an act constitutes a gross violation of the generally recognized 
principles of international law enshrined in the Charter of the United Na
tions and in other international instruments. It is necessary to take all ap
propriate measures to ensure that similar acts will not be repeated in the 
future.

Security Council Resolution 487: Israeli Attack on Iraqi 
Nuclear Facility, June 19, 1981 ^

The Security Council,

Having considered the agenda contained in document/agenda/2280, 
Having noted the contents of the telegramme dated 8 June 1981 from the 

Foreign Minister of Iraq,
Having heard the statements made to the Council on the subject at its 

2280th through 2288th meetings.
Taking note of the statement made by the Director General of IAEA to 

the Agency's Board of Governors on the subject on 9 June 1981, and his 
statement to the Council at its 2288th meeting on 19 June 1981,

1 CD/PV.130, p. 33.
2 Dept, of State, Current Policy No. 288. The resolution was adopted unanimously.
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Further taking note of the resolution adopted by the Board of Governors 
of the IAEA on 12 June 1981 on the 'military attack on the Iraq nuclear 
research centre and its implications for the agency",®

Fully aware of the fact that Iraq has been a party to the Non
proliferation Treaty  ̂ since it came into force in 1970, that in accordance 
with that treaty Iraq has accepted IAEA safeguards on all its nuclear ac
tivities, and that the agency has testified that these safeguards have been 
satisfactorily applied to date.

Noting furthermore that Israel has not adhered to the NPT,
Deeply concerned about the danger to international peace and security 

created by the premeditated Israeli air attack on Iraqi nuclear installations 
on 7 June 1981, which could at any time explode the situation in the area 
with grave consequences for the vital interests of all states.

Considering that, under the terms of Article 2, Paragraph 4 of the 
United Nations Charter: "'All members shall refrain in their international 
relations from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or 
political independence of any state, or in any other manner inconsistent 
with the purposes of the United Nations",

1 . Strongly condemns the military attack by Israel in clear violation of 
the United Nations Charter and the norms of international conduct;

2 . Calls upon Israel to refrain in the future from any such acts of threats 
thereof;

3. Further considers that the said attack constitutes a serious threat to 
the entire IAEA safeguards regime which is the foundation of the NPT;

4. Fully recognizes the inalienable sovereign right of Iraq, and all other 
states, especially the developing countries, to establish programmes of 
technological and nuclear development to develop their economy and in
dustry for peaceful purposes in accordance with their present and future 
needs and consistent with the internationally accepted objectives of 
preventing nuclear weapons proliferation;

5. Calls upon Israel urgently to place its nuclear facilities under IAEA 
safeguards;

6 . Considers that Iraq is entitled to appropriate redress for the destruc
tion it has suffered, responsibility for which has been acknowledged by 
Israel;

7. Requests the Secretary General to keep the Security Council regu
larly informed of the implementation of this resolution.

Statement by the U.S. Permanent Representative (Kirk
patrick) to the U.N. General Assembly: Israeli Attack on 
Iraqi Nuclear Facility, June 19, 198r

The issue before the Security Council in the past week—Israel's attack 
upon the Iraqi nuclear reactor—raises profound and troubling questions

* Printed ante.
* Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
' Dept, of State, Current Policy No. 288.
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that will be with us long after the conclusion of these meetings. The 
Middle East, as one prominent American observed last week, 'provides 
combustible matter for international conflagration akin to the Balkans 
prior to World War I/' a circumstance made all the more dangerous today 
by the possibility that nuclear weapons could be employed in a future 
conflict.

The area that stretches from Southwest Asia across the Fertile Crescent 
and Persian Gulf to the Atlantic Ocean, is, as we all know, torn not only 
by tension and division but also by deeply rooted, tenacious hostilities 
that erupt repeatedly into violence. In the past 2 years alone, one country 
in the area, Afghanistan, has been brutally invaded and occupied but not 
pacified. Afghan freedom fighters continue their determined struggle for 
their country's independence. Iraq and Iran are locked in a bitter war. And 
with shocking violence, Libya, whose principal exports to the world are
oil and terror, invaded and now occupies Chad. Lebanon has its territory 
and its sovereignty violated almost routinely by neighboring nations. 
Other governments in the area have, during the same brief period, been 
the object of violent attacks and terrorism. Now comes Israel's destruction 
of the Iraqi nuclear facility. Each of these acts of violence undermines the 
stability and well-being of the area. Each gravely jeopardizes the peace 
and security of the entire area. The danger of war and anarchy in this vital 
strategic region threatens global peace and presents this Council with a 
grave challenge.

My government's commitment to a just and enduring peace in the 
Middle East is well-known. We have given our full support to efforts by 
the Secretary General to resolve the war between Iran and Iraq. Our 
abhorrence of the Soviet Union's invasion and continued occupation of 
Afghanistan—against the will of the entire Afghan people—requires no 
elaboration on this occasion. For weeks, our special representative Philip 
Habib has been in the area conducting talks which we still hope may help 
to end the hostilities in Lebanon and head off a conflict between Israel and 
Syria. Not least, we have been engaged in intensive efforts to assist in the 
implementation of the Egyptian-Israeli treaty, efforts that have already 
strengthened the forces for peace in the Middle East and will, we believe, 
lead ultimately to a comprehensive peace settlement of the Arab-Israeli 
conflict in accordance with Resolutions 242 and 338 of the Security 
Council.

As in the past, U.S. policies in the Middle East aim above all at making 
the independence and freedom of people in the area more secure and their 
daily lives less dangerous. We seek the security of all the nations and 
peoples of the region.

• The security of all nations to know that a neighbor is not seeking 
technology for purposes of destruction.

• The security of all people to know they can live their lives in the 
absence of fear of attack and do not daily see their existence threatened or 
questioned.

• The security of all people displaced by war, violence, and terrorism.
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The instability that has become the hallmark and history of the Middle 
East may serve the interests of some on this Council; it does not serve our 
interests; it does not serve the interests of our friends, be they Israeli or 
Arab.

We believe, to the contrary, that the peace and security of all the na
tions in the region are bound up with the peace and security of the area.

It is precisely because of my government's deep involvement in efforts 
to promote peace in the Middle East that we were shocked by the Israeli air 
strike on the Iraqi nuclear facility and promptly condemned this action, 
which we believe both reflected and exacerbated deeper antagonisms in 
the region which, if not ameliorated, will continue to lead to outbreaks of 
violence.

However, although my government has condemned Israel's act, we 
know it is necessary to take into account the context of this action as well 
as its consequences. The truth demands nothing less. As my President, 
Ronald Reagan, asserted in his press conference:

. .1 do think that one has to recognize that Israel had reason for 
concern in view of the past history of Iraq, which has never signed 
a cease-fire or recognized Israel as a nation, has never joined in any 
peace effort for that . it does not even recognize the existence of
Israel as a country.*

With respect to Israel's attack on the Iraqi nuclear reactor. President 
Reagan said: " . . .  Israel might have sincerely believed it was a defen
sive move." ®

The strength of U.S. ties and commitment to Israel is well known to the 
members of this Council. Israel is an important and valued ally. The 
warmth of the human relationship between our peoples is widely 
understood. Nothing has happened that in any way alters the strength of 
our commitment or the warmth of our feelings. We in the Reagan Ad
ministration are proud to call Israel a friend and ally.

Nonetheless we believe the means Israel chose to quiet its fears about the 
purposes of Iraq's nuclear program have hurt and not helped the peace and 
security of the area. In my government's view, diplomatic means available 
to Israel had not been exhausted, and the Israeli action has damaged the 
regional confidence that is essential for the peace process to go forward. 
All of us with an interest in peace, freedom, and national independence 
have a high stake in that process. Israel's stake is highest of all.

My government is committed to working with the Security Council to 
remove the obstacles to peace. We made clear from the outset that the 
United States will support reasonable actions by this body which might be 
likely to contribute to the pacification of the region. We also made clear 
that my government would approve no decision that harmed Israel's basic 
interests, was unfairly punitive, or created new obstacles to a just and 
lasting peace.

* Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, June 22, 1981, p. 633. 
’ Ibid., p. 634.
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The United States has long been deeply concerned about the dangers of 
nuclear proliferation. We believe that all nations should adhere to the 
Non-proliferation Treaty/ It is well known that we support the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and will cooperate in any 
reasonable effort to strengthen it.

We desire to emphasize, however, that security from nuclear attack and 
annihilation will depend ultimately less on treaties signed than on the con
struction of stable regional order. Yes, Israel should be condemned; yes, 
the IAEA should be strengthened and respected by all nations. And yes, 
too, Israel's neighbors should recognize its right to exist and enter into 
negotiatons with it to resolve their differences.

The challenge before this Council was to exercise at least the same 
degree of restraint and wisdom that we demand of the parties directly in
volved in Middle East tensions. Inflammatory charges, such as the Soviet 
statement that the United States somehow encouraged the raid or that we 
knew of the raid beforehand, are false and malicious. One can speculate 
about whose interest is served by such innuendo. Certainly the spirit of 
truth, restraint, or peace is not served by such innuendo. Certainly the 
process of peace is not forwarded.

Throughout the negotiations of the last days, my government had 
sought only to move us closer to the day when genuine peace between 
Israel and its Arab neighbors will become a reality. We have searched for a 
reasonable outcome of the negotiations in the Security Council, one which 
would protect the vital interests of all parties, and damage the vital in
terests of none, which would ameliorate rather than exacerbate the 
dangerous passions and division of the area. In that search we were aided 
by the cooperative spirit, restrained positions, and good faith of the Iraqi 
Foreign Minister Sa'dun Hammadi. We sincerely believe the results will 
move that turbulent area a bit closer to the time when all the states in the 
region have the opportunity to turn their energies and resources from war 
to peace, from armaments to development, from anxiety and fear to con
fidence and well-being.

Statement by ACDA Director-Designate Rostow Before the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, June 22, 1981 '

It is always an honor to come before this Committee. I am proud to be 
here as President Reagan s nominee for the Directorship of the Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency. The President regards the functions en
trusted to the Agency as among the most important in the arsenal of our 
diplomacy. So do I.

President Reagan has said that ''the first and foremost" objective of our 
foreign and defense policy is ''the establishment of lasting world peace."

 ̂ Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465. 
’ ACDA Arms Control Bulletin 81-1.
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Peace with freedom is and always will be the most fundamental of our na
tional interests in world politics. But in the nuclear age, peace is more than 
an interest; it is virtually a commandment. The President is convinced that 
a just and stable system of peace can be restored by peaceful means. In his 
view, the task can be accomplished through the diplomacy of regional 
coalitions backed by credible military deterrence. Such action is im
perative now because our vital national interests in many parts of the 
world are threatened by the recent decline in world public order.

Many look to arms control agreements as magical guaranties of peace. 
The history of the subject should persuade us to accept more modest ex
pectations. Fair, balanced, and verifiable arms control agreements can 
play a significant role both in achieving and in maintaining peace. They 
cannot do so of themselves.

The Versailles Treaty * and the Naval Agreements of the 1920s and 
1930s ® were the most important arms control and disarmament 
agreements thus far during this century. These words have somber echoes. 
Much has been said about the moral justification of the Versailles Treaty. 
Viewed only as an arms control agreement, however, Versailles and the 
other arms control treaties of the period clearly failed. When they were 
tested, the United States was still in the grip of neutralism; Great Britain 
had lost faith in its commitments; and France could not act alone. The Sec
ond World War was the result.

There is at least one successful arms control agreement in modem 
history—the Rush-Bagot Agreement of 1817,^ which still limits the level 
of naval power we and Canada can deploy on the Great Lakes. The fact 
that everything about the Rush-Bagot Agreement is rather dull is the most 
convincing evidence of its success. It was by no means self-evident in 1817 
that the Agreement would work. The passions of the Revolutionary War 
and the War of 1812 survived and rankled. There was great tension be
tween the United States and Great Britain over Canada on several occa
sions during the nineteenth century. In these periods, the Rush-Bagot 
Agreement was a genuine influence for restraint.

What is the moral of the experience I have just recalled? I should venture 
these conclusions. Where there is a general political understanding about 
the limits of rivalry, arms control agreements can help to prevent friction 
and conflict from degenerating into war. This was the case with the 
Rush-Bagot Agreement, but not with the Versailles Treaty or the Naval 
Agreements of the period. The Western nations simply refused to 
recognize the aggressive nature of German and Japanese policy in the 
1930s. Disarmed frontiers and arms control treaties cannot prevent war 
when democratic nations pursue blind, foolish, and inadequate policies, 
tempting aggressors beyond endurance.

In short, arms limitation agreements can help to reinforce the state of 
peace when it already exists, or when it is close to being the norm. They

’ League of Nations Yearbook, 1937, pp. 924-932.
* USX 671, 830, 919.
' TS 110 Vi; 12 Bevans 54.
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cannot do so where the will to peace is missing and the rules of peace are 
not fully accepted and enforced. Arms control agreements are neither 
good nor bad in themselves. Whether they turn out to be useful or harmful 
can be determined only in relation to all the other factors playing on the 
formation and execution of our foreign and defense policy.

It would be premature for me to attempt an outline of Administration 
policies in the areas committed by statute to the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency. I have not yet fully taken up the duties of the of
fice, nor consulted in detail about its programs. What I propose to do in 
this statement is to consider the background of the problem as I see it, and 
then list a series of questions I intend to address before recommending 
changes in the substance of the Agency's work.

I.

ACDA is a pioneer agency. The United States was the first among the 
nations to create a separate government entity devoted entirely to arms 
control and disarmament. The statutes entrust a number of functions to 
ACDA as the organization charged with 'primary responsibility" for this 
field: first, to conduct research and recommend arms control initiatives 
"to the President, the Secretary of State, other officials of the executive 
branch, and the Congress"; second, to prepare and manage United States 
participation in international arms control negotiations; third, to deter
mine whether arms control agreements are adequately verified; fourth, in 
the language of the statute, to "assess the effect of [arms control 
programs] * upon our foreign policies, our national security policies, and 
our economy", and to evaluate our international arms and technology 
transfer and export programs; and, fifth, to coordinate and disseminate 
public information concerning arms control and disarmament. In addition 
to its inherent authority with respect to non-proliferation under the 
ACDA statute, the Agency has also been assigned wide-ranging respon
sibilities by the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978.* In all these ac
tivities, save those entrusted by statute to the Agency alone, the Director 
reports to the President, and acts under the direction of the President and 
Secretary of State.

The centrality of ACDA's research responsibility is self-evident. I pro
pose to give the ACDA research program a great deal of emphasis, 
because I believe it is of quite particular importance today that ACDA be 
an intellectually vigorous and autonomous agency, making its own con
tribution to the flow of ideas reaching the President. In carrying out its 
research function, it is my wish that ACDA draw on original minds 
throughout the government and the nation and in other nations as well. 
No one has a corner on the market for ideas.

Originality in ACDA's research is especially needed because we have 
entered a new era in arms control. Our 10 years of experience with SALT

* Brackets in source text.
‘ Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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I  ̂ and SALT II ® have been painful and unsatisfactory. Our first task 
therefore is to reassess the role of arms limitation agreements in our 
foreign and defense policy.

It is hardly remarkable that our course in this novel realm has been one 
of trial and error, as we tested first one hypothesis and then another in our 
search for solutions to the puzzle of peace.

In the beginning of the nuclear age, many believed that our monopoly 
of nuclear weapons would be enough in itself to guarantee the peace. 
Strong armies and navies would be unnecessary. The nuclear weapon 
would be Merlin's wand.

We soon learned how naive this view was. Bertrand Russell even pro
posed that we turn on our wartime ally, the Soviet Union, and insist under 
threat of nuclear attack that it become an open society. The idea was con
trary to our nature, and could not be considered seriously.

Then we went through a period in which we espoused a policy of 
'massive retaliation," only to discover that it too could not become a day- 
by-day working rule for our diplomacy.

But despite the disappointments and the setbacks, our foreign policy 
since President Truman's time has never stopped trying for effective inter
national controls to minimize the risk of nuclear war and encourage the 
peaceful use of nuclear energy. Under President Reagan, this will em
phatically remain the case.

Since 1947, behind the shield of the Truman Doctrine—the doctrine of 
containment—the United States has relied upon five interdependent lines 
of policy to assure and enrich the peace: (1) a system of alliances for collec
tive self-defense, backed by military forces deployed in key areas around 
the world to maintain the balance of power and the peace; (2) a pro
gressive and integrated capitalist world economy, which serves the in
terests of the industrialized and the developing countries alike, and those 
of the Communist nations as well; (3) special programs to assist the 
developing nations in their quest for modernization—next to peace itself 
the most pressing and fundamental problem of world politics; (4) peaceful 
international cooperation, through the United Nations and otherwise, to 
encourage the recognition of human rights, the spread of education, and 
improvement in the quality of life; and (5) the search for nuclear controls.

These themes in our foreign policy are embodied in a series of programs 
going back to the Four Freedoms, Bretton Woods, the Marshall Plan, 
Point Four, the Baruch Plan,’ and NATO. Some of these programs have 
been extremely successful, others successful in part. Only one, the effort to 
eliminate the risk of nuclear war, has thus far been unsuccessful.

Together, these related principles constitute a coherent foreign and 
defense policy. While there has been fluctuation and even some uncer
tainty in their application over the years, they remain of necessity the 
heart of United States foreign and defense policy, because they reflect our

' The SALT I agreements are printed ibid., 1972, pp. 197 ff.
• The SALT II agreements are printed ihid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
’ This plan is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 7-16.
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character as a people, and our permanent interests in world affairs. 
Changing circumstances require suitable changes in our programs. But 
these abiding principles will continue to shape our foreign and defense 
policy for the indefinite future.

In the late forties, immediately after World War II, the United States of
fered the Soviet Union and the nations of Eastern Europe not only the 
Marshall Plan but also the Baruch Plan, which proposed to entrust our 
monopoly of nuclear science to an international agency for peaceful 
development. Every American can be proud that our government was 
willing to take so bold and imaginative a risk in the cause of peace. In 
retrospect it is clear that the Soviet refusal to consider the proposal was 
one of the bitter turning points in the history of the Cold War.

Since the Soviet rejection of the Baruch Plan, the United States has pa
tiently pursued many other approaches to the goal of limiting or 
eliminating nuclear arms—multilateral treaties like those dealing with 
nuclear proliferation, bilateral agreements with the Soviet Union with 
regard to anti-ballistic missiles and strategic arms, and so on.

Many of these have achieved important objectives. But so far the high 
hopes of peace which attended their signing have been disappointed. As 
Secretary of Defense Weinberger said recently, 'Varely in history have we 
or any other great nation pursued such noble goals, risked so much, and 
yet gained so little." The state of world politics is not better now than it 
was in 1963, when the first of these agreements, the Limited Nuclear Test 
Ban Treaty,’® was signed and ratified. It is much, much worse.

To undertand the condition we face today, and the significance of the 
growing Soviet nuclear arsenal, I turn briefly to the influence of the 
nuclear weapon on warfare and therefore on politics.

II.

The nuclear weapon is a major change in the nature of world 
politics—revolutionary in its implications, perhaps more revolutionary 
than any previous event in man's history. The nuclear balance affects 
every aspect of diplomacy, and affects it with increasing intensity.

In the immediate post-war period, the United States had a monopoly of 
nuclear weapons, and then, for a longer time, obvious nuclear superiority. 
The Soviet Union, rejecting the course of cooperation with the United States, 
began to expand its domain through the use of its own forces, proxy forces, 
and methods of subversion. These episodes took place first in Eastern Europe 
and the Middle East, and later in many other parts of the world. Although 
the United States had warned the Soviet Union that there could be no 
peace between our peoples until the Soviet Union honored its pledge of 
free elections in Eastern Europe, the Soviets soon discovered that we were 
not then inclined to challenge the de facto Soviet sphere of influence in 
Eastern Europe. Furthermore, the Soviet Union concluded that we would

Printed ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
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not seriously consider using nuclear weapons to stop Soviet aggression 
outside of Europe in areas they thought we regarded as of secondary im
portance. Even in Berlin and Cuba we contained Soviet aggression with 
the threat to use conventional weapons, not nuclear weapons, although in 
each case the looming shadow of the American nuclear weapon played a 
decisive role. In the Cuban Missile Crisis of 1962, for example, the Soviets 
withdrew when they saw that we had more than 200,000 troops in Florida 
and the supporting naval and air forces necessary for the invasion of 
Cuba. Both in Berlin and in Cuba, American nuclear superiority was such 
that it would have been wholly imprudent for the Soviet Union to have 
considered escalating the confrontation.

As our lead in nuclear power diminished, our capacity to control the 
escalation of crises diminished correspondingly. So did our capacity to use 
conventional forces or credibly to threaten their use. In Korea, at a point 
of mounting American frustration. Secretary of State Acheson's secret 
nuclear hints, in response to what we thought might be Soviet signals of a 
desire to end the war, produced the beginning of negotiations, although it 
took a second nuclear hint from President Eisenhower to obtain the armis
tice. But similar secret American messages toward the end of the Vietnam 
War failed to produce a similar reaction. By the late 1960s, the nuclear rela
tionship between the Soviet Union and the United States had become more 
nearly equal.

If the United States and its Allies should fail to carry through the pro
grams of rearmament on which they are now embarked, the Soviet Union 
would soon reinforce its widespread conventional force superiority with a 
position of ominous strategic strength. The Soviet Union is now close to 
acquiring a posture from which it could gain an important strategic advan
tage by striking first or threatening to strike first in a crisis. If we allow our 
strategic forces to remain vulnerable to that threat, the paralyzing specter 
of Soviet military superiority could prevent us from defending our na
tional interests with force if diplomacy and deterrence fail. In short, we 
could be exposed to nuclear blackmail.

These profound changes in the political-military environment require us 
to review the policies we have been pursuing in relation to the control of 
strategic nuclear armaments. Policies which were plausible 10 or 15 years 
ago may well be obsolete today.

There are several ways in which President Reagan could approach the 
problem of negotiating agreements with the Soviet Union for limiting and 
reducing nuclear arms.

The first would be to break off the SALT negotiating process 
altogether, or at least defer it until after we have fully corrected the 
military balance between the United States and its allies and the Warsaw 
Pact nations. President Reagan has rejected this course. He wishes to pur
sue every feasible opportunity for genuine negotiation with the Soviet 
Union on nuclear arms.

A second possible policy would be to accept any SALT agreement we 
can get, on the ground that even a poor SALT agreement is better than no 
agreement at all, and that all SALT agreements, however weak, contribute
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to peace, keep things from getting worse, or save money—perhaps all 
three. This approach too has been firmly rejected by the President.

In view of what has happened since the first SALT agreements were 
signed in 1972, it is impossible to defend the view that even a poor SALT 
agreement would contribute to peace. Since 1972, we have endured the 
most dangerous period of the Cold War, and called it ''Detente". Adverse 
changes in the balance of power have been ignored because of the excessive 
hopes we invested in the SALT process and in nuclear arms limitation 
agreements.

It is even more obvious that SALT agreements have not saved money.
A third possible major premise for a SALT policy would be to seek an 

agreement that would make a nuclear attack on the United States (but not 
on its Allies) unlikely. For the United States, this premise has always been 
rejected as a totally inadequate standard for nuclear negotiation. It would 
''decouple" us from our allies, and leave us prisoners in Fortress America. 
Facing the Soviet strategic arsenal which such a SALT policy would imply, 
we should be in no position to use conventional or nuclear force in defense 
of our interests in Europe, the Far East, the Middle East, or elsewhere. 
Since 1945, the United States has made many security commitments to 
other countries, through treaties. Congressional Resolutions, and other
wise. Those commitments are the cement of the world political system. A 
SALT policy based on the Fortress America premise would remove the 
nuclear umbrella over those commitments, and leave them worthless.

A  fourth policy would be to have a clear, credible, and unchallengeable 
second strike nuclear capability—a "margin of safety", in President 
Reagan's words—as the essential basis of a countervailing strategy. Such a 
position on our part should make it possible to achieve one of the primary 
goals of our policy—to eliminate from world politics the threat that 
nuclear weapons could be used or brandished for aggressive purposes. 
Two fundamental national interests require the United States to pursue 
this aim: (1) to protect the United States, its Allies, and its vital interests 
against nuclear attack or the threat of nuclear attack; and (2) to permit us 
to use military force in defense of our interests with comparative freedom 
if it should become necessary to do so not only in Europe but in other 
strategically critical parts of the world. In my view—and here I speak for 
President Reagan—this must remain the minimal goal of our nuclear 
arsenal, and our minimal goal in arms limitation negotiations.

However, the record of our arms control experience and Soviet expan
sionism since 1972 requires us to seek more than this minimal goal. Of 
course we must at least maintain the nuclear stalemate. And of course 
nuclear balance must never again be allowed to dull our vigilance or 
reduce our capacity to protect our interests by other means. But a nuclear 
balance should not be a license for aggression throughout the world 
backed by conventional forces, terrorism, subversion, and psychological 
warfare, in the pattern we have witnessed for many years and are witness
ing today on an expanding scale. The Soviet Union has been the principal 
factor in this process of spreading anarchy, both through its own actions 
and those of nations and groups it has supported and protected. But it is



238 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1981

by no means alone. Maintaining nuclear balance in order to allow the 
Soviet Union, its proxies, and its proteges to carry on the Cold War as 
usual may be all we can achieve through negotiation and rearmament. But 
making the world safe for conventional and covert war is hardly an ap
petizing prospect for the United States, for the Soviet Union, or for the rest 
of the world, either.

The Soviet drive for empire is accelerating in momentum and is becom
ing more and more difficult to contain and to confine. It is beginning to 
produce Western claustrophobia, and this is extremely dangerous. World 
politics is not a chess game. War comes when human beings are swept 
away by emotional tides they cannot control—by rage, by frustration, 
and above all, by fear. Confronting that fact, the course of wisdom is to 
move decisively towards stability—a condition of world politics where no 
state need fear its neighbor, and where progress can be sought by peaceful 
means.

The crumbling of world public order during the last decade has had 
another most unfortunate consequence. It has created an environment in 
which beleaguered nations have become more interested in acquiring 
nuclear weapons. However delusive the belief may be, some countries fac
ing grave risks are convinced that a nuclear weapons capability could pro
tect them against aggression or nuclear blackmail. We and other nations have 
frequently said that in a world where many States have nuclear weapons, 
politics will become nearly unpredictable and instability will reach the level 
of explosiveness.

The magnitude of this danger was translated from the realm of forecast to 
that of reality by the Israeli attack on a nuclear reactor in Iraq on June 7. 
Israel perceived the potential development of nuclear capabilities in Iraq as 
a mortal threat, despite Iraq's adherence to the Non-Proliferation Treaty 
and its agreement with the IAEA. While we have condemned that action, 
we should be aware that we are dealing here, as Dean Acheson said at the 
time of the Cuban missile crisis, with events which touch the nerve of 
sovereignty and survival. President Reagan made the same point in his 
press conference last week.

The deadly volatility of politics in a world of nuclear proliferation can
not be cured by threats or reassuring words or pious votes in the United 
Nations. The phenomenon will continue until international public order is 
restored. Unless we, our Allies and other nations move decisively to 
restore world public order and to deal with problems of regional instabil
ity, there is little or no chance to prevent nuclear proliferation on a large 
scale. And if nuclear proliferation on a large scale should take place, there 
would be little or no chance for success in restoring world public order.

I should stress as well in any program to prevent nuclear proliferation, 
the necessity for strengthening IAEA safeguards, and for strengthened 
policies on the part of the main industrial nations that supply nuclear 
materials and technology. After the flash of lightning of the Israeli raid in 
Iraq, the world community should follow even more strictly an agreed and 
concerted policy based on the principles of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, 
and the bilateral and multilateral arrangements which have developed 
from it.
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Thus wherever one starts, analysis returns to the fundamental problem 
of stability and order. Secretary of State Haig addressed the issue in his 
important speech of April 24, 1981.” The lesson he drew from the ex
perience of the last 10  years is that the United States, its Allies, and all the 
other nations which cherish peace should return to the containment policy 
pursued between Truman's time and the American withdrawal from 
Vietnam.

The containment policy was one of collective self-defense against aggres
sion. In areas where their interests were affected, the United States and other 
nations worked together, especially to prevent Soviet expansion and coer
cion. The policy applied only where the Soviet Union sought to expand its 
empire by methods of aggression which violated the rules of the United Na
tions Charter regarding the international use of force. Those rules codify the 
necessary conditions of peaceful cooperation among the members of the 
state system.

But the Charter of the United Nations is not a suicide pact. It cannot sur
vive as an influence in world politics unless the Soviet Union is finally per
suaded that the imperatives of the nuclear age require strict and reciprocal 
respect for its most fundamental rules, those dealing with the international 
use of force. As Secretary of State Haig said on April 24, 'We have a right, 
indeed a duty, to insist that the Soviets support a peaceful international 
order, that they abide by treaties and that they respect reciprocity."

Unless effective containment is restored, we cannot expect to pursue 
detente and arms control fruitfully. The restoration of containment should 
be the predicate for useful arms control agreements with the Soviet Union, 
which could then reinforce the policy, and help to sustain it during periods 
of stress. Even competing nations have common interests in peace, if they 
can be brought to accept them. It should be possible, whatever the dif
ficulties, to translate those interests into agreements to limit and control 
armaments. And such agreements, in turn, could reduce the risk of war by 
inadvertence, moderate arms competition, and promote political coop
eration.

What I suggest therefore is a fifth possible approach to arms limitation 
negotiations, to be developed with our Allies in the period ahead—a 
policy which would link arms control to the effective revival of the 
Truman Doctrine and the acceptance by the Soviet Union of the rules of 
the Charter of the United Nations regarding the international use of force. 
Such an approach is well within the reach of Western policy. The Western 
nations have more than enough power and potential power to accomplish 
that goal. What has been lacking is a shared perception of the problem, 
and the political will to deal with it.

I do not wish to be misunderstood. When I emphasize the significance of 
the rules of the Charter of the United Nations governing the international 
use of force, I distinguish the Charter itself from the institutions of the 
United Nations and the abuse of those institutions for purposes of political 
warfare. That tendency in recent years has been deplorable, and I hope

” Printed in Department of State Bulletin, June 1981, pp. 5-7.
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that the United States and its friends will succeed in restoring an at
mosphere of civility and responsibility to the work of the United Nations. 
The Charter, however, exists independently as an agreed code of law, to 
be enforced by the Security Council, or, where the Security Council is 
unable to act, by methods of individual and collective self-defense. The 
Charter is the only code for detente there is—the inescapable starting point 
for all our efforts to improve relations with the Soviet Union and other na
tions which use war as an instrument of national policy.

ni.
I come now to the final question: What's to be done, and, more par

ticularly, what's to be done about arms control?
The first step has been taken. With its votes on the future of the military 

budget, the Congress has joined President Reagan in launching a program 
to rebuild America's defenses. Without that decision, nothing else could be 
accomplished. We have ended our vain attempt to retreat to isolation, and 
have started on the long march back to security.

When I mention the figure of 9 months as a time-frame, I am suggesting 
only an estimate, a target, a hope, not a promise or a deadline. The in
tellectual problems ahead are formidable, and bureaucracy has its own 
tempo.

What are the implications of this immense decision for arms control 
policy?

I believe it is now possible and desirable for us to resume the search for 
balanced and verifiable arms control agreements. While we must not per
mit the vicissitudes of the negotiating process to interfere with the restora
tion of our second strike nuclear capability and our conventional force 
posture, we must reexamine the chief elements of our policy with regard to 
strategic and long-range theater nuclear weapons—an effort which, in the 
strategic area, should take at least 9 months or so—and then proceed 
forthwith to the negotiating table. Our policy will be to accept only 
agreements that contribute positively to our own security and to the 
stability of the state system. The linkage we seek between Soviet behavior 
and arms control should not be merely a transitory or isolated Soviet ac
tion, the sight of a dove upon the troubled waters, but the restoration of 
world order sustained by deterrence. The process of seeking arms control 
agreements could play a positive part in that effort.

I should like now to list the questions I believe we must address in re
examining our policy for the control of nuclear weapons:

1 . The first item on the agenda, obviously, is the SALT II Treaty still 
technically before the Senate. Should it be renegotiated or should we pro
ceed on what is loosely called the agenda for SALT III? Before we act, all 
aspects of this important subject should be studied with care by all con
cerned in the Executive Branch and the Senate and discussed with our 
Allies.

The Administration has reached no conclusions on this subject, beyond 
the conviction that the SALT II Treaty is deeply flawed and should not be
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ratified in its present form. We should make a fresh start in seeking both 
arms control and arms reduction; and we should choose the course that 
will contribute most positively to the goals I have identified in the earlier 
parts of this statement: Allied solidarity behind regional programs of con
tainment in the Atlantic area, the Middle East, the Far East, or elsewhere, 
as circumstances may require. From now on, I suggest we should have a 
new acronym—not SALT but START, for Strategic Arms Reduction 
Talks.

2 . Secondly, I shall recommend a fundamental review of the whole 
problem of verification, monitoring, and Soviet compliance with arms 
control agreements, and of our policies concerning them, perhaps in
cluding talks on the subject with the Soviet Union when our internal 
review has been completed. The possibility of reasonable SALT or rather 
START agreements and other arms limitation agreements depends on the 
ability of each party to verify compliance with full confidence. Given the 
closed nature of the Soviet system, and the increasing complexity of 
nuclear and other highly technical weapons systems, we can never expect 
that weapons verification in the 1980s will be as simple a problem as the 
verification of the Rush-Bagot agreement. But the discussion of the issue 
during the active debate on SALT II during the last 3 years has left me, for 
one, deeply concerned about our capacity to verify Soviet compliance and 
to monitor developments in Soviet nuclear capabilities. Obviously, if 
nuclear arms limitation agreements do not reduce uncertainty about each 
side's arsenal, they can do little to improve security.

3. Similarly, I believe that we must examine once again the perennial 
problem of the data used in arms control negotiations with the Soviet 
Union. Until now, the data have been supplied almost entirely by the 
United States. While there was some improvement in this area during the 
SALT II negotiations, the Soviets must be more forthcoming in the provi
sion of data in future negotations, as the North Atlantic Council con
cluded in its Rome Communique a few weeks ago.

4. Fourth, we must consider the nature of the arms control agreement 
we want. Should we seek a comprehensive agreement or a relatively sim
ple one? One for a period of years or one of indefinite duration, like the 
ABM Treaty? What should we be trying to limit or reduce? The number of 
deployed launchers? There is now serious concern that this approach is no 
longer adequate. Should we try to limit or reduce the number and types of 
missiles? The number and power of warheads on missiles? Their throw- 
weight? In this connection, we should recall former Secretary of State 
Rusk's incisive comment that there is no use building a dam halfway 
across a river. These questions have to be answered satisfactorily in order 
to produce an overall measure or measures of capacity and scope which 
could serve as the foundation for effective arms limitation agreements.

5. How should the difficult question of Theatre Nuclear Forces be ap
proached? The history of that issue is complex, and positions have 
changed. It is a problem on which Allied opinion is of quite special 
significance. Here, as on many other sensitive issues, we should move only 
after full consultations with our Allies.
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6 . President Reagan has made the strengthening of our strategic deter
rent one of his major defense priorities. This step is indispensable to the 
possibility of meaningful arms control. How can we best integrate our 

'Strategic force acquisition and arms control policies? How can we hope to 
achieve the President's goal of deep and reciprocal reductions in strategic 
nuclear weapons? I have little confidence in the ''bargaining chip" style of 
negotiations. One the other hand, we know from long experience that the 
Soviet pattern of negotiation rests on the principle of Nothing for 
Nothing. We should never again defer actions essential to our security in 
the hope that the Soviet Union will follow suit. That approach has been 
followed, and it has failed. Equally, we should refuse to settle for cosmetic 
or ambiguous agreements, and resolve to persevere in our armaments pro
grams whether the news from the negotiating table is favorable or 
imfavorable.

Will it be possible to negotiate and verify a dramatic and equitable cut 
in each side's arsenal—to achieve a real breakthrough in the mad spiral of 
arms accumulation? Such proposals have been made from time to 
time—notably by Paul H. Nitze in 1971, and by George Kennan a few 
weeks ago. Under present circumstances, such an approach might be feas
ible, perhaps by starting with the largest missiles. No American Ad
ministration could reject such a possibility out of hand, despite the fact 
that President Carter's arms reduction proposals in 1977 were abruptly 
dismissed by the Soviet Union.

The world is becoming so unstable, war is so frequent, and the spread of 
nuclear weapons is gaining so much momentum that agreements which 
now seem hopelessly quixotic may well become practical politics. I, for 
one, devoutly hope so. All I can say on this subject is that we shall study 
and explore all reasonable approaches to the goal of arms control and 
arms reduction, and pursue the most promising with all the energy and 
imagination at our command.

7. Continued Soviet efforts to develop and test anti-satellite weaponry 
underline the importance of possible technological breakthroughs which 
could revolutionize the problem of security as much as the nuclear weapon 
did. We must examine the potential impact of a whole range of 
technological developments both on our defense programs and on our 
arms control policies. Given the difficulties of monitoring what goes on in 
the Soviet Union, we must ask ourselves whether limitations on such 
systems as anti-satellite weapons are feasible and in our security interests.

8 . The ABM Treaty comes up for review in 1982. I take it as obvious 
that the review should not be pro forma, but searching.

9 . What about the proliferation of nuclear weapons and the future of 
the Non-Proliferation Treaty? I commented earlier in this statement on the 
significance of proliferation both as a consequence and as a cause of the 
breakdown of world public order. I have little to add here. If a strength
ened non-proliferation policy is to be successful in containing the spread of

'* See Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 170-191, 199-211.
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nuclear weapons and explosives, it must be dealt with in the overall con
text of international security.

It must be dealt with also in the context of the world energy problem, 
and of President Reagan's commitment to the peaceful uses of nuclear 
energy. Our non-proliferation policy should fully accept the energy secur
ity needs of our Allies and other countries. The experience of the last few 
years should teach us that policies that fail to recognize legitimate energy 
security needs cannot succeed.

Finally, our non-proliferation policies need to reflect realism, commit
ment and flexibility—in particular, a recognition that dealing with pro
liferation is a shared responsibility. We cannot try to impose our policies 
on others; we can, however, constructively commit the US to a position of 
leadership in a truly international effort at reducing the incentives and op
portunities for proliferation while working to develop nuclear energy for 
peaceful purposes at home and abroad.

I intend to take a strong role in supporting US non-proliferation efforts 
and in meeting ACDA's responsibilities in this important area.

1 0 . Finally, what is the role of arms limitation negotiations and 
agreements in deepening the solidarity of our Alliances throughout the 
world? I believe that role is fundamental. As the Western world has reluc
tantly come to recognize the expansionist nature of Soviet policy, people 
have become more fearful about the possibility of war, and particularly of 
nuclear war. This heightening of anxiety is altogether natural and 
reasonable. People want to be certain that their governments are doing 
everything possible to reach fair agreements with the Soviet Union, and 
exploring every rational opening for peace, especially in the arcane and 
rather forbidding area of arms control.

It follows, I believe, that we should enlarge the practice of consulting 
with our Allies on the problems we face in our bilateral arms control 
negotiations with the Soviet Union, and continue the successful practice of 
working together in multilateral negotiations. The more we and our Allies 
understand each other, the stronger our alliances will be—provided, of 
course, that we pursue reasonable policies!

On that footing, I suggest, we should put a great deal of emphasis on ef
fective and realistic programs of public information and education. The 
Soviet Union has scored several quite unnecessary propaganda victories in 
recent years by exploiting the horror of nuclear war. The purpose of those 
propaganda campaigns is clear: to separate the United States from its 
Allies, and to discourage Western rearmament. I shall press for informa
tion programs that fully recognize the importance of the political, 
psychological, and ideological dimensions of security. Peace with freedom 
cannot be achieved without the discipline of power. But a balance of 
power does not of itself guarantee peace.

IV.

The heart of the dilemma of our foreign policy is that the Soviet Union 
is not seeking a few border changes, but is challenging the system of peace
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we have known since 1945. The issue was recently stated with compelling 
force by the Deputy Prime Minister of Singapore, Sinnathamby 
Rajaratnam:

Unless the Soviet challenge is made the core of the United States 
foreign policy and met with the same resolve and sense of realism 
the Soviets bring to their cause, then a Pax Sovietica is a high proba
bility in the 80's.

That is not what we in Asia want, but if that is the only item on 
the shelf, that is what we will have to settle for.

I believe that President Reagan can succeed in his ambitious program of 
coalition diplomacy to renew and restore the system of peace. I am an op
timist, although I do not believe that men are likely to become angels very 
soon. But I believe that the NATO Allies, Japan, Australia and New 
Zealand, Israel, Egypt and a number of other countries, pursuing a ra
tional policy of containment, should be able to convince the Soviet Union 
that the imperatives of survival in the nuclear age demand strict and 
reciprocal respect by all nations for the rules of world public order govern
ing the international use of force. Fair and verifiable arms limitation 
agreements can help to fortify that conviction once it is established, and to 
protect it against temptation, as the Rush-Bagot agreement has helped 
since 1817 to defeat impulses and pressures hostile to good relations be
tween Great Britain, Canada, and the United States.

Despite the long history of disappointment with the results of arms con
trol negotiations, the peoples of the West continue to support such efforts 
with tenacity and faith—sometimes with excessive faith. The firmness of 
their faith bespeaks one of the finest and most powerful themes of Western 
civilization: our devotion to the ideal of law. The quest for disarmament 
treaties is meaningless except as part of a larger quest to bring interna
tional society under the control of an effective and universal system of in
ternational law. We are people of the Book, and people of the Law. In the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Act, the Congress declared that it is "an 
ultimate goal of the United States" to subordinate the international use of 
force to the rule of law. This is a goal we can't help seeking. On this con
tracting and interdependent planet, where modern science offers mankind 
both infinite promise and infinitely hideous dangers, the course of law is 
the most promising foundation for the national security of the United 
States. I assure you that my efforts in this office will be directed by the 
compass of the law. The rule of law has been the guiding principle of my 
life. It is too late for me to change now.
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Administration Comments on Safeguards of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency on the Iraqi Nuclear Facility, June 
25, 1981 ’

1 . Mr. Richter, in his testimony, * makes two basic assertions: First, 
that Iraq has embarked on a nuclear weapons program; and second, that 
the safeguards system of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) 
would not detect that program.

2 . In making his assertions that Iraq has embarked on a nuclear 
weapons program, Mr. Richter presents no specific facts to support his 
claim except to refer to the existence of facilities and nuclear materials in 
Iraq.

3. The Administration is separately providing answers to the question 
as to whether Iraq was engaged in a nuclear weapons program. From our 
perspective Mr. Richter's testimony sheds no additional specific light on 
this question.

4. Mr. Richter makes a number of comments concerning various 
aspects of the IAEA safeguards system as it relates to Iraq. His main points 
are examined in the following paragraphs.

(a) He states that as much as 24 kilograms of plutonium could be pro
duced each year in the Osirak reactor through irradiation of uranium. 
There is agreement (although not on this particular number) that signifi
cant amounts of plutonium theoretically could be produced annually in 
this type of reactor if natural or depleted uranium were introduced into the 
core or as a blanket. An essential condition, which Mr. Richter's 
testimony does not mention, to achieving such a capability is an uninter
rupted supply (sufficient for frequent refuelings) of highly enriched 
uranium fuel, fuel which Iraq can not now produce and for the foreseeable 
future will not be able to produce. In our view, France, as the supplier of 
this fuel, would not provide quantities of fuel beyond that actually needed 
for the Osirak research program, a program which was to have been con
ducted jointly by Iraq and France.

(b) Mr. Richter implies in his prepared testimony that the IAEA does not 
acknowledge that clandestine plutonium production is a problem to be 
dealt with at material test reactors of this type. This does not coincide with 
our understanding. The IAEA has in the past recognized this to be a poten
tial risk for various types of reactors, including some large research reac
tors, and has developed and implemented certain inspection measures for 
dealing with this risk. In our view, the internal IAEA documents referred 
to by Mr. Richter indicate that the IAEA is addressing this risk for material 
test reactors.

* Israeli Attack on Iraqi Nuclear Facilities: Hearings Before the Subcommittees on Interna
tional Security and Scientific Affairs, on Europe and the Middle East, and on International 
Economic Policy and Trade of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, House of Representatives, 
Ninety-seventh Congress, First Session, pp. 59-61.

» Ibid., pp. 51-59.



246 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1981

(c) Mr. Richter describes in his testimony the nature of inspection ac
tivities that have been carried out to date at the Osirak reactor. While we 
are not in a position to comment on the details of his description, it is our 
understanding that the main features in his description, i.e., counting, 
identification, and measurement with portable assay equipment of the 
highly enriched uranium (HEU) fuel assemblies, are indeed correct. We 
share his view that these are adequate activities for the HEU fuel itself. We 
also share his view that these activities are not sufficient for dealing with 
the diversion possibility of clandestine plutonium production at an 
operating reactor of this type. Where we disagree with Mr. Richter's 
testimony is in his implications that the IAEA clearly would not have car
ried out the necessary additional inspection activities after the reactor had 
commenced operations. We understand that the IAEA has been pro
ceeding first to define the magnitude and nature of the potential prob
lems, which would have to be faced once the reactor went critical, and 
then to identify and assess alternative inspection procedures for dealing 
with these problems. The use of surveillance cameras, mentioned as a 
desirable procedure by Mr. Richter, is one of several procedures being 
considered by the IAEA. We understand that the IAEA is considering 
measures beyond camera surveillance in its safeguards approach to detect
ing plutonium production at these reactors. The internal IAEA documents 
referred to by Mr. Richter suggest IAEA resistance to taking the necessary 
steps. We have been advised by the IAEA that the IAEA was in fact at the 
time developing plans for the necessary additional inspection activities 
and for including them in the facility attachment for the facility.

(d) A general implication of Mr. Richter's testimony is that the entire 
scope of IAEA safeguards in Iraq would have been no different in the 
future than in the past and that what was done in the past was inadequate. 
From our perspective this testimony fails to recognize the essential facts 
that the amount of HEU present was less than a significant quantity, that 
the reactor had not been in operation, and that, therefore, there was no 
produced plutonium to reprocess. It is, of course, only conjecture on Mr. 
Richter's part that Iraq would not have put under IAEA safeguards the hot 
cells and fuel processing facilities at the time that nuclear material was to 
be introduced into these facilities. Had Iraq failed to do so, it would have 
been in violation of the NPT.

(e) The testimony also implies that the safeguards system is inherently 
deficient, i.e., the legal basis of the safeguards system needs to be changed. 
While further rights for the IAEA might be envisaged, their existing rights 
are extensive and constitute the basis for an effective system. Under NPT 
safeguards agreements, states have an obligation to report to the IAEA all 
nuclear material in all peaceful nuclear activities. Mr. Richter stresses that 
inspectors can not go everywhere they wish to look for unreported 
material. It has long been recognized that it is not reasonable for IAEA in
spectors to roam across a country looking for unreported nuclear 
materials and undeclared facilities. Rather, the approach that has been 
taken, which we believe is the only feasible approach, is for the IAEA to 
conduct inspection activities sufficient for ensuring that all reported
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nuclear material is adequately accounted for and that all nuclear material 
introduced into certain facilities under safeguards, such as reactors, will be 
known to the IAEA independent of the reporting by the state. This is in 
fact what the IAEA was proceeding to do. We believe that safeguards have 
to be conducted on this basis, rather than on the basis of searching for 
suspected or conjectured activities.

In addition, we must reiterate that all NPT safeguards agreements give 
the IAEA the right and obligation to ensure that safeguards will be applied 
on all nuclear material in all peaceful nuclear activities in the states con
cerned. We believe the IAEA Secretariat would have a clear basis for 
bringing the issue to the IAEA Board of Governors if it had any grounds 
for believing that an NPT party was not fulfilling its obligations.

Unfortunately, we believe, the testimony includes incorrect implications 
of other inadequacies in the formal basis for safeguards, for example, that 
the inspection effort allowed by the safeguards agreement is only three in
spections a year. This is not correct. The Iraq safeguards agreement, like 
all other NPT safeguards agreements, allows up to 50 man-days of inspec
tions per year, including some unannounced inspections, for each of the 
two research reactors provided by France (Isis and Osirak). The IAEA has 
the right to conduct additional ad hoc inspections of receipts of HEU fuel 
from abroad and, if all of this is not sufficient, additional special inspec
tions. In short, we believe that the rights of the IAEA are adequate. The 
facility attachment for each facility would include an estimate of the actual 
amount of inspection effort that the IAEA considered would be needed at 
the facility. This could be well below the above amount, but would be 
subject to adjustments if needed. It is certainly true that the IAEA has 
manpower limitations which have reduced implemented inspection levels 
below that desirable. The IAEA is working to remedy this and we are sup
porting them in this effort.

(f) It is true that inspectors are individually accepted by inspected states. 
While there are certainly differences in the experience and training of in
dividual inspectors, we generally believe that the IAEA inspectors are suf
ficiently motivated and geographically mixed that any collusion with in
spected states is extremely unlikely. While this right of states to accept or 
not accept individual inspectors has been important in gaining acceptance 
of safeguards, there are also provisions in the safeguards agreements to 
guard against excessive use of this right.

(g) In his description of IAEA inspections, Mr. Richter does usefully 
bring out one important point which has not received much focus. This is 
the difficult nature of the job of being an IAEA inspector. The inspectors, 
who are generally technical people and not diplomats, are in the forefront 
of a unique international experience in going into nuclear facilities in a 
country to verify that the country is telling the truth about its nuclear ac
tivities. The IAEA and its inspectors need the continued technical, finan
cial, and political support of the United States and other like-minded 
countries. We hope that these hearings will help to reinforce and 
strengthen that support.
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5. These comments have been shown to the IAEA, and the IAEA has 
advised us that our descriptions of the IAEA plans, procedures, and im
plementation measures are correct.

Remarks by President Brezhnev: Nordic Nuclear Free Zone, 
June 27, 1981 '

Question. —Lately the North European countries have been actively 
discussing the idea of creating a nuclear-weapon-free zone in their region. 
What is the attitude of the Soviet Union toward the possible creation of 
such a zone?

Answer. —We understand the desire of peoples of various regions of the 
world to use the creation of nuclear-weapon-free zones to strengthen their 
security and to guard themselves to some extent from the catastrophic 
consequences of a nuclear war in the event it became unavoidable.

The Soviet Union has already specifically stated its positive attitude 
toward the proposal for turning Northern Europe into a nuclear-weapon- 
free zone. There are presently no such lethal weapons there, in contrast to 
Western Europe, whose population is already literally living on a nuclear 
volcano. And, of course, it would be a good thing to strengthen Northern 
Europe's nuclear-weapon-free status and give it appropriate legal sanction.

For its part the Soviet Union is prepared to refrain from using nuclear 
weapons against North European countries that become members of the 
nuclear-free zone, that is, countries that refuse to produce, acquire, and 
deploy nuclear weapons on their territories. Such a guarantee by the 
Soviet Union could be formulated through the conclusion of either a 
multilateral agreement with Soviet participation, or bilateral agreements 
with each member-country of the zone. We are, I repeat, prepared to do 
this at any time. Of course, the significance of creating such a zone for its 
members would be much greater if a similar guarantee were given by the 
NATO nuclear powers as well.

Question. —In the course of discussions by Scandinavian countries 
regarding their inclusion in a nuclear-weapon-free zone, the idea was ex
pressed that USSR agreement to make certain additional commitments 
concerning the part of its territory that would border on the zone would 
help in the creation of such a zone. Can this be expected?

Answer. —Guarantees to refrain from using nuclear weapons against 
countries in the zone is the main and, for these countries, unquestionably 
the most important commitment that the Soviet Union is prepared to 
make. But this does not exclude the possibility of also examining the ques
tion of certain other measures, applicable to our own territory in the areas 
adjoining the nuclear-weapon-free zone in Northern Europe. The Soviet 
Union is prepared to discuss this question with the countries concerned.

' Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXXIII, No. 26 (July 29, 1981), p. 16. Translation 
copyright by Current Digest .; reprinted by permission. Also in Pravda, June 27, 1981. 
Mr. Brezhnev's remarks were made in response to questions by a correspondent of the Finnish 
newspaper Suomen Sosialidemokraatti.
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Department of State Announcement: Nuclear Cooperation 
Agreement Between the United States and Egypt, June 29, 
1981 '

At 11:30 this morning. Secretary Haig signed an agreement for coopera
tion concerning peaceful uses of nuclear energy * with Egypt's Minister of 
Electricity, Maher Abaza. The signing took place at the State Department. 
The agreement culminates a process begun in 1974 when the United States 
offered to share peaceful nuclear technologies with both Egypt and Israel.

In 1976 we initialed identical draft cooperation agreements with both 
countries. Due to subsequent developments in the Middle East and then to 
the review of U.S. nonproliferation policy, these agreements were never 
signed or forwarded to the Congress.

In May 1979 we again presented identical draft agreements, revised to 
include provisions conforming with the requirements for such agreements 
established in the Nuclear Nonproliferation Act of 1978,® to both Israel 
and Egypt. The Israelis indicated that they were not interested in pro
ceeding with such an agreement at this time. Two negotiating sessions 
were held with the Egyptians in 1979.

During 1980 the Egyptians reviewed their plans for peaceful develop
ment of nuclear energy. At year end, they announced that Egypt would 
ratify the Nonproliferation Treaty  ̂ (NPT), which they had signed in 
1968, and that oil-export revenues would be set aside to finance nuclear 
power development. Egypt's parliament approved the NPT on February 
16, 1981, and Egypt's instrument of ratification was deposited in London 
on February 26.*

The agreement signed today specifies terms and conditions forming the 
framework within which various cooperative activities and exchanges 
may take place. These activities include possible purchase by Egypt from 
U.S. suppliers of nuclear power reactors and low-enriched uranium fuel to 
provide, at the outset, a generating capacity of about 2 ,0 0 0  megawatts. 
Private suppliers and Egyptian authorities would have to agree on the 
terms of any purchases Egypt may decide to make. The agreement is, in 
many respects, the same as agreements which the United States has con
cluded with a number of other countries and also contains special provi
sions which the executive branch believes should apply generally to U.S. 
peaceful nuclear cooperation in the region. Such agreements are required 
under the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, for the export of reac
tors, enriched uranium fuel, and other items. Additionally, the export of 
such items must still be licensed by the United States in accordance with 
our law.

’ Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 1981, pp. 59-60.
* TIAS 10208.
* The act is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 118-164.
 ̂Printed ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.

® The statement made by the Egyptian Government upon depositing the instrument of 
ratification is printed ante, Feb. 26.
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For the United States, further procedures necessary before the agree
ment may enter into force are specified in the Atomic Energy Act. The 
signed agreement now will be transmitted to Congress. The statute pro
vides that it may enter into force after 60 days of continuous congressional 
session unless during that time the Congress adopts a concurrent resolu
tion disapproving the agreement.

In addition, under article III of the NPT, Egypt is obliged to conclude an 
agreement with the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). The 
treaty requires that the agreement with the IAEA provides for the applica
tion of safeguards on all nuclear materiel in all peaceful nuclear activities 
in Egypt, under its jurisdiction, or carried out under its control anywhere. 
No cooperation can take place under our agreement until Egypt's 
safeguards agreement with the IAEA is in effect. Egypt and the IAEA 
initialed such an agreement on June 25.

U.S. Government financing support is not dealt with in the present 
agreement. Egypt has stated that it will earmark up to $500 million an
nually from its oil-export revenues for alternative sources of energy, in
cluding nuclear power. Nuclear power plant suppliers from the United 
States and other countries are keenly interested in participating in Egypt's 
peaceful nuclear power development program.

The U.S. Government wishes to reiterate its support and appreciation 
for Egypt's decision to ratify the NPT. This is an important step toward 
controlling the dangers of the spread of nuclear explosives and yet another 
affirmation of Egypt's commitment to peace and stability in the Middle 
East and Africa under the courageous and statesmanlike leadership of 
President Sadat.

Address by President Brezhnev [Extract], June 30, 1981 ^

Esteemed Chairman Willy Brandt! I am glad to greet you again here in 
Moscow, which you have visited more than once. I remember all of our 
meetings. Looking back at the past, we have the right to say that these 
meetings brought significant results, especially in the late 1960s and early 
1970s, when a breakthrough from the cold war to detente was achieved, a 
breakthrough of truly historic importance.

What was accomplished in the 1970s is continuing to work for peace 
now too, in an aggravated international situation.

But let us face up to the truth—today there is a threat of a shift of a dif
ferent kind: from detente to a new edition of the cold war.

The Soviet Union, as well as the other socialist states, is striving to pre
vent the development of this tendency. It will bring nothing good to any 
country.

’ Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXXIII, No. 31 (Sept. 2, 1981), pp. 12-13. Transla
tion copyright by Current Digest . . .; reprinted by permission. The speecn was delivered at 
a dinner in honor of Willy Brandt, Chairman of the Social Democratic Party of Germany.
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I would like to believe, Mr. Brandt, that for both of us, as it was 10  
years ago, peace remains the highest value, a lodestar in practical affairs in 
the international arena.

And, in our view, there is nothing more urgent or more serious in these 
affairs than ending the arms race.

In the present situation, we should begin with limiting the nuclear arms 
race in Europe. We are ready to sit down at the negotiating table on this 
question tomorrow. But, because of the US position, talks have still not 
begun. At the same time, our idea of a moratorium on the deployment in 
Europe of new medium-range nuclear missiles by the NATO countries and 
the USSR has been called in question.

Consequently, if talks begin at all, it will be in conditions in which both 
sides will continue to implement their programs. But this is not the best 
way.

I can say that the USSR is prepared to suspend the deployment of its 
medium-range missiles in the European part of the country on the day that 
talks begin on the substance of the matter. This will happen, of course, 
only if the US tells us that during the talks it will not increase the number 
of its medium-range nuclear weapons in Europe.

The Soviet Union expects real and significant results from these talks. 
We believe that it is time to move toward the reduction of nuclear missiles.

Every state seeks to reliably ensure its security. But in the nuclear age 
this cannot be achieved by gambling on a gain from the arms race. In our 
time, security can be real and lasting only if it is built on a foundation of 
the approximate military equality of opposing forces that now exists and a 
subsequent reduction in their level. Otherwise, no one will feel secure.

The US's striving for military superiority over the Soviet Union under
mines stability in the international arena and makes its own security 
shaky.

I shall note one more thing. Will an arms buildup forever be the only 
way to achieve a military equilibrium? This goal can be reached through 
a mutual reduction in the level of armaments. The peoples would only 
gain from this.
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Tenth Semiannual Report by President Reagan to the Commis
sion on Security and Cooperation in Europe on the imple
mentation of the Helsinki Final Act: Confidence-Building 
Measures [Extract], July 1981 '

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 invitation 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 implemented the CBM on notification of major 
military maneuvers. Implementation of the discretionary CBMs has been 
less consistent. With regard to smaller scale maneuvers, a number of 
NATO and Neutral/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 and in allow
ing observers the opportunity to understand and follow the maneuvers. 
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 
maneuvers. Opportunities provided observers at Eastern maneuvers to 
view activities remain restricted, however, in comparison with the treat
ment accorded at Western and Neutral/Non-Aligned maneuvers.

Prior Notification of Major Military Maneuvers

No major military maneuvers involving more than 25,000 troops were 
conducted by NATO members during the reporting period. The Warsaw 
Pact states did not notify any major maneuvers during the reporting 
period. In March 1981, Soviet and other Warsaw Pact forces conducted 
extensive military activity in and around Poland in an exercise named 
Soyuz-81. This activity, which the Soviets termed a "command staff 
exercise/' was not notified under CSCE. No notifications were made of 
major maneuvers by Neutral/Non-Aligned states during the period.

Prior Notification of Smaller Scale Maneuvers

The NATO states, in their continuing policy of support for the im
plementation of discretionary CBMs, gave notice during the reporting

' Dept, of State, Special Report No. 85, p. 12. The report covers the period Dec. 1, 
1980-May 31, 1981.

‘ For the confidence-building measures of the Final Act, see Documents on Disarmament, 
1975, pp. 304-308.
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period of one maneuver 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.

The following maneuver was notified during the reporting period:

• Norway notified Cold Winter 81, a smaller scale maneuver involving
1 1 ,0 0 0  Norwegian, U.S., U.K., Netherlands, and Canadian troops, held in 
Norway from March 13-18.

Prior Notification of Major Military Movements

No signatory state has given notification of a major military movement 
not associated with a maneuver. The United States and other Allies have, 
however, provided information on movements in the context of certain 
maneuver notifications.

Exchange of Military Visits

Signatory states are encouraged by the Final Act to promote exchanges 
among their military personnel. In March, a delegation from the U.S. Na
tional Defense University visited Hungary, Romania, and Yugoslavia.

Questions Related to Disarmament

The Final Act makes no provisions for arms control negotiations but 
does express the belief of the signatories in the necessity for effective arms 
control. During the period covered by this report, the United States in
itiated a comprehensive review of U.S. security policy, including the con
tribution that efforts in the arms control field could make in promoting 
and enhancing U.S. and Western security. With respect to arms control 
matters directly related to Europe, the United States:

• As noted earlier, supported the French initiative at the Madrid 
meeting for a conference of the 35 CSCE participants to negotiate effective 
new confidence-building measures;

• Consulted closely with the Allies toward implementation of all aspects 
of the December 12 , 1979, decision by NATO Foreign and Defense 
Ministers on modernization and arms control for Long-Range Theater 
Nuclear Forces (LRTNF).® At the May 1981 NATO Foreign and Defense 
Ministers Meetings, Ministers welcomed the intention of the United States 
to begin negotiations with the Soviet Union by the end of the year on 
theater nuclear force arms control within the SALT framework;^ and

• Participated in the Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions negotia
tions in Vienna.

• • • • • • •

® For this decision, see ibid., 1979, pp. 814-816.
* The North Atlantic Council communique of May 5 is printed ante.
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Message From President Reagan to the Congress Transmitting 
the Nuclear Cooperation Agreement Between the United 
States and Egypt, July 6, 1981 ^

I am pleased to transmit to the Congress, in accordance with Section 
123d of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2153(d)), 
the text of the proposed Agreement for Cooperation Between the Govern
ment of the United States of America and the Government of the Arab 
Republic of Egypt Concerning Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy and ac
companying annex and agreed minute; my written approval, authoriza
tion and determination concerning the agreement; and the memorandum 
of the Director of the United States Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency with the Nuclear Proliferation Assessment Statement concerning 
the agreement. The joint memorandum submitted to me by the Secretaries 
of State and Energy, which includes a summary of the provisions of the 
agreement, and the views and recommendations of the Director of the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency and the Members of the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, is also enclosed.*

The Atomic Energy Act sets forth certain requirements for new 
agreements for peaceful nuclear cooperation with other countries. In my 
judgment, the proposed agreement for cooperation between the United 
States and Egypt, together with its accompanying agreed minute, meets all 
statutory requirements.

The proposed bilateral agreement reflects the desire of the Governments 
of the United States and Egypt to establish a framework for peaceful 
nuclear cooperation between our two countries in a manner which 
recognizes our shared nonproliferation objectives, the economic and 
energy development needs of Egypt, and the friendly and harmonious 
relations between the United States and Egypt.

In February, Egypt ratified the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons.® This is an important step toward controlling the 
dangers of the spread of nuclear weapons, and is a reaffirmation of Egypt's 
long-standing commitment to the objectives of this Treaty and its commit
ment to peace and stability in the Middle East and Africa. This proposed 
agreement fully recognizes this important step.

I believe that this agreement will further the non-proliferation and other 
foreign policy interests of the United States. I have considered the views 
and recommendations of the interested agencies in reviewing it and have 
determined that its performance will promote, and will not constitute an 
unreasonable risk to, the common defense and security. Accordingly, I

' Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, July 13, 1981, p. 727.
’ For the transmittal document, see Agreement for Cooperation Between the Government 

of the United States of America and the Government of the Arab Republic of Egypt Concern
ing Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy : Message From the President . (H. Doc. 97-69; 97th
Cong., 1st sess.), July 8, 1961.

* The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465. The statement 
made by Egypt upon depositing its instrument of ratification, Feb. 26, is printed ante.
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have approved the agreement and authorized its execution, and urge that 
the Congress give it favorable consideration.

Statement Submitted to the Committee on Disarmament 
by the Group of 21: Nuclear Test Ban, July 8, 1981 '

The Group of 21  deeply regrets that its proposal on the establishment of 
an ad hoc working group of the Committee on Disarmament on item 1 of 
the agenda, first formulated specifically in document CD/72, dated 4  
March 1980, and reiterated most recently in document CD/181, dated 24 
April 1981,* has not yet been the subject of a decision, despite the urgency 
of the issue and the consistent interest and effort of the Group.

The Group of 21  firmly believes that the general aspects of the question 
of the Nuclear Test Ban, as well as technical issues related thereto, have 
been exhaustively and thoroughly discussed and studied. The results of 
such discussions and studies, together with the many General Assembly 
resolutions dealing with the matter, clearly indicate that the commence
ment of multilateral negotiations in the Committee on Disarmament on 
this priority item are long overdue. The Committee on Disarmament, the 
sole multilateral negotiating body on questions of disarmament, is the ap
propriate forum for such negotiations.

Accordingly, the Group of 21  requests that the proposal contained in 
document CD/181, which includes the establishment of an ad hoc work
ing group on item 1 of the agenda and the formulation of its mandate, be 
taken up by the Committee at its next official meeting for a decision.

If, contrary to what could reasonably be expected, it were not possible 
to reach a positive decision, the Group believes that it would be necessary 
to examine what further steps should be taken by the Committee to ensure 
that its Rules of Procedure are not used in such a way as to prevent the 
Committee from taking procedural decisions enabling it to conduct 
negotiations on the items included on its annual agenda.

The Group of 21  expects further that the parties to the trilateral negotia
tions should give careful consideration and provide, jointly or individ
ually, an adequate response to the questions submitted in document 
CD/181 which raise some issues of deep concern and legitimate interest to 
the world community.

' CD/192.
’ Printed ante.
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White House Announcement: Conventional Arms Transfer 
Policy, July 9, 1981 ^

On July 8 , the President signed a directive on conventional arms 
transfer policy, which superseded Presidential Directive 13 of May 13, 
1977.* The new arms transfer policy follows:

The challenges and hostility toward fundamental United States in
terests, and the interests of its friends and allies, have grown significantly 
in recent years. These trends threaten stability in many regions and im
pede progress toward greater political and economic development.

The United States cannot defend the free world's interests alone. The 
United States must, in today's world, not only strengthen its own military 
capabilities, but be prepared to help its friends and allies to strengthen 
theirs through the transfer of conventional arms and other forms of secur
ity assistance. Such transfers complement American security com
mitments and serve important United States objectives. Prudently pur
sued, arms transfers can strengthen us.

The United States therefore views the transfer of conventional arms and 
other defense articles and services as an essential element of its global 
defense posture and an indispensable component of its foreign policy. Ap
plied judiciously, arms transfers can:

—help deter aggression by enhancing the states of preparedness of 
allies and friends;

—increase our own armed forces' effectiveness by improving the 
ability of the United States, in concert with its friends and allies, to 
project power in response to threats posed by mutual adversaries;

—support efforts to foster the ability of our forces to deploy and 
operate with those of our friends and allies, thereby strengthening 
and revitalizing our mutual security relationships;

—demonstrate that the United States has an enduring interest in the 
security of its friends and partners, and that it will not allow them to 
be at a military disadvantage;

—foster regional and internal stability, thus encouraging peaceful 
resolution of disputes and evolutionary change; and

—help to enhance United States defense production capabilities 
and efficiency.

Attainment of these objectives in turn requires effective United States 
Government control and direction over arms transfers. Because of the 
diversity of United States security interests, this administration will tailor 
its approach to arms transfer requests to specific situations and exercise 
sufficient flexibility to respond promptly to changes affecting the mutual

' Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, July 13, 1981, pp. 749-750.
’ The Presidential announcement of this directive on May 19, 1977, is printed in 

Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 328-329.
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interests of the United States and its allies and friends. We will review such 
requests with care.

The United States will evaluate requests primarily in terms of their net 
contribution to enhanced deterrence and defense. It will accord high 
priority to requests from its major alliance partners and to those nations 
with whom it has friendly and cooperative security relationships. In mak
ing arms transfer decisions the United States will give due consideration to 
a broad range of factors including:

—the degree to which the transfer responds appropriately to the 
military threats confronting the recipient;

—whether the transfer will enhance the recipient's capability to 
participate in collective security efforts with the United States;

—whether the transfer will promote mutual interests in counter
ing externally supported aggression;

—whether the transfer is consistent with United States interests in 
maintaining stability within regions where friends of the United States 
may have differing objectives;

—whether the transfer is compatible with the needs of United 
States forces, recognizing that occasions will arise when other nations 
may require scarce items on an emergency basis;

—whether the proposed equipment transfer can be absorbed by 
the recipient without overburdening its military support system or 
financial resources; and

—whether any detrimental effects of the transfer are more than 
counter-balanced by positive contributions to United States interests 
and objectives.

All requests will be considered on a case-by-case basis. Those for 
coproduction, or the transfer of sensitive or advanced technology, will 
receive special scrutiny, taking into account economic and industrial fac
tors for both the United States and other participating countries, the im
portance of arms cooperation with NATO and other close friends and 
allies, potential third party transfers, and the protection of sensitive 
technology and military capabilities.

Particular care must be taken to avoid any adverse impact on allied and 
friendly nations by encouraging them to assume burdens for which their 
economies are ill-prepared. Therefore, careful consideration will be given 
to lower-cost alternatives including adaptations of military equipment for 
sale abroad, recognizing that first-line systems may not suit the needs of 
many countries. This consideration of the full range of available American 
alternatives will take place at every stage of review.

United States Government representatives overseas will be expected to 
provide the same courtesies and assistance to firms that have obtained 
licenses to market items on the United States Munitions List as they would 
to those marketing other American products.

The policy changes being initiated should not be seen as heralding a 
period of unrestrained military transfers. The United States retains a gen
uine interest in arms transfer restraint and remains prepared to consider
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specific proposals directed toward that end. There has been, however, 
little or no interest in arms transfer limitations manifested by the Soviet 
Union, or the majority of other arms-producing nations. In the absence of 
such interest, the United States will not jeopardize its own security needs 
through a program of unilateral restraint. At the same time, recognizing 
the special role that its major allies can play in strengthening common 
friends, it will seek to develop complementary policies with those allies.

The realities of today's world demand that we pursue a sober, responsi
ble, and balanced arms transfer policy, a policy that will advance our na
tional security interests and those of the free world. Both in addressing 
decisions as to specific transfers and opportunities for restraint among 
producers, we will be guided by principle as well as practical necessity. We 
will deal with the world as it is, rather than as we would like it to be.

Statement by the President's Nominee To Be the Special 
Representative for Arms Control and Disarmament Nego
tiations (Rowny) Before the Senate Committee on Foreign 
Relations, July 9, 1981 '

General Rowny. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is indeed an honor to ap
pear before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee as the President's 
nominee to be his Special Representative for Arms Control and Disarma
ment Negotiations. I look forward to answering the questions that you 
and Chairman Percy and Senator Pell have raised. I also am very grateful 
for the flattering remarks that Senators Mathias, Warner and Helms have 
made on my behalf. I will try to live up to those high standards.

I would like to read excerpts from my prepared statement, Mr. Chair
man, which I would ask be inserted into the record. But since some of the 
points have been touched on by Senator Warner and since he will put my 
biography in the record, I would like simply to skim through some of the 
high points, if I may of my rather short statement. So with your permis
sion, I would like to go ahead, sir, in that manner.

Senator Pressler. Your full statement will be placed in the record. Please 
proceed as you wish.

General Rowny. Thank you.
Mr. Chairman, I have been and remain committed to an arms control 

process which supports the objective of providing for our security at lower 
levels of armaments. It is essential that we negotiate agreements with the 
Soviet Union that are balanced and equal and thus serve the national 
security needs of the United States and our allies. Such agreements can and 
should make a positive contribution to our security objectives.

’ Nomination of Edward L. Rowny: Hearings . . .  on the Nomination of Edward L. 
Rowny of Virginia To Be U.S. Special Representative for Arms Control and Disarmament 
Negotiations With the Rank of Ambassador, July 9 and 10, pp. 6-10.
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I believe I come to this post with two prime qualifications: First, I am 
committed to genuine arms control, that is, arms control consistent with 
our national security requirements; and second, I have devoted more than 
one-half of my 40 years of military service to gaining the requisite 
knowledge to perform my duties. I will not go through my biography and 
explain how I have spent those 40 years.

Thus my commitment to genuine arms control derives from my past ex
periences in a number of high-level military policy planning and command 
positions. Throughout the SALT II negotiations I enjoyed the confidence 
and support of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as we sought a treaty which was 
equal, verifiable, and which did not pose unacceptable risks to our na
tional security. It was only at the very end that the Chiefs and I reached 
different conclusions as to the value of the treaty as it finally emerged and 
the resulting risks we could accept.

I wholeheartedly agree with President Reagan that it is imperative that 
we redress the growing strategic imbalance and restore our margin of 
safety with the Soviet Union. The Soviet approach to arms control has 
been: First, to establish their foreign policy objectives; second, to develop 
and deploy forces to support those objectives; and third, to use arms con
trol to accomplish those goals.

For most of the SALT experience, the United States, in contrast, has 
stood this pyramid on its head. Having made arms control the centerpiece 
of our foreign policy, we too often allowed the process unilaterally to in
hibit the development and deployment of defense forces necessary to carry 
out our foreign policy objectives.

Now, while restoring the margin of safety, we have every reason to 
hope for genuine arms negotiations. President Reagan repeatedly stated 
during his campaign and has now charged the Washington community to 
prudently and carefully implement his pledge as a matter of high priority. 
Redressing the strategic balance is essential for our security and as a base 
from which to negotiate sound arms control agreements.

So we are now preparing for these START talks, for this new beginning, 
as my colleague Professor Rostow has said. We are going to talk about 
strategic arms reductions talks.

There is a strong consensus in America today that only by improving 
our defenses can we maintain a credible deterrence. The American people 
also understand that credible deterrence and sound arms control policies go 
hand in hand. In short, only with the enhanced defense program upon 
which we are embarked and with a realistic understanding of arms control 
can we negotiate and hope to reach sound agreements with the Soviet 
Union.

In order to gain some idea of how I believe we must reconcile U.S. 
foreign, defense and arms control policies we must understand how 
previously well-intentioned, but in my opinion unfortunately misguided.

 ̂ The text of the SALT II Treaty appears in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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approaches went awry. My experience in SALT II parallels that of many 
Americans who hoped for genuine arms control, only to be disappointed 
by the results. For my part, I experienced three cycles in my pursuit of 
such meaningful and beneficial SALT agreements. The first cycle was one 
of great expectations, the second was one of some considerable frustra
tion, and the third was one of keen disappointment that the United States 
in the end possessed neither the leverage nor the negotiating skill to arrive at 
an acceptable SALT II Treaty.

Accordingly, after SALT II was signed in June 1979, I retired from the 
U.S. Army so that I could testify before this committee against ratification 
of the SALT II Treaty in its current form. Having stayed with the treaty 
until its very end in the abiding hope that SALT II could be made equal 
and verifiable, certain important provisions of the treaty in my judgment 
posed unacceptable risks to our national security. The principal inequality 
was the overwhelming advantage in nuclear destructive potential allowed 
the Soviets by a putatively equal agreement, which permitted the Soviets 
to deploy strategic forces superior to our own.

The net result of the SALT II process was that it weakened our strategic 
power in relation to that of the Soviet Union and made the danger of war 
more acute.

The main fault of the process as it was carried out during SALT II, 
especially in its final stages, was that it concealed and even legitimized the 
unrelenting expansion of Soviet military power over the last decade. 
While a number of other factors were involved, the SALT process as it 
evolved helped to make us deaf and blind to the perilous accumulation of 
Soviet military might.

A second fault of the previous SALT process, again especially in its final 
stages, had to do with unrealistic expectations on our part. The SALT 
process was expected to bring about a doctrinal meeting of the minds 
wherein the Soviets would embrace the U.S. concept of strategic stability 
and proceed with restructuring their forces in our image. This hope proved 
to be naive and unfounded. What we had hoped for did not occur.

Although the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, this committee, 
reported favorably on the SALT II Treaty, some members of this commit
tee showed that they had strong reservations concerning the SALT II 
Treaty, as evidenced by the 20  conditions to the treaty that they 
recommended.

Regretably, even though the record demonstrates that the Soviets failed 
to abide by the spirit of their international obligations, the United States 
showed in SALT II that it did not understand this Soviet attitude. Thus we 
failed in SALT II to achieve our objective of closing important loopholes 
of the treaty before signing it.

One example was the issue of verification, itself a crucial matter. One of 
the main hindrances to effective verification was U.S. acquiescence that 
the Soviets could encrypt some of their telemetry from their missile tests, 
indeed the very telemetry needed to verify the provisions permitting only 
one new type of ICBM.
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Given this understanding of the past, the path we must pursue becomes 
clear. I assure you, Mr. Chairman, that I shall dedicate my best efforts to 
the negotiating task, seeking to apply every possible lesson from what has 
gone before and to be alert to new ideas and changing circumstances.

The negotiating process should be based on a realistic approach to the 
Soviet Union. It should be directed to achieving arms control agreements 
which establish fair, balanced and stabilizing limits, limits which are 
verifiable. Moreover, we need to negotiate arms control agreements which 
call for equal overall limits in nuclear capability at substantially lower 
levels than that allowed by the SALT II Treaty. Here I would like to em
phasize, Mr. Chairman, 'limits in nuclear capability," which I think are 
the operative words in that sentence.

At the same time, these agreements must allow for the provisions of 
secure, survivable deterrent forces. I wish to stress the importance again of 
nuclear capabilities. Unfortunately, all too often in the past we erron
eously sought to reduce simply the number of strategic launchers without 
corresponding constraints on such sailient characteristics as throw-weight. 
Throw-weight or number of warheads provide more meaningful yard
sticks of true strategic capabilities than the mere number of launchers.

I would like to repeat that: Throw-weight or number of warheads pro
vide more meaningful yardsticks of true strategic capabilities than the 
mere number of launchers.

We should get back to basics and recall that as we began the SALT pro
cess the essential linkage between offensive and defensive agreement was 
well understood. We should strive to achieve an agreement on offensive 
arms comparable to the currently existing ABM agreement ® in scope and 
effect. Such an agreement should reduce the threat which the Soviets pre
sent to the survivability of our strategic forces.

Certainly, no agreement that we sign should ever again sanction a 
Soviet buildup in strategic capabilities. The broad objective of our 
negotiations is to safeguard the world against the use or threat to use 
nuclear weapons for aggressive purposes. My experience in SALT II leads 
me to believe that the guidelines I should follow as I negotiate for the 
United States are the following:

One, both we and the Soviets have an interest in agreements limiting 
strategic arms. Moreover, I am convinced that the Soviets want and need 
an agreement.

Two, the Soviets do not want to bring about an open-ended arms com
petition in which our superior technology and industrial capabilities can 
be brought to bear.

Three, strengthening U.S. capabilities is the best way to enhance pros
pects for equitable arms control agreements.

Four, a good agreement should permit us to restore the credibility of our 
strategic deterrent, our capability to uphold our alliance commitments and 
support our own interests. There is no objective reason why the United

® Printed ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.
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States, with twice the gross national product of the U.S.S.R., cannot assure 
its defense and redress the current strategic balance. I might add that there 
is no objective reason why the United States and its allies, which have over 
four times the gross national product of the Soviet Union and its allies, 
cannot redress this imbalance and create a balance.

Five, equality in agreements does not mean equal numbers of launchers 
alone, a point which I have made earlier and want to continue to stress. It 
also means equality in the destructive potential of the weapons 
themselves.

Sixth, very importantly, any agreement entered into must be verifiable. 
This will be increasingly difficult to achieve in the future solely through 
national technical means.

Seven, well-designed, balanced, equal and verifiable agreements 
enhance deterrence and help restore stability in times of crisis. Finally,

Eight, deterrence and stability can be achieved and maintained at 
substantially lower levels of destructive potential. Therefore, such reduc
tions should be our goal.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, it is necessary to point out that there are 
critical intangible factors involved as well. My long experience at 
negotiating with the Soviets has taught me that ideology, contrary to what 
some would have us believe, is not dead in the Soviet Union. I found 
Soviet negotiators to be ideologically motivated, determined to seek 
agreements favorable to themselves.

The late Alistair Buchan wrote in 'The End of the Postwar Era:"

The Soviet Union has become the equal of the United States in 
long-range strategic forces and consequently more confident of her 
position, while America has become more uncertain of her interests.

I continue to quote:

The question is whether our western societies possess the internal 
coherence in faith in their own ideals to confront those societies that 
are led from the top downwards.

The Soviet negotiators appear to negotiate from the premise that the 
United States does not have the will to defend its interests and our prin
ciples of democracy and way of life. National will is the glue which holds 
together all other defense efforts. It is to politics what esprit de corps is to 
the military. It exerts a multiplier effect. As Sir Robert Thompson put it, 
'national power is manpower, plus applied resources, times will."

Mr. Chairman, once again, I wish to assure the members of this com
mittee that I am and will remain committed to the task of seeking equal 
and verifiable arms control agreements between the United States and the 
Soviet Union. I believe there should be and can be agreements at lower 
levels of strategic potential, for only in this way can we hope to reduce the 
risk of outbreak of nuclear war. Such agreements would be in our interest, 
in the interest of our allies, and in the long run in the interest of the Soviet 
Union as well.
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Mr. Chairman, that completes my statement and I welcome any ques
tions you and the committee might have.

Statement Submitted to the Committee on Disarmament by 
a Group of Socialist States: Nuclear Test Ban, July 13,1981'

The Group of socialist countries in the Committee on Disarmament at
taches extraordinary importance to the topical problem of the prohibition of 
nuclear-weapon tests.

Advocating an early and positive solution of this problem, the socialist 
countries are convinced that the conclusion of a treaty on the complete 
and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests would have great import
ance for improving the international climate, creating favourable condi
tions for curbing the arms race, especially in the nuclear field, and would 
promote the strengthening of the non-proliferation regime. Such a treaty 
should aim at the general and complete cessation of the testing of nuclear 
weapons by all States in all environments for all time to come.

Therefore the socialist countries request that the Committee on Disarm
ament play an active role in the solution of the task of a complete and 
general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests. They favour the establish
ment of an ad hoc working group in the framework of the Committee on 
this question under the condition that all nuclear-weapon States will take 
part in it. Such a group should consider the problem of nuclear-weapon 
tests in all its aspects with a view to rapidly concluding a treaty on the 
complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests with the par
ticipation of all nuclear-weapon States which should assume correspond
ing obligations under such a treaty.

Now as before the socialist countries attach great significance to the 
trilateral negotiations between the Soviet Union, the United States of 
America and the United Kingdom on the complete and general prohibition 
of nuclear-weapon tests. Being interested in the achievement of a construc
tive agreement in this regard, the socialist countries appeal to the par
ticipants in these negotiations to immediately resume them and to bring 
them to a soon and successful conclusion.

The socialist States recommend that the tripartite negotiators jointly 
elaborate answers to the questions raised by the Group of 21  in document 
CD/181.* Furthermore, they expect that those two nuclear-weapon States 
which do not take part in the above negotiations determine more clearly 
their attitudes to the creation of an ad hoc working group on a nuclear test 
ban and express their readiness to take part in the preparation of a treaty 
on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests and to 
take over corresponding obligations under that treaty.

’ CD/194.
* Printed ante, Apr. 24.
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The group of socialist countries expresses its readiness to exert all efforts 
to achieve an early and successful solution of the problem of the prohibi
tion of nuclear-weapon tests.

Address by Secretary of State Haig: Arms Control Policy, 
July 14, 1981 ^

I do want to say Tm very, very pleased to have an opportunity to talk 
again before the Foreign Policy Association. Tve always believed that an 
effective policy abroad must be the product of support for that policy here 
at home. And this association and its activities have clearly made a major 
contribution to that requirement here in America. It has always sharpened 
the issues for the American people and enabled them to decide for 
themselves on these fundamental issues. And it is just such an issue that I 
would like to discuss today, and that is the vitally important issue of the 
future of arms control in this decade of the 1980s facing Americans. There 
is hardly a subject which enjoys or is a focus of greater international atten
tion, especially recently, among our allies in Western Europe, and with 
good cause.

This is true because we are living in an age when man has conceived the 
means of his own destruction. The supreme interest of the United States has 
been to avoid the extremes of either nuclear catastrophe or nuclear 
blackmail. Beginning with the Baruch plan,* every President has sought 
international agreement to control nuclear weapons and to prevent their 
proliferation. But each Chief Executive has also recognized that our na
tional security and the security of our allies depend on American nuclear 
forces as well.

President Reagan stands in this tradition. He understands the dangers of 
unchecked nuclear arms. He shares the universal aspiration for a more 
secure and peaceful world. But he also shares the universal disappoint
ment that the arms control process has delivered less than it has promised.

One of the President's first acts was to order an intense review of arms 
control policy, the better to learn the lessons of the past in the hope of 
achieving more lasting progress for the future. Two fundamental conclu
sions have emerged from this review.

First, the search for sound arms control agreements should be an essen
tial element of our program for achieving and maintaining peace.

Second, such agreements can be reached if negotiations among adversaries 
about their national security interests are not dominated by pious hopes 
and simplistic solutions.

The task of arms control is enormously complex. It must be related to 
the nation's security needs and perspectives. Above all, arms control

' Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 1981, pp. 31-34.
* This plan may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 7-16.
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policy must be seen in the light of international realities. As Churchill put 
it: 'Tou must look at the facts because they look at you." An American 
arms control policy for this decade must take into account the facts about 
our security and the lessons that we have learned about what works—and 
what does not work—in arms control.

Despite the extraordinary efforts at arms control during the 1970s, the 
world is a less secure place than it was 10  years ago. We began the process 
with the expectation that it would help to secure the deterrent forces of 
both the United States and the Soviet Union. But Moscow's strategic 
buildup has put at risk both our crucial land-based missiles and our 
bombers. Simultaneously, the Soviets have continued a massive buildup 
of conventional forces and have used them with increasing boldness. Their 
armies and those of their surrogates have seized positions that threaten 
resources and routes critical to Western security.

We cannot blame our approach to arms control alone for our failure to 
restrain the growth and use of Soviet power. The Soviet Union did not feel 
compelled to agree to major limitations and adequate verification in part 
because the United States did not take steps needed to maintain its own 
strategic and conventional capabilities. Nor did we respond vigorously to \  
the use of Soviet force. The turmoil of the 1960s, Vietnam, and Watergate 
all contributed to this passivity. As a result, the basis for arms control was 
undermined. We overestimated the extent to which the Strategic Arms 
Limitation Talks would help to ease other tensions. We also 
underestimated the impact that such tensions would have on the arms con
trol process itself.

This experience teaches us that arms control can only be one element in 
a comprehensive structure of defense and foreign policy designed to 
reduce the risks of war. It cannot be the political centerpiece or the crucial 
barometer of U.S.-Soviet relationships, burdening arms control with a 
crushing political weight. It can hardly address such issues as the Soviet in
vasion of Afghanistan, the Iran-Iraq war, the Vietnamese invasion of 
Kampuchea—which is the subject of our U.N. conference here this 
week—the Libyan invasion of Chad, or Cuban intervention in Africa and 
Latin America. Instead, arms control should be an element—a single 
element—in a full range of political, economic, and military efforts to pro
mote peace and security.

Principles

The lessons of history and the facts of international life provide the basis 
for a realistic set of principles to guide a more effective approach to arms 
control. All of our principles are derived from a recognition that the para
mount aim of arms control must be to reduce the risks of war. We owe it 
to ourselves and to our posterity to follow principles wedded exclusively 
to that aim.

Our first principle is that our arms control efforts will be an instrument 
of, no^a replacement for, a coherent allied security policy. Arms control 
proposals should be designed in the context of the security situation we face.
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our military needs, and our defense strategy. Arms control should comple
ment military programs in meeting these needs. Close consultation with 
our allies is an essential part of this process, both to protect their interests 
and to strengthen the Western position in negotiations with the Soviet 
Union.

If, conversely, we make our defense programs dependent on progress in 
arms control, then we will give the Soviets a veto over our defenses and 
remove their incentive to negotiate fair arrangements. Should we expect 
Moscow to respect parity if we demonstrate that we are not prepared to 
sacrifice to sustain it? Can we expect the Soviets to agree to limitations if 
they realize that, in the absence of agreement, we shall not match their ef
forts? In the crucial relationship between arms and arms control, we must 
not put the cart before the horse. There is little prospect of agreements 
with the Soviet Union that will help solve such a basic security problem as 
the vulnerability of our land-based missiles until we demonstrate that we 
have the will and the capacity to solve them without arms control, should 
that be necessary.

Our second principle is that we will seek arms control agreements that 
truly enhance security. We will work for agreements that make world 
peace more secure by reinforcing deterrence. On occasion it has been 
urged that we accept defective agreements in order '"to keep the arms con
trol process alive." But we are seeking much more than agreements for 
their own sake. We will design our proposals not simply in the interest of a 
speedy negotiation but so that they will result in agreements which gen
uinely enhance the security of both sides.

That is the greatest measure of the worth of arms control, not the 
money saved nor the arms eliminated. Indeed, valuable agreements can be 
envisioned that do not save money and that do not eliminate arms. The 
vital task is to limit and to reduce arms in a way that renders the use of the 
remaining arms less likely.

Just as arms control could not aim simply at reducing numbers, so it 
should not try simply to restrict the advance of technology. Some 
technological advances make everyone safer. Reconnaissance satellites, 
for instance, discourage surprise attacks by increasing warning and make 
verification of agreements possible. Submarines and other means of giving 
mobility to strategic systems enhance their survivability, reduce the ad
vantage of preemptive strikes, and thus help to preserve the peace. Our 
proposals will take account of both the positive and the negative effects of 
advancing technology.

Whether a particular weapons system, and therefore a particular agree
ment, undermines or supports deterrence may change with the develop
ment of other weapons systems. At one time, fixed intercontinental 
ballistic missiles (ICBMs) were a highly stable form of strategic weapons 
deployments, but technological change has altered that. We need to design 
arms control treaties so that they can adapt flexibly to long-term changes. 
A treaty that, for example, had the effect of locking us into fixed ICBM 
deployments would actually detract from the objectives of arms control.
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Our third principle is that we will seek arms control bearing in mind the 
whole context of Soviet conduct worldwide. Escalation of a crisis pro
duced by Soviet aggression could lead to a nuclear war, particularly if we 
allowed an imbalance of forces to provide an incentive for a Soviet first 
strike. American foreign policy and defense policy, of which arms control 
is one element, must deter aggression, contain crisis, reduce sources of 
conflict, and achieve a more stable military balance—all for the purpose of 
securing the peace. These tasks cannot be undertaken successfully in isola
tion one from the other.

Soviet international conduct directly affects the prospects for success in 
arms control. Recognition of this reality is essential for a healthy arms 
control process in the long run. Such 'linkage" is not the creation of U.S. 
policy: It is a fact of life. A policy of pretending that there is no linkage 
promotes reverse linkage. It ends up by saying that in order to preserve 
arms control, we have to tolerate Soviet aggression. This Administration 
will never accept such an appalling conclusion.

Our fourth principle is that we will seek balanced arms control 
agreements. Balanced agreements are necessary for a relationship based on 
reciprocity and essential to maintaining the security of both sides. The 
Soviet Union must be more willing in the future to accept genuine parity 
for arms control to move ahead. Each agreement must be balanced in itself 
and contribute to an overall balance.

Quantitative parity is important, but balance is more than a matter of 
numbers. One cannot always count different weapons systems as if they 
were equivalent. What matters is the capacity of either side to make 
decisive gains through military operations or threat of military operations. 
Agreements that do not effectively reduce the incentives to use force, 
especially in crisis situations, do nothing at all to enhance security.

Our fifth principle is that we will seek arms controls that include effec
tive means of verification and mechanisms for securing compliance. 
Unverifiable agreements only increase uncertainties, tensions, and risks. 
The critical obstacle in virtually every area of arms control in the 1970s 
was Soviet unwillingness to accept the verification measures needed for 
more ambitious limitations. As much as any other single factor, whether 
the Soviets are forthcoming on this question will determine the degree of 
progress in arms control in the 1980s.

Failure of the entire arms control process in the long run can be avoided 
only if compliance issues are clearly resolved. For example, there have 
been extremely disturbing reports of the use of chemical weapons by the 
Soviets or their proxies in Afghanistan and in Southeast Asia. With full 
Western support the United Nations is now investigating the issue of 
chemical weapons. Similarly, in the spring of 1979, there was an extra
ordinary outbreak of anthrax in the Soviet city of Sverdlovsk. Despite 
continued probing, we still await a serious Soviet explanation as to 
whether it was linked to activities prohibited under the biological weapons 
convention.
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Our sixth principle is that our strategy must consider the totality of the 
various arms control processes and various weapons systems, not only 
those that are being specifically negotiated. Each U.S. weapons system 
must be understood not merely in connection with a corresponding Soviet 
system, but in relation to our whole strategy for deterring the Soviets from 
exploiting military force in general. In developing our theater nuclear arms 
control proposals, for example, we should consider the relationship of 
theater nuclear forces to NATO's overall strategy for deterring war in 
Europe. We cannot overlook the fact that our European strategy has 
always compensated for shortfalls in conventional capability through a 
greater reliance on theater and strategic nuclear forces. If we are to rely 
less on the nuclear elements in the future, the conventional elements will 
have to be strengthened.

Prospects

What then are the prospects for arms control in the 1980s? We could 
achieve quick agreements and an appearance of progress if we pursued 
negotiation for its own sake or for the political symbolism of continuing 
the process. But we are committed to serious arms control that truly 
strengthens international security. That is why our approach must be pru
dent, paced, and measured.

With a clear sense of direction and a dedication to the serious objectives 
of arms control, this Administration will strive to make arms control suc
ceed. We will put our principles into action. We will conduct negotiations 
based on close consultation with our allies, guided by the understanding 
that our objective is enhanced security for all of our allies, not just for the 
United States. We will work with the Congress to insure that our arms 
control proposals reflect the desires of our people, and that, once 
agreements are negotiated, they will be ratified and their implementation 
fully supported. We will comply with agreements we make, and we will 
demand that others do likewise.

By the end of the year, the United States will be embarked upon a new 
arms control endeavor of fundamental importance, one designed to reduce 
the Soviet nuclear threat to our European allies. The impetus for these 
negotiations dates back to the mid-1970s when the Soviets began produc
ing and deploying a whole new generation of nuclear systems designed not 
to threaten the United States—for their range was too short—but to 
threaten our European allies. These new weapons, and in particular the 
nearly 3,000-mile-range SS-20  missile, were not just modernized 
replacements for older systems. Because of their much greater range, their 
mobility, and above all their multiplication of warheads on each missile, 
these new systems presented the alliance with a threat of a new order of 
magnitude.

The pace of the Soviet buildup is increasing. Since the beginning of last 
year, the Soviets have more than doubled their SS-20  force. Already 750 
warheads have been deployed on SS-20  launchers. The Soviet Union has 
continued to deploy the long-range Backfire bomber and a whole array of 
new medium- and short-range nuclear missiles and nuclear-capable air
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craft. This comprehensive Soviet arms buildup is in no sense a reaction to 
NATO's defense program. Indeed, NATO did very little as this alarming 
buildup progressed.

In December 1979 the alliance finally responded in two ways. First, it 
agreed to deploy 464 new U.S. ground-launched cruise missiles in Europe 
and to replace 108 medium-range Pershing ballistic missiles already 
located there with modernized versions of greater range. Second, the 
alliance agreed that the United States should pursue negotiated limits on 
U.S. and Soviet systems in this category.®

This two-track decision represents explicit recognition that arms control 
cannot succeed unless it is matched by a clear determination to take the 
defense measures necessary to restore a secure balance. On taking office,! 
as one of its first foreign policy initiatives, this Administration announced 
its commitment to both tracks of the alliance decision—deployments and) 
arms control. Last May, in Rome, we secured unanimous alliance endorse
ment of our decision to move ahead on both tracks and of our plan for 
doing so.^

Since then I have begun discussions in Washington with the Soviet Am
bassador on this issue. When I meet with Soviet Foreign Minister 
Gromyko at the United Nations this September, I will seek agreement to 
start the U.S.-Soviet negotiations on these weapons systems by the end of 
this year. We would like to see the U.S. and Soviet negotiators meet to 
begin formal talks between mid-November and mid-December of this 
year. We intend to appoint a senior U.S. official with the rank of Am
bassador as our representative at these talks.

Extensive preliminary preparations for this entirely new area of arms 
control are already underway in Washington and in consultation with our 
NATO allies in Brussels. Senior U.S. and European officials will continue 
to consult after the begirming of U.S.-Soviet exchanges. We and our 
allies recognize that progress can only come through complex, extensive, 
and intensive negotiations.

We approach these negotiations with a clear sense of purpose. We want 
equal, verifiable limits on the lowest possible level on U.S. and Soviet 
theater nuclear forces. Such limits would reduce the threat to our allies 
and bring to Europe the security undermined today by the Soviet buildup. 
We regard the threat to our allies as a threat to ourselves, and we will, 
therefore, spare no effort to succeed.

We are proceeding with these negotiations to limit the theater threat 
within the framework of SALT—the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks 
designed to limit the nuclear threat to the United States and to the Soviet 
Union. In this area, too, we have initiated intense preparations. These 
preparations must take into account the decisions we will take shortly on 
modernizing our intercontinental ballistic missiles and our strategic 
bombers.

® This is the NATO dual-track decision; see ibid., 1979, pp. 814-816.
* Ante, May 5.
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In the course of 10 years of SALT negotiations, conceptual questions 
have arisen which must be addressed. For instance, how have im
provements in monitoring capabilities, on the one hand, and new 
possibilities for deception and concealment, on the other, affected our 
ability to verify agreements and to improve verification? Which systems 
are to be included in a SALT negotiation, and which should be discussed 
in other forums? How can we compare and limit the diverse U.S. and 
Soviet military arsenals in the light of new systems and new technologies 
emerging on both sides?

In each of these areas there are serious and pressing questions which 
must be answered to insure the progress of SALT in the 1980s and beyond. 
Only in this way can SALT become again a dynamic process that will pro
mote greater security in the U.S.-Soviet relationship. We are determined 
to solve these problems and to do everything necessary to arrive at bal
anced reductions in strategic arsenals on both sides.

We should be prepared to pursue innovative arms control ideas. For 
example, negotiated confidence-building measures in Europe could pro
vide a valuable means to reduce uncertainty about the character and pur
pose of the other side's military activities. While measures of this sort will 
not lessen the imperative of maintaining a military balance in Europe, they 
can reduce the dangers of miscalculation and surprise.

We are eager to pursue such steps in the framework of a European 
disarmament conference based on an important French proposal now be
ing considered at the Madrid meeting of the Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe. We call upon the Soviets to accept this proposal, 
which could cover Soviet territory to the Urals. As we proceed in Madrid, 
we will do so on the basis of a firm alliance solidarity, which is the key to 
bringing the Soviets to accept serious and effective arms control measures.

Our efforts to control existing nuclear arsenals will be accompanied by 
new attempts to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons. The Reagan Ad
ministration is developing more vigorous policies for inhibiting nuclear 
proliferation. We expect the help of others in this undertaking, and we in
tend to be a more forthcoming partner to those who share responsibility 
for nonproliferation practices. Proliferation complicates the task of arms 
control: It increases the risk of preemptive and accidental war, it detracts 
from the maintenance of a stable balance of conventional forces, and it 
brings weapons of unparalleled destructiveness to volatile and developing 
regions. No short-term gain in export revenue or regional prestige can be 
worth such risks.

It may be argued that the ''genie is out of the bottle," that technology is 
already out of control. But technology can also be tapped for the answers. 
Our policies can diminish the insecurities that motivate proliferation. 
Responsible export practices can reduce dangers. And international norms 
can increase the cost of nuclear violations. With effort we can help to 
assure that nuclear plowshares are not transformed into nuclear swords.

In sum, the United States has a broad agenda of specific arms control ef
forts and negotiations already underway or soon to be launched. The
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charge that we are not interested in arms control or that we have cut off 
communications with the Soviets on these issues is simply not true.

The approach I have discussed today stands in a long and distinguished 
American tradition. We are confident that it is a serious and realistic ap
proach to the enduring problems of arms control. The United States wants 
a more secure and a more peaceful world. And we know that balanced, 
verifiable arms control can contribute to that objective.

We are also confident that the Soviet leaders will realize the seriousness 
of our intent. They should soon tire of the proposals that seek to freeze 
NATO's modernization of theater nuclear weapons before it has even 
begun, while reserving for themselves the advantages of hundreds of 
SS-20s already deployed. They should see that the propaganda campaign 
intended to intimidate our allies and frustrate NATO's modernization pro
gram cannot and must not succeed. Arms control requires confidence, but 
it also requires patience.

Americans dream of a peaceful world, and we are willing to work long 
and hard to create it. This Administration is confident that its stance of pa
tient optimism on arms control expresses the deepest hopes and the 
clearest thoughts of the American people.

It is one of the paradoxes of our time that the prospects for arms control 
depend upon the achievement of a balance of arms. We seek to negotiate a 
balance at less dangerous levels but meanwhile we must maintain our 
strength. Let us take to heart John F. Kennedy's reminder that negotiations 
"are not a substitute for strength—they are an instrument for the transla
tion of strength into survival and peace."

Statement by the Netherlands Representative (Wagen- 
makers) to the Committee on Disarmament: Radiological 
Weapons and Attacks on Nuclear Energy Facilities, July 
14,1981 ^

• • • • • • •

Today I wish to make a statement on radiological weapons and 
radiological warfare. In this statement I shall make some proposals which 
I hope will be helpful in advancing our negotiations on these matters. I 
shall not, however, on this occasion, talk about new weapons of mass 
destruction in general except to remind you that it was the Netherlands 
that originally proposed, in our statement of 5 August 1980 (at the Com
mittee's 97th meeting),* the holding annually, during specially designated 
periods of time, of informal meetings on new weapons of mass destruc
tion, with the assistance of qualified experts. We are pleased that at the

' GD/PV.137, pp. 14-18.
* CD/PV.97, pp. 11-14.
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initiative of Ambassador Komives of Hungary the Committee decided to 
do this, and as far as we are concerned that takes care of this problem.

Speaking about radiological weapons, I should in the first place recall 
the statement I made a year ago, at the formal meeting of the Committee 
of 9 April 1980.® In that statement we commented in detail on the text of 
the dr^t convention submitted to this Committee jointly by the United 
States and the Soviet Union in July 1979.'*

Since then, during our discussions of this subject last year and also this 
year, many proposals have been made to improve on that draft text. Some 
of those proposals were interesting and they merit further discussion. As a 
result of those proposals there is now a Chairman's working paper with a 
consolidated text for a radiological weapons convention (CD/RW/WP.20 
of 21 April 1981).

At this moment the most important outstanding difference of opinion, 
which stands in the way of an early agreement, concerns the scope and the 
definition of a radiological weapons convention. In the A d  Hoc Working 
Group on Radiological Weapons, on 26 June of this year, Sweden pro
posed certain interesting amendments to the text. That proposal, viz., to 
extend the definition of the scope of the radiological weapons convention 
in order to include the prohibition of attacks on civilian nuclear installa
tions in the scope, deserves special attention. The background to that pro
posal was expounded in the Swedish intervention in the Committee on 7 
April 1981.»

The Netherlands is, in principle, sympathetically inclined to the Swedish 
proposal, which seems to be based on a thorough investigation of their 
own. We are therefore prepared to examine that proposal seriously, both 
nationally and internationally, in order to evaluate all its political and 
technical implications. Our very preliminary findings have led us to the 
following conclusions.

As we said in our intervention of last year, to which I referred at the 
beginning of this statement, the Netherlands shares the view that for 
purely technical reasons the development of specific radiological weapons 
is highly unlikely. We have always held the view that it is unlikely that 
such weapons can be developed. Moreover such weapons, even if they did 
ever come to exist, would be of little military value. The draft convention 
on radiological weapons as submitted to the Committee on Disarmament 
in July 1979 is therefore not a very interesting one from the point of view 
of arms control and disarmament. It is against this background that we in 
the Netherlands have looked at the Swedish proposal under discussion, 
because the launching of an attack on nuclear installations in an 
opponent's territory does constitute one of the few feasible and effective 
methods of waging radiological warfare. This is, unfortunately, not an in
conceivable event.

It is our view that, since the United States/USSR draft convention pro
vides in article III not only for a prohibition of radiological weapons as

* CD/PV.76, pp. 6-9.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 357-361.
* Printed ante.
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such but also for a general prohibition of radiological warfare, there is suf
ficient ground to try to include in a constructive manner, acceptable to all, 
at least the essence of the Swedish proposal.

In order to contribute to the process of deliberation that is now under 
way in this Committee concerning this proposition, which surely is not an 
academic one, but on the other hand also taking into account the objec
tions that in fact have been made to attempts to regulate these important 
matters in the radiological weapons convention, we would put forward 
the suggestion not to pursue—at least in this particular context—the for
mula proposed by Sweden, which reads: ''never, under any circumstances, 
to attack or deliberately damage any civilian nuclear energy generating 
reactor, reprocessing plant or spent fuel storage facility on the territory of 
a State party to the treaty". In the context of a radiological weapons con
vention, one could rather envisage—and this is what we propose in place 
of the Swedish formulation—that it should be prohibited ''to attack any 
civilian nuclear energy generating reactor, reprocessing plant or spent fuel 
storage facility on the territory of a State party to the treaty, if such attack 
may lead to the effective release of radio-active material causing, by its 
dissemination, destruction, damage or injury by means of the radiation 
produced by the decay of such material".

Allow me now to substantiate that proposal with the following con
siderations. Let us consider, first, attacks on nuclear installations that 
have the specific objective of releasing radio-active material in order to in
flict destruction, damage or injury on the enemy: such attacks obviously 
do fall within the scope of a radiological weapons convention. On the other 
hand, any military action against nuclear installations that is not 
specifically designed to use released radiation, is admissible. An example 
would be the capturing of such installations with a view to halting the pro
duction of energy. In this connection, we are reminded that the Swedish 
proposal would be covered by articles 51 and 56 of Additional Protocol I ‘ 
to the Geneva Convention of 1949.^ The Netherlands, however, shares the 
view that those provisions are more restricted than the Swedish proposal 
under discussion, and they are also more restricted than what we have in 
mind ourselves, our own Dutch views. In the first place, article 56 of Ad
ditional Protocol I only refers to "nuclear electrical generating stations"; it 
does not refer to other nuclear installations with large quantities of radio
active material. In the second place, article 56 only offers protection to the 
civilian population in the vicinity of the installations. Moreover that pro
tection is neither provided for if these installations happen to supply elec
trical energy on a regular basis for substantial and direct support to 
military operations, nor in a situation in which such an attack is the only 
practical way of putting an end to that military support role.

We do believe, however, that in the radiological weapons convention 
there should be, in one way or another, e.g. in the preamble, a reference to

‘ International Legal Materials, 16 Nov. 1977, No. 6, pp. 1391 ff. 
' TIAS 3362, 3363, 3364, 3365; 6 UST 3114, 3217, 3316, 3516.
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Additional Protocol I in order to establish a link between the two in
struments. In this connection, we would also wish to draw attention to 
article 56, subparagraph 6, of Additional Protocol I, which reads: 'The 
high contracting parties and the parties to the conflict are urged to con
clude further agreements among themselves to provide additional protec
tion for objects containing dangerous forces". This also serves to bring out 
and underline the complementary nature of such a provision in a 
radiological weapons convention. These are the observations I wish to 
make to underpin our suggested text alternatives.

I now wish to refer to the new Swedish proposal to distinguish between 
civilian and military nuclear installations and subsequently to mark this 
difference, as is suggested as a possibility in article 56, subparagraph 7, of 
Additional Protocol I in reference to, inter alia, nuclear electrical 
generating stations. We in the Netherlands, are, however, of the opinion 
that it would be legally unsound and from a military point of view 
undesirable to change the nature of that provision in the Protocol, which 
is in fact no more than a recommendation, into a treaty obligation in the 
convention on radiological weapons. Moreover, such a change into a 
treaty obligation would include reprocessing plants and spent fuel storage 
facilities. The Netherlands is of the opinion, as also suggested by Sweden, 
that the data published by IAEA concerning civilian nuclear installations 
should be sufficient to allow identification by military commanders of the 
civilian or military nature of a nuclear installation.

If the proposal to incorporate in the radiological weapons convention a 
prohibition of attacks on nuclear installations, as amended by us, in the 
text formulation I proposed just now, is accepted, thereby taking into ac
count the remarks made from several sides, then we would, in our 
opinion, have achieved a significant advantage. The convention would 
gain significantly in value. Especially in heavily populated areas with a 
developed nuclear energy capacity, such a treaty would be well received, 
for the convention would include a prohibition of attacks on nuclear in
stallations specifically intended to release massive radio-active 
contamination.

A few final remarks. As to the definition of radiological weapons, the 
Netherlands has no problems with the text proposed in the draft conven
tion as submitted by the United States and the Soviet Union in July 1979. 
We do, however, consider an improvement of the prohibitions (articles I 
through III) of the radiological weapons convention desirable, as we 
stated in our intervention of 9 April 1980. The definition of radiological 
weapons should leave no ambiguity whatsoever: the convention relates 
exclusively to radiological warfare aimed at spreading radiological 
material other than by means of a nuclear explosion. I should remind you 
in this connection of the Netherlands proposal, in our intervention of 9 
April 1980, for the redrafting of article II, subparagraph 2, and article III 
in that sense. I then proposed the redrafting of article II, subparagraph 2, 
to read as follows: ''Any radio-active material specifically designed for 
employment, by its dissemination independently of nuclear explosions, to 
cause destruction, damage or injury by means of the radiation produced
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by the decay of such material". With the same objective in mind, article III 
should read: "'Each State party to the Treaty also undertakes not to 
employ deliberately, by its dissemination independently of nuclear explo
sions, any radio-active material not defined as a radiological weapon in 
article II, subparagraph 2, to cause destruction, damage or injury by 
means of the radiation produced by the decay of such material".

By accepting these two texts we would do two things that make sense. 
We would create a link with the term "radio-active material weapons" as 
used in the definition of weapons of mass destruction by the Commission 
for Conventional Armaments of 12 August 1948.® At the same time the 
Netherlands proposal regarding a qualified prohibition of attacks on 
nuclear installations, which I put to you earlier on, would also link up with 
article III of the convention.

My last remark on this matter is that we would appreciate it if a formula 
along the lines suggested by us could be incorporated in the definition as 
contained in the excellent Australian working paper of 1 July 1981 
(CD/RW/WP.22).

I shall wind up my statement by addressing the vital question of the 
prevention of loss or diversion to radiological weapons of radio-active 
materials. This matter is dealt with in article IV of the consolidated text of 
the Chairman of the A d Hoc Working Group on Radiological Weapons 
(CD/RW/WP.20). In this context it seems useful to recall the pertinent 
paragraph of the Netherlands statement at the 76th plenary meeting of the 
Committee, on 9 April 1980:

I now come to the article which deals with the physical protection 
of radio-active materials. Within the IAEA, an expert group has in 
the past made recommendations on the physical protection of fis
sionable materials (IAEA document IMFCIRC 225/Rev. 1). These 
recommendations are implemented by many countries. Moreover, a 
Convention was recently concluded in Vienna on the Physical Pro
tection of Nuclear Materials,’ particularly during transport. Both 
these recommendations and the Convention cover fissionable ma
terials, either irradiated or not, but do not cover radio-active mater
ials in which no fissionable material is present. If we accept the idea, 
as reflected in this article of the RW draft, that this category of ma
terials must also be protected, parties must try to achieve common 
standards with respect to the level of protection. This could be done 
by amending the said Convention; but this does seem to be a some
what cumbersome approach. Although my delegation certainly 
would not like to exclude the possibility of amending the Convention 
in the future, the most practical approach seems to be to ask IAEA 
to reconvene the expert group with a view to expanding the already 
existing recommendations so as to cover radio-active materials as 
well. Consequently, I propose to invite the Director-General of 
IAEA to present his views on this matter as soon as possible.

• Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, p. 176.
’ Ibid., 1980, pp. 129-138.
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In the meantime, on 3 July 1981, the Netherlands delegation has sub
mitted a proposal to the A d Hoc Working Group on Radiological 
Weapons that the Director-General of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency be invited to present his views, preferably in writing on the rela
tionship between article IV of the draft convention on radiological 
weapons and the Vienna Convention on the Physical Protection of 
Nuclear Material, as well as the guidelines for physical protection of 
nuclear material. This proposal is simple, constructive and without any 
implications of, for example, a military nature. Our sole aim is to try to 
establish maximum congruence between the work done in various forums, 
in casu located in Geneva and Vienna respectively, where new instruments 
of international law are being created. It goes without saying that the 
possible future advice of the Director-General of IAEA will in no way pre
judge the decision the A d Hoc Working Group will finally take as regards 
the wording of article IV of the consohdated text. The A d Hoc Working 
Group works under the mandate given to it by the Committee on Disarm
ament, and this Committee is, of course, the only instance which de jure is 
empowered to draw up the radiological weapons convention. All the 
same, we deem it the duty of all States to see to it that agreements dealing 
with the handling of radio-active materials—be these texts drawn up in 
Geneva or in Vienna—form, between them, a formidable and coherent 
obstacle to unauthorized or illegal use of these dangerous materials.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Flowerree) to the 
Committee on Disarmament: Comprehensive Test Ban, July 
14, 198r

Mr. Chairman, the review of United States policy concerning nuclear 
testing, including the question of CTB negotiations, has not yet been 
completed.

This question, which has security implications of the most fundamental 
nature, is related to the whole complex of issues concerning strategic and 
theatre nuclear weapons on which decisions are pending. Because of the 
difficult issues and basic security concerns involved, rapid completion of 
this review has not been possible. In these circumstances, my Government 
is not in a position to agree to the establishment of a working group on a 
comprehensive test ban.

I would also like to take advantage of this opportunity to address myself 
to a related aspect of the question of the formation of a CTB working 
group.

In his statement in plenary meeting on 2 July,"* the distinguished 
representative of Mexico stated that the two nuclear-weapon States which 
had not agreed to the establishment of a working group on CTB, meaning

' CD/PV.137, pp. 29-30.
* CD/PV.134, pp. 27-31.
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the United States and the United Kingdom, were guilty of treating the 
United Nations with mockery and contempt. My delegation does not ac
cept the notion that the expression of honest differences on matters that we 
regard as affecting our vital national interests should be characterized as a 
mark of disrespect for the world community.

The Mexican representative cited in support of his charges three United 
Nations General Assembly resolutions in three successive years that called 
on the trilateral negotiators working on a comprehensive test ban to con
clude their negotiations speedily and to submit the results to the Commit
tee on Disarmament by a specified time. The resolutions cited were 32/78 
of 12 December 1977,® 33/60 of 14 December 1978  ̂ and 34/73 of 11 
December 1979.® My Government.supported all three of these resolutions 
in good faith because we agreed with the major content of the resolutions. 
However, in every instance we made it clear that we did not, and in fact 
could not, accept a deadline for completion of these negotiations. As an 
example, I would like to quote from the United States explanation of vote 
on resolution 34/73:

It is the conviction of the United States that the negotiation of 
effective measures of verification is an indispensable requirement 
for the successful conclusion of a comprehensive test-ban treaty. We 
are working hard in Geneva to reach agreement on such measures, 
as well as on other remaining issues in the negotations. But we would 
not wish to imply by voting for the draft resolution that we would be 
prepared to conclude the negotiations with any particular provisions, 
or by any particular deadline or target-date, regardless of the progress 
that had been achieved in resolving these critical matters.‘

The representative of Mexico did not mention in his intervention the 
two resolutions on a comprehensive test ban that were voted on at the 
1980 session of the General Assembly (resolutions 35/145 A and 35/145 
B). The United States voted against resolution 35/145 A and we joined 
with the other trilateral negotiating parties in abstaining on resolution 
35/145 B, spelling out our reasons fully.^

We have been no less straightforward in making our point of view 
known in the Committee on Disarmament. Last summer, the United States 
delegation favoured the submission of a candid report on the state of the 
trilateral negotiations early in the summer session, but as I said at the time, 
in this instance it took three to tango. Reaching trilateral agreement is 
never an easy task, especially on such a complex subject. At the same 
time, we made no secret of the fact that we did not think it wise in the 
existing state of trilateral negotiations to bring the subject into the CD for 
negotiation. Nor did our two negotiating partners, both of whom 
subscribed to the statement that they thought the best way to proceed was

* Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 827-829.
 ̂Ibid., 1978, pp. 722-723.

» Ibid., 1979, pp. 756-757.
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through the trilateral negotiations (CD/130).* Now, of course, with all 
aspects of a comprehensive test ban under review, the United States is in a 
different position and would not be able to participate in a working group 
if one were in existence. When the United States review is completed we 
will, of course, make our views known. Meanwhile, we have sought to co
operate in finding alternative ways for the Committee to undertake active 
consideration of this issue.

This is a record of honest dealing with the world community. One does 
not need to read any fine print or between the lines in our statements to 
understand fully where we stand. We are acutely aware of the extreme im
patience with which most countries have awaited the emergence of an 
agreement that could form the basis for a multilateral comprehensive 
nuclear test ban. We are also aware that there is disagreement among us 
on many substantive aspects of the problem. To have such disagreements 
is not unprecedented in the history of the United Nations or of this body, 
and we expect delegations to take vigorous exception to our point of view 
if that is their conviction. But we do object to a characterization of our 
honest differences as constituting disrespect or mockery of the United 
Nations.

Statement by President Reagan: Nuclear Nonproliferation 
Policy, July 16, 1981 ^

Our Nation faces major challenges in international affairs. One of the 
most critical is the need to prevent the spread of nuclear explosives to ad
ditional countries. Further proliferation would pose a severe threat to in
ternational peace, regional and global stability, and the security interests 
of the United States and other countries. Our Nation has been committed 
on a bipartisan basis to preventing the spread of nuclear explosives from 
the birth of the atomic age over 35 years ago. This commitment is shared 
by the vast majority of other countries. The urgency of this task has been 
highlighted by the ominous events in the Middle East.

The problem of reducing the risks of nuclear proliferation has many 
aspects, and we need an integrated approach to deal with it effectively. In 
the final analysis, the success of our efforts depends on our ability to im
prove regional and global stability and reduce those motivations that can 
drive countries toward nuclear explosives. This calls for a strong and 
dependable United States, vibrant alliances and improved relations with 
others, and a dedication to those tasks that are vital for a stable world 
order.

I am announcing today a policy framework that reinforces the 
longstanding objectives of our Nation in nonproliferation and includes a 
number of basic guidelines.

• Ibid., pp. 317-321.
' Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, July 20, 1981, pp. 768-770.
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The United States will:

• seek to prevent the spread of nuclear explosives to additional coun
tries as a fundamental national security and foreign policy objective;

• strive to reduce the motivation for acquiring nuclear explosives by 
working to improve regional and global stability and to promote 
understanding of the legitimate security concerns of other states;

• continue to support adherence to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation 
of Nuclear Weapons* and to the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco)® by countries that have 
not accepted those treaties;

• view a material violation of these treaties or an international 
safeguards agreement as having profound consequences for international 
order and United States bilateral relations, and also view any nuclear ex
plosion by a non-nuclear-weapon state with grave concern;

• strongly support and continue to work with other nations to 
strengthen the International Atomic Energy Agency to provide for an im
proved international safeguards regime;

• seek to work more effectively with other countries to forge agreement i 
on measures for combating the risks of proliferation;

• continue to inhibit the transfer of sensitive nuclear material, equip
ment and technology, particularly where the danger of proliferation 
demands, and to seek agreement on requiring IAEA safeguards oji all 
nuclear activities, in a.^on-nuclear-weapoiustarte as a condition for any 
significant new nuclear supply commitment. ^

I am also announcing that I will promptly seek the Senate's advice and 
consent to ratification of Protocol I of the Treaty of Tlatelolco.

The United States will cooperate with other nations in the peaceful uses 
of nuclear energy, including civil nuclear programs to meet their energy 
security needs, under a regime of adequate safgeguards and controls. 
Many friends and allies of the United States have a strong interest in 
nuclear power and have, during recent years, lost confidence in the ability 
of our Nation to recognize their needs.

We must re-establish this Nation as a predictable and reliable partner 
for peaceful nuclear cooperation under adequate safeguards. This is essen
tial to our nonproliferation goals. If we are not such a partner, other coun
tries will tend to go their own ways, and our influence will diminish. This 
would reduce our effectiveness in gaining the support we need to deal with 
proliferation problems.

To attain this objective, I am:

• instructing the executive branch agencies to undertake immediate ef
forts to ensure expeditious action on export requests and approval re
quests under agreements for peaceful nuclear cooperation where the 
necessary statutory requirements are met;

* The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
® Printed ibid., 1967, pp. 69-83.
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• requesting that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission act expeditiously 
on these matters.

The administration will also not inhibit or set back civil reprocessing 
and breeder reactor development abroad in nations with advanced nuclear 
power programs where it does not constitute a proliferation risk.

The United States will support IAEA programs and other international 
cooperative efforts in the areas of nuclear safety and environmentally 
sound nuclear waste management.

To carry out these policies, I am instructing the Secretary of State, 
working with the other responsible agencies, to give priority attention to 
efforts to reduce proliferation risks, to enhance the international non
proliferation regime and, consistent with United States security interests, 
to re-establish a leadership role for the United States in international 
nuclear affairs.

Senate Resolution 179: Nuclear Nonproliferation, 
July 17, 1981 '

Whereas the proliferation of nuclear weapons is a threat to the security 
of the United States and all other nations of the world and.

Whereas the world community has developed valuable institutions, in
cluding the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) and the International 
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) Safeguards system to deal with the prob
lem of nuclear proliferation and.

Whereas the recent hearings held by the Senate Foreign Relations Com
mittee and the House Foreign Affairs Committee demonstrated serious 
deficiencies in the NPT and the IAEA systems, and 

Whereas despite such deficiencies, there is no prohibition on the transfer 
of sensitive equipment and technology to politically unstable nations and 
regions of the world and.

Whereas sensitive nuclear materials, equipment, and technology carry 
with them the capability of mounting a nuclear weapons option and. 

Whereas the United States has traditionally taken a leadership role in 
raising world consciousness to the dangers of nuclear proliferation and. 

Whereas United States nonproliferation actions such as supporting the 
International Safeguards Regime and the NPT, participating in the 
Nuclear Supplies Conferences, and establishing the Nuclear Nonprolifera
tion Act of 1978,® have been positive steps in moving toward an effective 
international nonproliferation regime and.

Whereas it is necessary for significant additional actions to be taken to 
strengthen the international nonproliferation regime and to raise world 
consciousness further: Now, therefore, be it

’ Congressional Record, July 17,1981, p. S7861. The resolution was carried by a vote of 88 
to 0, with 12 not voting. On the same day, the House passed a similar resolution.

 ̂ The treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-464.
* Printed ibid., 1978, pp. 118-164.
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Resolved, That the President should take immediate action to:

(1) Confer on an urgent basis with other nuclear suppliers, as a first step 
toward achieving a new worldwide consensus on nuclear transfers to con
sider tightening restrictions on dangerous nuclear trade through measures 
which include—

(a) establishing, while discussions on a new regime for nuclear trade 
passed, a temporary worldwide moratorium on transfers of enrichment 
and reprocessing equipment and technology, even at the experimental 
level, to sensitive areas, including the Middle East and South Asia;

(b) limiting the size of all research reactors transferred, eliminating the 
use of high enriched uranium in such reactors, and obtaining return of 
spent research reactor fuel to the country of origin;

(c) extending the list of sensitive nuclear equipment, including com
ponents and dual use items, whose export the suppliers only permit under 
safeguards, with public recording of all sales of such items;

(d) making nuclear transfers only to nonweapon nations which have 
accepted full-scope safeguards; and

(e) imposing established sanctions in the event of violation of 
safeguards.

(2) Develop with other IAEA members a strong and effective program 
for the improvement of the IAEA safeguards regime, specifically consider
ing the practicality of the following measures—

(a) extending the concept of full-scope safeguards to mean safeguards 
on all nuclear materials, equipment, and facilities within a nonweapon 
state whether or not such materials, equipment, and facilities have been 
formally declared to the IAEA;

(b) increasing the quality and quantity of IAEA inspections;
(c) publishing inspection reports; and
(d) extending and upgrading surveillance and containment measures.

(3) Formulate a clear United States policy on enhanced international 
restrictions on dangerous nuclear trade and on improving the interna
tional safeguards regime, and use all feasible leverage to induce others to 
adopt similar policies.

(4) Call for a prompt reevaluation of world nuclear energy policy, 
culminating in a conference in order to agree upon ways both to reduce 
security concerns and to strengthen the nonproliferation regime.

(5) Reaffirm United States policy to cooperate with other countries, 
particularly in the developing world, to assist them in meeting their energy 
needs, with nonnuclear energy alternatives considered on an equal basis 
with nuclear energy in providing such cooperative assistance.
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News Conference Statement by the Netherlands Representa
tive (de Vos) to the Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions 
Talks, July 23, 1981 ^

Unfortunately, the round coming to an end today was once again not 
very eventful.

Western participants have continued to press for the West's December 
1979 proposal for an interim first agreement which would be verifiable 
and based on agreed data. But the main problem in this round once again 
has been the lack of progress towards a solution of the data dispute and on 
associated measures.

As you know, in the West's view, the unresolved data dispute is the 
main obstacle to progress toward a first agreement in the Vienna talks. 
Although some of the details of this question are complex, the fundamen
tal issue is not: It is simply that there is a substantial difference between 
Western figures and Eastern figures on the number of Warsaw Pact 
military personnel located in Central Europe. And, until the two sides can 
reach agreement on these figures, they are prevented from coming to 
agreement on the reduction and limitation of such personnel.

During the round, the East has continued to use two arguments against 
providing the information needed to resolve this dispute. First, they have 
continued to say that agreed data are not necessary at all for a first agree
ment, since the two sides could either accept each others' official figures or 
issue a joint statement not to increase their force levels in the area. This ap
proach ignores the fact that it is precisely the official figures of the East 
which are in dispute here, and that a dateless no-increase commitment 
would not provide a practical or politically acceptable basis for 
establishing a post-reduction ceiling on U.S. and Soviet forces, for an in
terphase freeze, or for ensuring compliance with such commitments.

The second Eastern argument has been that providing the information 
required by the West would reveal the organizational structure of Eastern 
military forces. This is a highly elastic argument which can be stretched to 
cover reluctance of the East to provide any piece of information necessary 
to reach an agreement in Vienna. The fact is that the West has asked only 
for information relevant to resolving the data discrepancy.

In order to try to resolve the data discrepancy and to enter on a more 
productive discussion of figures on specific force components, the West has, 
in the effort to develop an earlier Eastern idea, now made a proposal 
which contains suggested procedures for this kind of discussion. The pro
posal shows the continued interest of the Western participants in resolving 
this problem and opening the way for progress here.

' ACDA files.
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News Conference Statement by the Polish Representative 
(Strulak) to the Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions 
Talks, July 23, 1981 '

Summing up for you the XXIVth round of the Vienna negotiations, I 
have indeed hardly anything to report that would signify a change to the 
better or a prospect of such change. This has been a futile round.

On the basic questions of the first agreement which are decisive to pro
gress we have in vain called on our Western partners to search for 
understanding and proceed to laying it down.

For over a year now, since July 10, 1980, we have not got a constructive 
response to our compromise and straight-forward proposal providing for 
the reduction in the first stage of 13,000 American troops and 20,000 
Soviet servicemen, the latter amount being in addition to the 20,000 Soviet 
contingent withdrawn almost a year ago from the GDR. One is indeed 
puzzled by Western evasiveness on a solution constituting the core of the 
first agreement and clearly advantageous to the West.

For over 8 months, since November 13, 1980, we have not received a 
positive answer to the compromise move of ours on another central ques
tion of the first agreement—that of the collective freeze in Central Europe 
on the forces of states-direct participants other than the USSR and the 
USA, parallel to the reduction and limitation of the ground forces of these 
two states in the first stage. Failing such a freeze any reductions would in
deed make no sense but the West is still not prepared to agree to it.

Similarly, the Western European states, who contribute three-fourths of 
the NATO forces in the reduction area refuse to discuss meaningful, be it 
general commitments concerning their reductions of forces and armaments 
in the second stage—which have to balance larger Soviet reductions in the 
first stage.

The wholly negative or evasive Western position on these and several 
other key questions of the first agreement which has been effectively 
preventing progress in these negotiations is being justified by alleged 
priority of agreement on data concerning the numerical strength of forces 
in the area. Yet, with good will of all concerned, these questions can be 
solved independent of the data agreement, prior to such agreement and, in 
any case, without prejudice to further data discussion and understanding.

Indeed, with all the stress being put by the West on the data problem, 
the approach it took in the course of the round was hardly helpful in mak
ing us move towards a solution of this problem. On the other hand, even 
though Socialist countries consider data to be only of auxiliary importance 
in our work here, they have earnestly tried to channel the discussion so as 
to make it purposeful and effective, to clarify and eventually eliminate 
data discrepancies due to evident Western overestimates of the forces of 
the Warsaw Treaty states in Central Europe. For some months now we

' ACDA files.
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have been actively proposing to our Western partners a method of data 
presentation and consideration which would effectively serve this pur
pose. The success of this method depends on Western response.

Lack of progress on the question of measures associated with reductions 
has to be attributed largely to Western inflexibility, insistence on their ex
tension beyond the reduction area, unwillingness to modify the proposed 
package and to accommodate the critical views and positive ideas expressed 
by the delegations of the Socialist countries which would otherwise be 
ready to proceed to a joint elaboration of the measures if and when the 
parties start formulating the first agreement.

Thus, the balance sheet of the round is unfortunately clearly in the red 
and, of course, it can hardly be detached from the general international 
situation and particularly those trends in the West which accentuate arma
ments to the inevitable detriment of arms control and disarmament 
dialogue. The vital and sensitive area of Central Europe—the perimeter of 
these negotiations—is, as you know, not immune to these trends. Western 
immobilism in Vienna is certainly their reflection.

Just to regret this state of affairs does not suffice. It is much too 
dangerous for all nations concerned both of East and West. It should be 
changed and changed quickly. These negotiations must not be allowed to 
wither away. To prevent this they badly need to be activated by a com
mon effort based on the realization that they still are—as they have 
been—in the common vital security interest of both Eastern and Western 
participants and notably those situated in Central Europe.

It is with the hope that this truth will find its way to Western opinion, 
parliaments and governments and prompt them to constructive counter
moves toward an early agreement that Socialist states are determined 
further to conduct these negotiations.

Nowhere is this hope and determination stronger than it is in Poland. At 
the 9th Extraordinary Congress of Polish United Workers' Party con
cluded earlier this week in Warsaw, Mr. Stanislaw Kania, the first 
secretary of the Central Committee has emphatically stated that in this dif
ficult situation, Poland, in spite of her internal problems, will not by any 
measure diminish her international activity aimed at the solution of key 
international problems and that she has been and will be among the 
pioneers of the struggle for peace, European detente and security. And 
with regard to these negotiations, he declared: 'Together with other 
Socialist states we consistently strive for achievement of progress in the 
Vienna negotiations on mutual reduction of armed forces and armaments 
in Central Europe."
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Statement by ADC A Director Rostow Before the Senate 
Committee on Armed Services, July 24, 1981 '

I am honored to appear before this committee in the first of what I hope 
will be a long series of meetings and consultations on many aspects of the 
responsibilities we share. I look forward to our collaboration.

At this point, I shall try not simply to repeat the ideas of the three recent 
expositions of Administration policy in the field of arms control—Presi
dent Reagan's statement of July 16 on nonproliferation policy; Secretary 
of State Haig's speech of July 14,1981, at the Foreign Policy Association in 
New York; and the opening statement I presented on June 22 at my confir
mation hearings before the Foreign Relations Committee.* Instead, I shall 
open our conversation by commenting on some of the main policy prob
lems of arms control as I am beginning to see them from my desk.

Arms Control—An Integral Part of Foreign and Defense Policy

Let me start with the principle on which all three of the statements to 
which I have referred are based—that arms control agreements are an in
tegral and potentially a useful part of our foreign and defense policy but 
not a substitute for it and by no means "'the political centerpiece or the 
crucial barometer ' of Soviet-American relations, in Secretary Haig's 
phrase. No proposition about arms control is more nearly self-evident.

But I have been startled during my first few weeks on the job to discover 
how many people do not believe it. Both at home and abroad, a substan
tial number of people are convinced that there is magic in arms control 
agreements and, indeed, even in the process of negotiating with the 
Soviets about nuclear arms and that if we sign an agreement with the 
Soviet Union about strategic nuclear arms—any agreements—the risk of 
war, and especially the risk of nuclear war, will diminish. I cannot tell you 
how often I hear variations of this theme: "But if we insist on verification," 
people say, "or on reductions in the size of nuclear arsenals or the 
disclosure of data by the Soviet Union or whatever, the Soviets will say 
'no,' " as if that were a conclusive objection to the suggestion I had put for
ward. The implicit premise of these remarks, of course, is that it is better 
to have even a bad agreement than no agreement at all and that we must, 
in the end, agree to whatever terms the Soviet Union lays down in order to 
have the security blanket of an arms control agreement.

It is difficult to understand how such views could have survived our re
cent experience with arms control. Manifestly, arms control agreements 
cannot and do not guarantee the peace. The Versailles treaty and the naval 
arms limitation agreements of the 1920s and 1930s did not prevent the Sec
ond World War. Nor did the SALT I agreements, or the process of 
negotiating SALT II keep the Soviet Union from radically enlarging its

' Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 1981, pp. 30-34. 
’ All three of these statements are printed ante.
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sphere of influence through the systematic use of war as an instrument of 
national policy.®

The pace of Soviet expansion has been accelerating for the last decade; 
the state system itself is now crumbling before our eyes under the impact 
of that pressure. With Soviet campaigns of expansion activity under way 
in Asia, the Middle East, Africa, and the Caribbean; with Europe, Japan, 
China, and the United States itself under threat, we have reluctantly 
become conscious of the strategic goals and the aggressive nature of Soviet 
foreign policy and the menacing weight of the military buildup on which it 
rests. We have become conscious as well of the fact that we are close to a 
turning point—that unless we and our allies act decisively now to restore 
the stability of the state system, and back our policy with clearly adequate 
deterrent force, our capacity to protect our vital national interests in peace 
will become problematical.

President Reagan has said that "the first and foremost" objective of our 
foreign and defense policy is ''the establishment of lasting world peace." I 
emphasize the word "establishment." It is fully justified by the transforma
tion of the balance of power and of the political situation which has taken 
place since 1970 or so.

President Reagan's thesis that the establishment of peace is our most 
vital national interest is not a simple idea; it means far more than the fact 
that at any given moment the guns may be silent. For the United States to 
be truly at peace as a free nation within a generally peaceful society of na
tions requires us to face problems of world public order we have long 
preferred to take for granted or to ignore. Peace is not a political condition 
which just happens; it is not even the natural state of international society. 
On the contrary, peace is a system, based on accepted rules and the essen
tial cooperation of the great powers in enforcing those rules generally and 
fairly. It must be achieved by the sustained effort of governments. Peace 
will be restored only if we and our allies actively encourage it, nurture it, 
and enforce it by devising and carrying out policies of global and regional 
stability and persuading the nations that in the nuclear world there can be 
no real alternative to the principle of mutual restraint in international 
affairs.

To pursue such policies effectively, we must create the "objective condi
tions" for peace—the articulation of clear goals for our foreign and defense 
policies and the organization of strong regional coalitions to see that these 
goals are fulfilled. To that end, the Administration has revitalized the 
policy of containment which has been the bipartisan cornerstone of U.S. 
foreign and defense policy since 1947. The President and the Congress 
together are moving vigorously to rebuild our military forces, to 
strengthen our alliances, and to forge new relationships with our nations 
which share our concern about the threat to world public order posed by 
the Soviet Union and its satellites, proxies, and proteges. Our allies are

* For the SALT I agreements, see Documents on Disarmanent, 1972, pp. 197 ff; for the
SALT II agreements, see ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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taking important steps to enhance their contribution to our program of 
collective diplomacy and security. As this committee knows very well, 
diplomacy without force behind it is impotent. With the world in disarray, 
peace can be achieved only by deterring or stopping aggression, not by 
wishing it away.

Our problem is to define the role of arms control in the quest for peace. 
As Secretary Haig said on July 14:". . . the search for sound arms control 
agreements should be an essential element of our program for achieving, 
and maintaining peace." That sentence, along with the arms control prin
ciples the Secretary spelled out in his Foreign Policy Association speech, 
provides a clear compass for our policy in negotiating arms control 
agreements and a standard for judging arms control agreements when they 
are reached.

Negotiations must never be allowed to decouple us from our allies or to 
interfere with the process of restoring the military balance. The instruc
tions to our negotiators will make it clear that agreement, however 
desirable, should rest on the bedrock of what is necessary to carry out the 
national strategic policy objectives. It has sometimes seemed that we have 
put the cart before the horse by allowing arms control considerations to 
influence our policy with regard to weapons procurement and even 
strategy. This is a risk we must guard against at all costs, particularly as 
the pressures of Soviet arms control propaganda mount. Sound strategic 
planning must not be sacrificed on the altar of SALT or START [strategic 
arms reduction talks].^

Policy Differences on the Nuclear Weapon

At the threshold, we face the dilemma which has haunted arms control 
negotiations from the beginning — the United States and the Soviet Union 
have different policies with regard to the nuclear weapon and different ob
jectives in negotiations about possible agreements to limit the mad spiral 
of nuclear arms accumulation. The two nations have similar interests in 
opposing nuclear weapons proliferation, and the Nonproliferation Treaty 
(NPT) of 1968 * was not exceptionally difficult to negotiate. This has not 
been the case with the SALT agreements, as we all know. Unless the Soviet 
Union comes to accept a different philosophy about the objectives of its 
foreign policy and the role of the nuclear weapon in world politics, we can 
anticipate a stormy time in the negotiations now before us about long 
range theater nuclear weapons and strategic nuclear weapons.

U.S. doctrine is that the goals of our nuclear forces are deterrence and 
stability. Our nuclear arsenal exists to make certain that neither the Soviet 
Union nor any other country could use or brandish nuclear weapons in 
world politics for aggressive purposes. Our purpose is to maintain a credi
ble second-strike capability so that the United States, its allies, and its vital 
interests are protected at all times against nuclear attack or the threat of 
nuclear attack. With an assured second-strike capability, we should be

* These and following brackets are in the source text.
* The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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able to use military force in defense of our interests if it should become 
necessary to do so, not only in Europe but in many other strategically 
critical parts of the world as well. In my view—and here I speak for Presi
dent Reagan—this is and must remain the minimal goal of our nuclear 
arsenal and our minimal goal in arms control negotiations.

The Soviet Union has not yet adopted this position. On the contrary, 
the mission of its nuclear forces is intimidation and coercion—and, if 
necessary, victory in nuclear war. The Soviet Union has been building one 
nuclear weapon system after another in an obvious effort not only to 
equal but to surpass the United States and thus to paralyze the U.S. 
nuclear arsenal. Achieving such a position, they believe and say, would 
permit them to expand their domain almost at will, using covert methods 
of subversion or conventional forces under the protective cover of what 
they consider to be superiority in nuclear arms.

During the SALT period, the Soviet Union made great progress toward 
this end. I need not recite the litany of new weapons deployed by the 
Soviets in the last 10 years. In general terms, the most threatening features 
of this buildup have been the massive increase in hard-target-kill-capable 
intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) reentry-vehicles; the growth in 
the destructive potential of Soviet strategic forces as a whole; the deploy
ment of mobile, highly-accurate, and MIRVed [multiple independently- 
targetable reentry vehicle] long-range theater nuclear forces; and the con
tinued development of their already extensive strategic air defenses.

The United States failed to respond adequately to the Soviet build-up, 
partly because we placed excessive faith in arms control as a solution for 
our strategic problems. As a result, two legs of our strategic triad are now 
threatened—the survivability of American ICBMs to a Soviet first-strike is 
in question and bomber penetration of the Soviet Union will be assured 
only by a vigorous U.S. modernization effort. In addition, large-scale 
Soviet SS-20 deployments threaten Europe and the Far East and, if 
unanswered, would increase the hazards to NATO of resistance to Soviet 
aggression. The Soviets now lead the United States in important measures 
of strategic strength—leads which translate into coercive power through 
perceptions of U.S. weakness.

The Soviet strategic buildup is aimed not at strategic stability but at 
strategic instabihty. Soviet strategic programs are designed to threaten the 
survivability of our strategic forces. This emphasis in Soviet military doc
trine and action is in itself a repudiation of the doctrine of mutual assured 
destruction, which many Americans thought both sides had adopted in 
1972. The Soviet lead in heavy and accurate ICBMs, capable of destroying 
a large part of our nuclear ICBM force in a first strike, undermines the 
basis for reciprocal restraint in a crisis. Such a situation is a recipe for 
nuclear blackmail. It is no accident that one now hears discussion of such 
disturbing options as launch-on-warning of missile attack.

What are the broader effects of this buildup and of the delayed U.S. 
response to it? I believe the Soviet strategic buildup operates on three levels.
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First, on a day-to-day basis, the Soviet drumbeat acts on the collective 
psyche of the United States and its friends and allies. There is great fear 
abroad, not only of nuclear war but of American inadequacies and, 
ultimately, of abandonment by the United States. That fear cannot be 
diminished if the Soviets run while we continue to walk.

Second, the Soviets may feel emboldened to undertake conventional ag
gression, like their invasion of Afghanistan, secure in the belief that their 
strategic forces can checkmate ours. Certainly Soviet behavior in recent 
years suggests that their pursuit of strategic instability has had its predict
able consequences—unprecedented risktaking and aggression in conven
tional and covert conflict. Given the global nature of our foreign policy in
terests, and local Soviet conventional superiority in certain areas, strategic 
instability is a very dangerous condition. It matters little, after all, if the 
Soviets turn out to be wrong about the American response to nuclear 
blackmail; a devastating conflict could result just the same.

Third, the Soviets have had little incentive to negotiate serious arms 
reductions. They view the SALT process as having been enormously suc
cessful—at least in the short-term.

Posture Toward Negotiations

The situation as I have described it has not developed suddenly but has 
grown day by day throughout the SALT period. Neither the SALT II 
Treaty nor cosmetic amendments to it would have changed the situation. 
Somewhere along the way we lost our bearings and forgot what we 
wanted from arms control. Not only did we accept greater threats to our 
forces, but we agreed to ceilings and definitions that would permit the 
Soviets far greater capabilities against us than now exist. We settled for 
superficial limitations while the threat grew by leaps and bounds.

In this situation, what is our posture toward arms control negotiations? 
Obviously, the profound changes in the strategic environment since 1972 
require the United States to review the arms control policies which have 
failed and to devise new ones better adapted to the world as it is. That 
process of review is now going on throughout the executive branch, under 
forced draft. Some of the issues are complex. We are working on new 
measures of destructive power to replace deployed launchers as the count
ing unit of the new agreements, trying to solve the riddle of verification, 
and tackling a number of other fundamental problems. A review of this 
character takes time. I can assure you that I am doing everything I can to 
speed it along.

At the same time, the President and Congress together are making the 
decisions to restore our deterrent capability, both nuclear and conven
tional. These decisions are indispensable in themselves from the point of 
view of security. Moreover, fair and balanced arms control agreements 
would be inconceivable without them.

I might add a word here on the much-mooted subject of 'linkage.'"' 
President Reagan has not laid down particular criteria of Soviet behavior 
as a precondition for negotiations. He has instructed us to approach arms
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control only as a vital problem in foreign policy and national security, 
through which we and the Soviet Union might jointly stabilize our rela
tions and contribute to the restoration of world public order. In his 
Foreign Policy Association speech. Secretary Haig pointed out that certain 
forms of Soviet behavior directly affect the possibility for success in arms 
control. For example, in 1968, when I last was in the government, the 
Soviet Union invaded Czechoslovakia, and President Johnson cancelled a 
trip to Moscow to discuss strategic arms limitation, among other things. 
Under the circumstances, it would have been unthinkable for the President 
to go. As Secretary Haig remarked, this kind of linkage is a fact of life. 
That problem aside, the linkage we seek between Soviet behavior and 
arms control should not be merely a transitory or isolated Soviet ac
tion—the sight of a dove on the troubled waters or the visits of Russian 
ballet companies to American cities—but the restoration of world order 
sustained by deterrence. The process of seeking arms control agreements 
could and should play a positive part in that effort.

No arms control agreement can contribute to the goal of a peaceful 
world unless we have confidence that the Soviet Union is abiding by its 
terms. We must insure that arms control limitations are verifiable. The 
problem of verification is fundamental to meaningful progress on arms 
control. Reciprocal restraints can only be induced if each party has con
fidence that the other is, indeed, reciprocating. But the scale and complex
ity of the Soviet nuclear aresenal and the changing technology of nuclear 
weapons are pushing us to the limits of national technical means of 
verification. The Soviet leadership must understand that their secrecy 
about weapons production and deployment is counterproductive. The cat 
and mouse game must end. The Soviet Union is now our equal—at 
least—in military strength. If they cannot be more forthcoming given the 
present "'correlation of forces," it is difficult to imagine what level of 
military superiority would be required to induce more cooperation. We 
are considering the possibility of early discussions with the Soviets on 
general principles of behavior in arms control verification and compliance 
matters. These would not be negotiations but talks looking to agreements 
further down the line, perhaps as part of the START agreements. And we 
have undertaken a fundamental review of the technical aspects of verifica
tion, monitoring, and compliance in relation to existing and prospective 
arms control agreements.

At this stage, I can offer two principles which will guide our thinking on 
verification.

First, we shall not confine ourselves to negotiating only about aspects of 
the problem which can be detected by national technical means. We shall 
begin by devising substantive limitations that are strategically significant 
and then construct the set of measures necessary to insure verifiability. 
These may well include procedures of cooperation between the United 
States and the Soviet Union, such as detailed data exchanges and provi
sions to enhance our confidence in data obtained by national technical 
means.
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Second, we shall seek verification provisions which not only insure that 
actual threats to our security resulting from possible violations can be 
detected in a timely manner but also limit the likelihood of ambiguous 
situations developing. Ambiguity can never be eliminated entirely. But we 
shall do our best to keep it to a minimum. Ambiguous provisions result in 
compliance questions and compliance questions, even if ultimately re
solved, strain the atmosphere for arms control negotiations.

Given the importance of verification for the viability of arms control 
across the board, Soviet willingness to consider cooperative measures to 
improve the verifiability of specific limitations may be a litmus test of their 
commitment to serious limitations.

An important element of our review of U.S. arms control policy will be 
to set priorities among our objectives so that specific approaches and goals 
for the next agreement can be devised.

We shall be analyzing several arms control issues in the months ahead, 
using these principles as our guideposts. On theater nuclear forces, the 
substantive position we are developing is consistent with our re
quirements. It is important to move ahead quickly in order to meet the 
threat of Soviet Backfires and SS-20s.

In SALT—or should I say START—the weapons systems necessarily 
covered are more varied, the technical issues associated with them are 
more complex, and there is a close relationship between our arms control 
posture and weapons procurement decisions not yet made, such as the MX 
and a new strategic bomber. I continue to hope and expect that our 
preliminary discussions with the Soviets will culminate in negotiations by 
early next spring.

But, in my view, there is little to be gained and much to be lost by haste 
in this area. We ought neither to rush to the table nor rush to an agree
ment. Once talks begin, we must be prepared to negotiate persistently and 
patiently and not raise expectations of rapid progress.

I should note other arms control areas in which study is under way 
within ACDA and the government as a whole.

• The Threshold Test Ban Treaty * and Peaceful Nuclear Explosions 
Treaty  ̂ have been signed—but not ratified—for 7 and 5 years, respect
ively. While all options are being considered, I personally believe we 
should either request the advice and consent of the Senate to ratify these 
agreements or return to the negotiating table soon if some changes are 
deemed necessary. I believe there is merit in these treaties and that we 
should move forward on them.

• The Antiballistic Missile Treaty " review is scheduled for 1982. We 
will be taking a particularly close look at the agreement in light of the 
ICBM basing mode decision when it is reached. I should urge caution.

‘ Printed ibid., 1974, pp. 225-229. 
" Ibid., 1976, pp. 328-332.
• Ibid., 1972, pp. 197-205.
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however, on those who favor a precipitous withdrawal from the 
agreement.

• Antisatellite arms control is also under review. There were three 
rounds of negotiations in the previous Administration, and some progress 
was made toward an agreement. We are reviewing the net effects of an 
antisatellite arms agreement and studying the verification questions in this 
complex and novel field.

Spread of Nuclear Weapons

The underlying basis of our nonproliferation policy cannot be different 
from that in other areas of our foreign policy. Our watchwords are, again, 
stability and reciprocal restraint in the peaceful pursuit of world public 
order. The President's statement on nonproliferation, issued on July 16, 
makes this clear.

First, as the President said, we must attempt to address the underlying 
motivations which are driving a number of nations to consider acquiring 
nuclear explosives. Regional instabilities and the general deterioration of 
the international environment have contributed significantly to the in
securities that lead states to flirt with the nuclear explosives option. Unless 
we, our allies, and other nations move decisively to restore world public 
order, both generally and regionally, there is little or no chance over the 
long run to prevent nuclear proliferation on a large scale. In this context, 
we are examining the possibilities of encouraging the negotiation of a 
treaty which would make the Middle East a nuclear weapons free zone. It 
seems to have a great deal of promise, and we are giving it a high priority 
on our agenda.

Second, there must be international norms and guidelines that can pro
vide reasonable assurance that countries are not acquiring nuclear ex
plosives and that nuclear programs are not being used for such purposes. 
While these safeguards can never be perfect and will always need improve
ment, they deter most nations from seriously considering the nuclear 
weapons option and give us early warning of developments in the other 
direction. We must move vigorously in this area. Without such a regime, 
the possibility of proliferation will undermine U.S. efforts to restore 
regional or international stability. In this regard, the President declared 
support for the NPT, the treaty of Tlatelolco, ’ and strengthened Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency safeguards. In addition, the principal 
nuclear-supplier nations must further improve cooperation in restraining 
commercial exports—with particular emphasis on regions of in
stability—to insure that exports of nuclear technologies do not contribute 
to the risk of proliferation.

Third, the President declared that reestablishing the United States as a 
reliable partner for peaceful nuclear cooperation is essential to our non
proliferation goals. Our ability to gain support and to exercise influence in

’ Printed ibid., 1967, pp. 69-83.
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this critical area will diminish if we do not remain an active and respon
sible supplier of the nuclear programs of other countries.

The President's statement reflects the continuity of our policy in its em
phasis on the importance of nonproliferation as one of the critical 
challenges facing the United States in international affairs.

Arms Control and Propaganda

The Soviet Union continues to make arms control an important feature 
of its unremitting worldwide propaganda and disinformation campaign 
against us. Countering that campaign must be an important aspect of 
ACDA's work, in close cooperation with the International Communica
tion Agency and other agencies of the government. You will all recall the 
case of the enhanced radiation warhead, the so-called neutron bomb, a 
few years ago. The Soviet Union scored a stunning propaganda victory in 
that episode and a very damaging one. It did not deserve its victory. The 
Soviet argument was ridiculous. But our response was inadequate, and 
they prevailed. I have the neutron bomb affair very much in mind when I 
read Soviet propaganda to the effect that we are unwilling to negotiate 
arms control agreements and are seeking nuclear war. We shall not be out
done again.

To strengthen the prospects for success in establishing peace, reaching 
useful arms control agreements, and minimizing the spread of nuclear 
weapons, it is essential that the Congress continue its support of the 
military budget proposed by President Reagan. The executive and 
legislative branches should continue their partnership in rebuilding 
America's armed forces. Weapons systems procurement must not be 
delayed for arms control negotiations or vice versa. We cannot hope to 
achieve the promise of peace without the discipline of power and 
perseverance. We shall need both. We must be strong enough to convince 
the Soviet Union that its best course is to respect the fundamental rules 
dealing with the international use of force and to embark on a cooperative 
effort at arms reductions.

The Soviet Union is now engaged in a vicious and cynical campaign of 
propaganda and intimidation. It is aimed at separating the United States 
from its allies and derailing Western rearmament programs. It shall not 
succeed. We do not accept the responsibility for the current sorry state of 
U.S.-Soviet relationships. The Soviet Union bears that responsibility. 
They invaded Afghanistan; they continue to threaten intervention in 
Poland; they support aggressive and unacceptable actions through their 
surrogates. They have continued to build weapons—at every level—while 
we have exercised restraint.

The Soviets must be made to see that their future is better and more 
secure under a regime of reciprocal restraint and international order. If we 
can succeed, and with your help we can, then we shall reverse the long 
history of disappointment with the results of arms control negotiations. 
Our goal will be to subordinate the international use of force and the arms 
race to the rule of law and to induce respect for the rules of reciprocal
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restraint in world affairs. The ACDA statute makes it the duty of the 
agency ''to provide impetus" toward the goal of achieving a world political 
system in which '"the use of force has been subordinated to the rule of 
law." The pressures of nuclear reality are inexorably pressing the nations 
to realize that the rule of law is the only possible way they can assure their 
own security and the future of mankind. As my whole career attests, I find 
the mandate of the ACDA statute altogether congenial.

Article by Soviet Minister of Defense Ustinov: Confidence- 
Building Measures and Medium-Range Nuclear Forces 
[Extract], July 25, 1981 ^

The peace program for the eighties adopted by the 26th congress of the 
Leninist party  ̂ envisages concrete proposals for reducing nuclear and conven
tional arms, eliminating seats of conflict and resolving contentious in
ternational problems peacefully. The Soviet proposals are centered on 
further steps to strengthen peace in Europe. This is understandable. The 
countries and peoples of Europe, which have borne the full brunt of two 
world wars, have a particular interest in seeing that the process of relaxing 
tension continues unswervingly. It should be clear to everyone that it is 
precisely in Europe where aggravation of the situation is especially 
dangerous. It is here that two military-political alliances, NATO and the 
Warsaw Pact and their major military groups, stand facing each other and 
that huge arsenals of nuclear and conventional weapons are concentrated.

In the interests of strengthening European security, the USSR proposes 
to consider and to agree upon the further expansion both of the confidence 
measures themselves in the military field, and of the zone of application of 
such measures; that is, their expansion to the whole of the European part 
of the USSR on the condition of the corresponding counterstep on the part 
of the Western states.

In advancing these far-ranging proposals on confidence measures, the 
Soviet Union takes as a departure point the facts that they are fully in 
keeping with the stipulations of the Final Act,® take into account the posi
tions of the Western countries and are designed to correspond to the suc
cessful completion of the Madrid meeting and the convocation of a con
ference on military detente and disarmament in Europe.

How does the West react to our proposals? It shows no interest in at
taining and understanding and refrains from a businesslike discussion of that

' Moscow TASS in Russian, July 25, 1981, FBIS Daily Report, July 27, 1981, vol. Ill, pp. 
AA7-AA9. The article also appear^ in Pravda, July 25, 1981.

* See Brezhnev s report of Feb. 26, ante.
* The confidence-building measures of the Final Act are printed in Documents on Disarma

ment, 1975, pp. 304-308.
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problem. In the communique of the May session of the NATO Council  ̂it 
was stated that the West supports the idea of extending the zones 
confidence-building measures 'up to the Urals/' but for its part does not 
propose any corresponding measure.

It wants the USSR to unilaterally include the European part of its ter
ritory in the zone to which confidence-building measures should apply, 
claiming that that is natural and as it should be, since what is involved is 
just the Continent of Europe. And in the United States they are attempting 
to distort our initiative, portraying it as a trap for the West and an attempt 
to drive a wedge between the European NATO countries and the United 
States.

Such an approach is devoid both of good will and elementary realism. 
Europe is not a purely continental geographical concept. Europe is an 
area of land, the nearby areas of seas and oceans and the relevant airspace. 
If the Western states are not prepared to give a concrete reply now, then 
they could give one late, say at the forthcoming conference on military 
detente and disarmament. The Soviet side states quite categorically: The 
first part of our proposal—the extension of confidence-building measures 
and of the zone of their application—is for us inseparably linked with the 
second part—corresponding steps in response by the NATO coun
tries—and cannot be realized without them.

The proposal to establish a moratorium on the deployment in Europe of 
new medium-range nuclear missiles by NATO countries and the USSR * is 
a major step of good will on the part of the Soviet Union. The constructive 
nature of our proposal is clear: It suspends the arms race; it brings in a ban 
on the deployment by both sides of new nuclear weapons and the replace
ment of existing ones by new ones. This in turn stabilizes the situation in 
Europe. It creates favorable conditions for holding talks. The proposal for 
a moratorium is based on the rough parity in medium-range nuclear 
weapons between NATO and the USSR which has existed in Europe for a 
number of years, in which both sides have about 1,000 carriers.

On the NATO side these carriers are U.S. aircraft carrying nuclear 
weapons—F -lll's  and F-4's—which are stationed at air bases in a number 
of West European countries. FB-111 medium bombers; aircraft bearing 
nuclear weapons—A-6's and A-7's—on board U.S. aircraft carriers, of 
which there are over 700 in all; and also land-based medium-range ballistic 
missiles, missile submarines and the bomber force of U.S. allies, of which 
there are about 300 in all. All these have a range, a radius of operation, of 
1,000-4,500 km and are a real threat to Soviet territory.

The indicated NATO arms have repeatedly been modernized and con
tinue to be improved. (In Britain improved Polaris A-3TK missiles aboard 
submarines are being introduced and Trident missiles in the future; in 
France land and sea-based missiles with a single-unit warhead will be

 ̂ May 5, ante.
• See Brezhnev report of Feb. 26, ante.
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replaced by missiles with seven warheads.) U.S. forward-based weapons 
are also being renewed.

The process of modernization is also being carried out in the USSR. 
However, in the course of renewal for over 10 years now we have not in
creased by a single unit the overall level of Soviet medium-range carriers 
in Europe. The quantity of missile launching installations is even being 
reduced, since with the appearance of each new missile in the USSR there 
is the simultaneous removal of one and sometimes two of the old ones, 
which are dismantled and not deployed in other areas.

The overall power of the nuclear charges of Soviet missiles is also being 
reduced. Meanwhile, it needs to be stated that at the present time NATO's 
medium-range arms can carry in a single launch (flight) one and a half 
times as many nuclear charges as the corresponding USSR weapons.

In the event of the deployment in Europe of approximately 600 more 
American medium-range nuclear missiles, NATO will obtain a superiority 
in carriers of over 50 percent. With regard to the nuclear charges in a 
launch (flight) NATO's advantage will increase even more. As a result the 
approximate equality in the nuclear arms of the sides in Europe will be 
considerably disrupted in favor of NATO.

There is another no less important aspect of the problem. The new 
American medium-range missiles are strategic weapons with regard to the 
Soviet Union. Indeed, the United States is well aware of this.

Guided by selfish interests, however, it does not tell its European 
NATO allies about the true plans for the use of its medium-range missiles 
which are scheduled to be deployed in Europe. While declaring officially 
that the new missiles are allegedly meant for the defense of Western Euro
pean countries, Washington in actual fact is intending them for the inflict
ing of "preventive" strikes on Soviet ICBM's and other vitally important 
installations situated in the western areas of the USSR. After all, the Persh
ing II missiles, which possess a range of 2,500 km and a high accuracy, 
could inflict strikes upon the Soviet Union's installations at which they are 
aimed just 5 or 6 minutes after their launch. This would substantially alter 
the strategic situation. The main plan of the United States is an attempt to 
lessen the force of a retaliatory strike against U.S. territory in the event of 
aggression against the USSR and is not concerned with the security of 
Europe.

Naturally, if the necessity arises, a due response will be given to all this. 
We have the possibilities to prevent the military superiority of the United 
States. As a result, the equilibrium will be maintained, but on a higher 
level. If this happens, however, the security of West Europe will not in
crease, but decline, and the West European countries themselves will 
become even more dependent on the Pentagon's nuclear strategy.

The point of a moratorium, as we understand it, is that the sides should 
cease the further buildup of the medium-range nuclear-missile weapons 
which are already located in Europe. As L.I. Brezhnev stated at the dinner 
in honor of W. Brandt, "the USSR is prepared to cease deployment of 
its medium-range missiles in the European part of the country on the day 
that talks start on the gist of the matter. That is only, of course, if the
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United States tells us that it will also desist from building up its medium- 
range nuclear weapons in Europe during the talks." ‘

If the NATO countries refrain from deploying additional U.S. medium- 
range nuclear missiles in Europe, the USSR is prepared to reduce the 
number of medium-range nuclear weapons deployed in its western regions 
from its present level. Even tomorrow we would be prepared to sit down 
at the negotiating table and observing the principle of equality and iden
tical security, agree on the limitation—or still better the reduction, the 
considerable reduction—of medium-range nuclear weapons in Europe.

The moratorium is not a precondition for starting talks. But if the sides 
accepted it, it would create better circumstances in which to halt the 
dangerous process of building up nuclear armaments on European soil.

Statement by the Under Secretary of State for Security Assist
ance, Science and Technology (Buckley) Before the Senate 
Committee on Foreign Relations: U.S. Arms Transfer Policy, 
July 28, 1981 '

I am pleased to be here today to discuss the Administration's conven
tional arms transfer policy and to answer any questions you may have 
about it. The policy directive signed by the President on July 8 * capped an 
interagency effort of several months to design an approach to arms 
transfer that would support the President's foreign policy and national 
security goals. Those goals include restoration of a greater degree of global 
stability and balance that will allow individual societies to develop their 
own economies and pursue their own political and social destinies in peace 
free of outside intervention or coercion.

That objective cannot be achieved, however, without an America that is 
strong enough to protect its own legitimate interests around the globe 
while helping other strategically located nations to enhance their own 
ability to protect themselves. The fact that must be recognized, in assess
ing the Administration's arms transfer policy, is the degree to which key 
regions of the world have become destabilized in recent years, and critical 
American interests brought under potential challenge.

This statement raises obvious questions: What are those U.S. interests 
that are being challenged, and what are the sources of this instability? In 
keeping with the committee's interest today, I am addressing these issues 
in the narrow context of arms transfer policy. Thus the policy rationale 
which follows makes no attempt to deal comprehensively with the many 
other interests encompassed by our foreign policy. It does not, for 
example, include an analysis of the economic, political, human rights, and

* June 30, ante.
' Dept, of State, Current Policy No. 301.
* Set forth in the White House announcement of July 9, ante.
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other considerations which are major factors in our approach to the Third 
World, nor of the powerful impact on our policy of our ties with tradi
tional allies.

Regional Concerns

We must maintain and strengthen the NATO alliance in all its political, 
economic, and military dimensions. But we also have the most obvious in
terest in a stable and lasting peace in the Middle East and in continued ac
cess to its oil resources and to the peaceful transit of Western shipping 
through the Persian Gulf and the Suez Canal. In Africa, we need to 
preserve our access to strategically important minerals on which our high- 
technology economy literally depends; while in Southeast Asia, we, along 
with other Pacific industrial powers, require assurance that the Strait of 
Malacca will remain open to our commerce. In our own backyard, we 
have the most obvious interest in preventing the colonization of Central 
America by an ideology hostile to every value in which we believe and 
which can be counted upon, if successful, to pose a threat to the stability 
of the American hemisphere.

And who today feels insecure? Some of the most strategically important 
nations of the Third World: the oil-producing states of the Arabian Penin
sula, for example, when a Soviet-supplied South Yemen is made militarily 
stronger than Saudi Arabia; when Iranian fighters can cruise unopposed 
down the eastern coast of the Arabian Peninsula to underscore a threat to 
close the Persian Gulf to Western shipping; when Soviet client states flank 
the entry to the Red Sea; and when Soviet divisions march into 
Afghanistan, bringing their tactical fighters within range of the Strait of 
Hormuz.

The more moderate nations of north Africa feel insecure when an oil- 
rich Libya acquires an arsenal more than twice the size of that of all its 
neighbors combined, sends its troops into Chad, and threatens other 
neighbors in Niger and the Sudan while stirring up trouble around the 
globe.

Thailand and the other states bordering Indochina feel insecure as the 
Vietnamese send their troops into Kampuchea, set up a puppet govern
ment, and then engage in a policy of military harassment against 
Thailand.

And nations in our own hemisphere are beginning to feel insecure as a 
coalition of Marxist states, spearheaded by Cuba, train and equip revolu
tionary groups operating in a half dozen countries, and seek to topple a 
moderate government in El Salvador while contributing to the buildup of 
a military established in Nicaragua unprecedented in Central American 
history.

A quick tour of the globe thus reveals a dramatic deterioration in areas 
of the developing world of special importance to the West. And it is no 
coincidence that here, over the past 4 years, Soviet transfers of some of the 
most sophisticated weapons have surpassed those of the West by im
pressive margins.
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This is a fact of absolute importance for the Congress to understand if it 
is to place the Reagan arms transfer policy in proper perspective. Impres
sions that the United States will destabilize regions by pouring additional 
billions of dollars of high technology weapons into the developing world, 
in what one former Carter Administration spokesman describes, in a re
cent article in the Wall Street Journal, as a '"burning desire to resume our 
role . . .  as the world's leading arms merchant/' are simply unfounded.

Gross dollar figures can be misleading, but no one quarrels with the fact 
that the Soviet Union's arms transfers exceeded those of the United States 
this past year by any calculation. What is of critical importance, however, 
is to know what is being sold, and why a billion dollars of Soviet military 
equipment cannot be equated with a billion dollars of American sales.

When concerns are raised about instability arising from increased U.S. 
arms transfers, they are focused on the developing world. Yet almost half 
of our military sales are to our NATO allies and Japan, Australia, and 
New Zealand. A large part of the balance is represented by support serv
ices and installations, such as the construction of port facilities, hospitals, 
and mihtary academies and housing, as in our Saudi program.

What is key to understanding the impact of arms transfers on regional 
stability—as reflected by a given country's perception of its ability to de
fend itself against a hostile neighbor—is the quantity and quality of the 
weapons transfered. Here are some facts on which to judge the Reagan 
Administration's policy on arms transfers and our security assistance pro
posals, which also respond to that policy.

Over the past 4 years (from 1977 through 1980), Soviet sales to the 
Third World exceeded ours by a margin of some 20 %; but what is really 
important, as I suggested, is what it is the Soviets provided their clients in 
comparison with what we provided our friends and allies. Look for a mo
ment at the numbers of lethal ground and air weapons in six major 
categories that were delivered by the two superpowers to developing na
tions during this 4-year period: from 1977 through 1980, the Soviets 
delivered (in round figures) 6,000 tanks and self-propelled guns to the 
Third World versus 3,000 by the United States; 7,600 armored personnel 
carriers and reconnaissance vehicles versus 7,200; 10,500 artillery pieces 
versus 2,300; 1,800 supersonic combat aircraft versus 500; 300 subsonic 
combat aircraft versus 200; 13,600 surface-to-air missiles versus 5,600. In 
other words, in four out of the six major categories of lethal weapons, the 
Soviets out-delivered the United States by margins ranging 2 -to - l  to 
almost 5 -to -l, while edging out the United States in the remaining two.

New Approach

This is an indication of some of the realities with which we have to deal. 
Like it or not, there exist today significant challenges to U.S. and Western 
interests. But we cannot meet them alone. This, too, is a reality we must 
address; and it is here that a prudent policy of arms transfers can play a 
critical—in fact, an essential—role in shaping our foreign policy to achieve 
our most fundamental security goals.
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I stress the word 'prudent" because the Administration's new policy 
steers a middle course between unrestricted sales, and the use of arms 
transfers essentially as political capital to be deployed without reference to 
the military needs of the recipient, and the view that arms transfers are in
herently negative in their impact and must, therefore, be restrained for the 
sake of restraint.

The latter approach was, at least rhetorically, the policy in effect when 
this Administration took office. It was based on the belief that arms 
transfers were essentially wrong and, therefore, to be engaged in only in 
exceptional circumstances. At least in principle, the Carter Administration 
sought unilateral restraint in the sale of arms and hoped thereby to inspire 
others to follow our example. In practice, neither the restraint nor the ex
ample proved particularly effective. The total dollar value of agreements 
under the foreign military sales (FMS) program did drop from FY 1976 to 
FY 1977, but it began rising steadily thereafter under the imperatives of the 
security needs of our friends and allies in NATO, the Middle East, and 
elsewhere. At the same time, there was not discernible slackening in the 
activities of the Soviet Union and other major arms suppliers.

The policy of this Administration enunciated earlier this month will deal 
with arms transfers as a resource to be used along with other resources for 
the achievement of national goals. We intend to employ them as an instru
ment that can and should be used flexibly and carefully to serve our in
terest. We believe that with effective U.S. Government control and direc
tion, but without the arbitrary prohibitions and annual ceilings of the 
past, arms transfers can help to enhance the state of readiness of friends 
and allies; to demonstrate U.S. determination to respond to threats to our 
interests and thus help deter such threats; to revitalize our alliances and 
cooperative security relationships and develop new ones; and to make a 
modest contribution to the needed upgrading of our own defense 
manufacturing base.

For these reasons, the Administration believes that arms transfers, 
properly employed, complement and supplement our efforts to improve 
our own defense capabilities and are an indispensible component of our 
foreign policy. To use arms transfers for these purposes, we have 
fashioned a policy that is responsive to individual circumstances and that 
can be applied flexibly and promptly. We will judge each prospective 
transfer in the light of both U.S. interests and its own particular merits. In 
so doing we will consider a wide spectrum of factors, including:

• The military justification for transfer, including the nature of the 
threat, how the article would help respond to this threat, and whether it 
would enhance potential collective security efforts;

• The ability of the recipient to absorb the transfer in terms of its 
technical capacity, military support system, and financial resources;

• The effect of the transfer on regional stability, particularly where 
friends of the United States may be at odds with one another; and

• Whether the needs of U.S. forces would be adversely affected by the 
transfer, bearing in mind that on occasion scarce items may be needed by 
friends to meet emergencies.
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These, of course, are not the only factors we will be taking into account 
as we make our case-by-case examination of specific arms purchase re
quests. Human rights considerations are an obvious case in point and not 
merely because we are required by law to take them into account. It is 
hard to imagine any Administration worthy of representing the American 
people that will not use its influence to the maximum to encourage other 
societies to meet our standards in this regard. It should be kept in mind, 
however, that our principal purpose in transferring arms to another coun
try is not to help a particular regime but to buttress our own security and 
serve our own interests.

There are other significant factors to consider, such as those which take 
into account the varying capabilities of the nations with which we wish to 
establish security relationships. Some requests, for example will present 
compelling reasons in favor of coproduction or the transfer of defense 
technology. In these cases, we will give special attention to domestic 
economic and industrial aspects of the proposed transfer, to its relationship 
to our arms cooperation programs with NATO and other allies, and to the 
possible subsequent need for third-party transfers. The need to protect ad
vanced and sensitive U.S. technology against possible compromise will 
also remain a central factor in our decision-making.

We must also discriminate between the widely varying threats faced by 
friends and allies who have widely varying military needs and absorptive 
capacities. Some may well require our front-line equipment, while others 
would be better off with less costly and sophisticated alternatives. Perhaps 
most important, even when some countries are capable of absorbing the 
most sophisticated systems, it may make better military sense for them to 
deploy larger numbers of less expensive and more easily maintained 
systems. Accordingly, we will continue to support the concept of export of 
'TX" aircraft because such aircraft are needed to satisfy the requirements 
of nations which desire and need a capability between, for example, the 
F-5E, and the more advanced, complex, and costly systems now in service 
with our air force; and we intend to encourage their consideration.

The countries with which we share strategic concerns differ in another 
respect as well, and that is in their ability to pay for the military equip
ment which is required to meet our own ultimate foreign policy and na
tional security objectives as well as theirs. This is why, given current infla
tionary price increases and skyrocketing interest rates, we have asked 
authority to offer selected countries significantly better-than-market in
terest rates to help them finance the purchase of the arms they need. This 
offer of concessional rates does not represent an act of altruism on our part 
but, quite the contrary, a most deliberate calculation of our own self- 
interest.

As I stressed earlier, we in the United States are no longer capable of the 
unilateral defense of every area that is vital to our national welfare. We 
need to work with other nations which are either long-term allies or share 
common strategic concerns. If we ourselves are not prepared or able to 
project adequate military strength into a particular region that is impor
tant to us, then we must do what we can to help cooperative nations
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within that region achieve the capability of meeting their own defense 
needs—and, in the process, to serve our own.

It is an unfortunate fact that in many areas of greatest importance to us, 
such as the Middle East, portions of Africa, and Southeast Asia, the na
tions on which we must rely do not have the economic capacity to buy the 
weapons they need to meet existing threats at prices they can pay without 
inviting economic collapse. The interest subsidies we propose to provide 
such nations as Turkey, Egypt, Sudan, Kenya, and Thailand represent as 
economical an expenditure of U.S. dollars to advance American security 
interests as any proposed for direct defense expenditures.

In short, the basic goals which have shaped and justified our arms 
transfer policy require, in appropriate cases, that we be prepared to finance 
those transfers on terms that will enable them to take place. Otherwise we, 
just as much as the recipient, stand to lose the benefits that justify the pro
posed sales in the first place.

All of which emphasizes the basic thrust of the Administration's policy; 
it is to recognize that arms transfers, properly considered and employed, 
represent an indispensable instrument of American policy that both com
plements and supplements the role of our own military forces.

There are cynics, I know, who claim that economic considerations are 
the main driving force behind the Administration's new policy and that, in 
practice, there will be few if any controls over American transfers and that 
industry will have carte blanche to sell anything, anywhere. These allega
tions are patently false. I assure you that the executive branch will con
tinue to be involved at all levels of the transfer process in order to exercise 
the evaluation, judgment, and control required by law, policy, and prin
ciple alike. In this regard, I have established a senior interagency 
mechanism to be called the arms transfer management group. It will assist 
me in making recommendations to the Secretary of State on arms transfer 
and security assistance issues. Membership will consist of senior-level 
representatives of all government agencies involved and interested in the 
transfer process. This will guarantee a full hearing of relevant views on all 
significant issues.

There may be some concern that the new policy will lead to a large rise 
in the volume of new military sales, with billions of dollars of the most 
sophisticated equipment crisscrossing the skies on their way to hitherto 
remote and bucolic comers of the world. Again, nothing could be further 
from the truth.

The objective of our policy is not increased sales per se; nor is it likely 
that it will result in significant increases in the total dollar value of 
transfers that will be authorized under its terms. The enormous cost of 
modern weapons and the state of the world economy provide their own 
restraints on the capacity and appetite of would-be purchasers. In fact, we 
would anticipate that 1982 sales would remain approximately where they 
are today, namely at the $15 billion level. We do not, however, propose 
some artificial ceiling in advance.
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What we do expect to see, as our policy is applied, is a qualitative shift 
in the kinds of countries with which we will be concluding sales. They will 
include a larger number of developing countries which desperately need 
more effective means of defending themselves against very real potential 
threats, countries with which we will want to develop cooperative rela
tionships so that, in times of crisis, we may be able more effectively to pro
ject our own power and thus help deter aggression. In short, we need the 
greater flexibility required to merge foreign and defense policy goals 
through enhanced assistance to friends and allies in areas of the world 
where the United States has the most self-evident interest in the enhance
ment and maintenance of regional security. Finally, a recognition of the 
role that arms transfers can play in the existing world environment to help 
achieve our international objectives does not represent a retreat from a 
desire for greater restraint in the global dissemination of sophisicated 
weapons. We remain convinced that such restraint is a goal worth pursu
ing provided it is not unilateral and does not sacrifice fundamental 
American interests. We remain prepared to examine ways to pursue a 
regime of multilateral restraint and to consider seriously the proposals of 
others. We are not prepared, however, to sacrifice American interests and 
the interests of our friends abroad by seeking to go it alone.

One final point: Throughout my statement I have stressed the link be
tween our foreign arms transfer policy and our own national security. I 
have done so because I have noticed, over the past several months, that a 
significant part of the opposition I have found to the Administration's 
security assistance proposals is based on a fundamental misunderstanding 
of their nature and purpose. Although I know our foreign assistance re
quests are not themselves the subject of this hearing, they nevertheless 
reflect the translation of the policies I have been describing into actual 
practice. Therefore, I feel it appropriate to touch upon this matter because 
it goes to the heart of what the Reagan Administration is seeking to 
achieve through the prudent use of arms transfers as an instrument of 
foreign policy.

Contrary to the impression so many have of security assistance as 
something akin to an international military food stamp program, it is in 
fact a necessary extension of our national defense effort. The marginal 
U.S. dollar loaned under FMS to the Turkish Army or the Thai or 
Pakistani Air Force is a dollar that we would otherwise have to spend 
outright on our own forces to do a job that the Turks and Thais and 
Pakistanis can do better and at less cost. Not only are security assistance 
dollars spent in the United States for U.S. equipment, not only are they 
ultimately paid back even if the interest charged may sometimes be at less 
than market rates, but we get the security benefit of the force im
provements those dollars buy for friendly foreign governments.

I, therefore, urge you, as you consider the merits of our new policy, to 
focus on the facts that we have a powerful self-interest in contributing to 
the self-defense of allies and friends and that our own defense is inex
tricably tied to those who occupy strategic geographic areas or control
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strategic resources and have the will but not the resources to protect 
themselves.

Statement by the ACDA Acting Assistant Director for Weap
ons Evaluation and Control (Turrentine) Before the Senate 
Committee on Foreign Relations: U.S. Arms Transfer Policy, 
July 28, 1981 '

Mr. Chairman, Senator Lugar, Senator Glenn, I appreciate the oppor
tunity to discuss with you the administration s conventional arms transfer 
policy.

The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency participated fully in the 
development of this policy. As the policy states, to meet the growing 
challenges to our interests and those of our friends and allies, arms 
transfers will no longer be considered an exceptional element in our global 
defense posture. Rather, we seek to make them a more effective compo
nent of our foreign policy.

Arms transfers can play an important part in helping to deter aggres
sion, in insuring that our friends and allies are not militarily disadvan
taged and in contributing to regional stability. It should be emphasized 
that arms transfers will be used prudently and in a balanced manner 
within a framework of effective U.S. Government control. As Under 
Secretary Buckley has stated,* the objective of the policy is not to promote 
arms sales for their own sake: it is designed to promote U.S. national 
interests.

Requests for arms will be examined carefully on a case-by-case basis. 
Each request will be reviewed primarily in terms of its net contribution to 
enhanced deterrence and defense. A wide range of factors, including arms 
control factors, will be considered in evaluating each prospective transfer. 
Requests for coproduction or transfer of sensitive or advanced technology 
will be examined with particular care.

As is clear from the policy, the changes which have been initiated 
should not be seen as signaling a policy of unrestrained arms transfers. We 
have a real and continuing interest in arms transfer restraint, and we will 
consider specific proposals to that end.

However, this restraint must be multilateral. In the absence of interest in 
arms transfer limitations on the part of others, we are not prepared to 
employ restraint unilaterally to the disadvantage of U.S. security interests.

The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency will continue to play an 
important role in the arms transfer decisionmaking process. Pursuant to 
statute, we advise the Secretary of State and, as appropriate, the President 
on the extent to which proposed transfers could contribute to an arms

’ Conventional Arms Sales: Hearing . . . Ninety-seventh Congress, First Session, pp. 
20- 21.

* Supra.
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race, increase the possibility of outbreak or escalation of conflict, or preju
dice the development of bilateral or multilateral arms control 
arrangements.

In this regard, ACDA will conduct independent studies on arms transfer 
issues of importance. We view our role as collaborative, but ACDA in
tends to meet its statutory responsibilities with renewed vigor and a re
fined sense of the foreign policy concerns we all face.

As requested, we will, in consultation with the Departments of State 
and Defense, on behalf of the administration, continue to prepare for the 
Congress arms control evaluations of significant proposed transfers. 
ACDA will be represented on the senior-level Interagency Arms Transfer 
Management Group, recently established to assist Under Secretary 
Buckley in advising the Under Secretary of State on arms transfer and 
security assistance matters.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Kampelman) to the 
Madrid Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe: 
Western Proposal for a Conference on Disarmament in 
Europe [Extract], July 28, 1981'

Eleven days ago, in an effort to move this meeting to a constructive end
ing, our delegation joined a number of others in a package proposal. Dur
ing informal meetings with every delegation here, we proposed language 
to resolve our differences on defining a mandate for a conference on the 
military aspects of our security. Our basis was the language proposed in 
the neutral and nonaligned text. Out of respect for the yearnings in this 
body for a conference on confidence and security-building measures and 
disarmament in Europe and in response to a real need to deal with the 
threat of surprise military attack in realistic, significant, and verifiable 
terms, we made our proposal.

This is not an American proposal. It is a Western proposal, with the full 
support of all Western delegations here. At the Ottawa summit meeting 
last week, our proposal was characterized by President Reagan and those 
other heads of CSCE participating states there as a major Western 
initiative. They called on the Soviet Union to accept it and thus bring our 
meeting to a constructive ending, thereby substantially reducing tension in 
Europe.

A number of delegates here, not authors with us of the proposal, told us 
it was a proper response and represented forward movement. We tabled 
that proposal formally 8 days ago in the appropriate forum.

' Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 1981, pp. 37-38.
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The other objective of our package proposal was to satisfy the concept 
of balance by a listing of the important categories not yet agreed upon in 
the area of human rights, human contacts, and information. The package, 
we said and still believe, would provide a balanced document that should 
be acceptable to all 35 participants.

Our proposal was, furthermore, accompanied by a stated willingness on 
our part to meet at any time, including over the weekend, to negotiate and 
define that vital human ingredient for our final document.

Finally, we made it clear in private discussions with many delegations 
here that if there were no agreement on a military conference, we would be 
ready to consider the convening of an experts meeting as proposed by 
some delegations with the responsibility of making intensive efforts to 
agree on a mandate for a conference and thus move our process forward.

Regrettably, our package initiative was quickly dismissed as unaccept
able; that rejection was obviously the right of those who responded.

Regrettably, our offer to meet over the weekend to negotiate on the 
human rights and related issues was not taken up; that, too, was the right 
of those to whom we made the suggestion.

Regrettably, our language, designed to bring us together toward a con
ference on disarmament in Europe, not only was rejected but was met with 
the introduction of a completely new proposed formula far from the basis 
of our previous discussions and obviously unacceptable to most of us 
here. It led many of us, in all candor, to ask ourselves whether those who 
proposed it really want a conference on disarmament in Europe; here, too, 
those who proposed the formula had the right to do so.

And regrettably, our willingness to consider an experts meeting met 
with a decidedly negative attitude on the part of the other side; that, too, 
was, of course, their right.

But we also have a right. It is the right to state our own views as clearly 
as we can; and a right to evaluate this meeting in the light of those 
rejections.

We will continue to advance our language on the mandate. We believe it 
represents the most promising road to agreement on a conference on 
disarmament in Europe. We hope that those who rejected it will reconsider 
their position. But even if they do not, they should know that our position 
was not put forward as a negotiating position. Our views are firmly held 
and represent our security interests. They will not change. Our position 
will be the same in December as it is today, because it is a reasonable and 
responsible position. It opens the way to the progress that would advance 
genuine security for all of us. It does not damage the security interests of 
any other state.
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Netherlands Working Paper Submitted to the Committee on 
Disarmament: Consultation and Cooperation, Verification 
Measures, and Complaints Procedure in the Framework 
of a Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, 
Production, and Stockpiling of Chemical Weapons and on 
Their Destruction, July 30, 1981 ^

1 . C o n s u l t a t i o n  AND C o - o p e r a t io n

1. The States Parties to this Convention undertake to consult one 
another and to co-operate in solving any problems which may arise in 
relation to the objectives of, or in the application of the provisions of the 
Convention.

2. Consultation and co-operation pursuant to this article may be under
taken directly between two or more States Parties to this Convention and 
through appropriate international procedures within the framework of the 
United Nations and in accordance with the Charter. These international 
procedures include the services of appropriate international organizations, 
as well as of a Consultative Committee of experts as provided for in 
paragraph 3 of this article.

3. For the purpose of providing a permanent body for consultation and 
co-operation pursuant to paragraph 1 of this article and to ensure the 
availability of international data and expert advice for assessing and veri
fying compliance with the provisions of this Convention in accordance 
with the provisions of this Convention a Consultative Committee of ex
perts shall be established at the entry into force of this Convention for the 
duration of the Convention. Each State Party to the Convention may ap
point .. representative, to this Committee.

4. The depositary or his personal representative shall serve as president 
of the Committee and convene it at least once a year, or otherwise im
mediately upon receipt of a request from any depository to this 
Convention.

5. Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to co-operate with 
the Committee in carrying out its tasks, including through its National Im
plementation Agency specified in article ... paragraph ..

6. The functions, organization and procedures of the Committee are set 
forth in annex ..

2 . V e r ih c a t io n

(A) general

1. Verification will consist of national and international measures that 
shall be considered as complementary to each other.

2. Each State Party to this Convention will designate a National Im
plementation Agency that will oversee the implementation of the Conven

’ CD/203.
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tion and that will be responsible for the collection of all data relevant to 
the activities required by the provisions of this Convention.

3. The National Implementation Agency of each State Party to this 
Convention will provide the Consultative Committee of experts with all 
data necessary to the execution of the task of the Committee with respect 
to verification of compliance with the Convention. In case of inspections 
or other on-site visits by experts, organized by and under responsibility of 
the Consultative Committee according to the provisions of this Conven
tion, the National Implementation Agency will extend all assistance re
quested including technical assistance and the provision of data.

(B) VERinCATION TASKS OF THE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE OF EXPERTS 

Destruction and Diversion of Stocks

4. The Consultative Committee of experts shall permanently oversee 
the destruction and diversion for permitted purposes of declared stocks of 
chemical weapons as stipulated in article .. of this Convention.

5. The Consultative Committee shall undertake on-site inspections, if it 
so deems necessary on a permanent basis, in order to confirm, in conform
ity with its task specified in paragraph 4 above, received information that 
the destruction and diversion for permitted purposes of declared stocks of 
chemical weapons as stipulated in article .. of this Convention is effectuated 
in accordance with this Convention.

Destruction, Dismantling and Conversion of Means of Production

6. The Consultative Committee of experts shall oversee the destruction, 
dismantling and temporary conversion of declared means of production of 
chemical weapons as stipulated in article .. of this Convention.

7. The Consultative Committee shall undertake on-site inspections at 
the beginning as well as upon completion of the destruction, dismantling 
and temporary conversion of declared means of production of chemical 
weapons as stipulated in article .. of this Convention, in order to con
firm, in conformity with its task specified in paragraph 6 above, received 
information that these activities are effectuated in accordance with this 
Convention.

Production of Supertoxic Lethal Chemicals

8. The Consultative Committee shall check periodically whether the 
declared production of supertoxic lethal chemicals for permitted purposes 
does not exceed the quantity specified i n ......

9. The Consultative Committee shall randomly inspect on-site in order 
to confirm, in conformity with its task specified in paragraph 8 above, 
that the declared production of supertoxic lethal chemicals for permitted 
purposes does not exceed the quantity specified in ....

Confidence with Respect to Compliance

10. The Consultative Committee shall in any possible way endeavour 
to create confidence that the production of supertoxic lethal chemicals for



NETHERLANDS WORKING PAPER, JULY 30 309

permitted purposes does not exceed the quantity specified
i n  and that production of chemicals for non-permitted purposes does
not take place.

11. The Consultative Committee shall undertake on-site inspection on a 
random basis at facilities and on the territory of States Parties that will at 
regular intervals be assigned by lot, with a view to enhance confidence, in 
conformity with paragraph 10 above, that the production of supertoxic 
lethal chemicals for permitted purposes does not exceed the quantity 
specified i n  and that production of chemicals for non-permitted pur
poses does not take place.

Alleged Ambiguities and Violations

12. The Consultative Committee shall be competent to enquire into 
facts concerning alleged ambiguities in or violations of the compliance 
with the Convention, including reports or indications the confirmation of 
which would corroborate the conclusion that a State Party would have 
violated any obligation under this Convention. This competence includes 
enquiry into facts concerning reports or indications of use of chemical 
weapons by or with the assistance of a State Party to this Convention.

13. The Consultative Committee shall be competent to undertake on
site inspections in order to enquire into facts concerning alleged am
biguities or violations according to paragraph 12 of this article. Such on
site inspecton shall take place only after consultation with the State Party 
concerned. If that State party does not agree to on-site inspection, it must 
give appropriate explanations to the effect that an on-site inspection 
would at that time jeopardize its supreme interests. In such case the Con
sultative Committee shall examine the validity of these explanations.

(C) NATIONAL TECHNICAL MEANS OF VERIFICATION

14. Each State Party to this Convention may use national technical 
means of verification, at its disposal for the purpose of monitoring com
pliance with the provisions of this Convention in a manner consistent with 
generally recognized principles of international law.

15. Each State Party to this Convention undertakes not to impede, in
cluding through the use of deliberate concealment measures, the national 
technical means of verification of other States Parties operation in accord
ance with paragraph .. above.

3. C o m p l a in t s  P r o c e d u r e

1. Any State Party to this Convention which has reason to believe that 
any other State Party is acting in breach of obligations deriving from the 
provisions of the Convention may lodge a complaint with the Security 
Council of the United Nations. Such a complaint should include all rele
vant information as well as all possible evidence supporting its validity.

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

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

Five-Nation Working Paper Submitted to the Committee on 
Disarmament: Establishment of Subsidiary Organs, July 30, 
1981 '

The following addition to rule 25 of the rules of procedure of the Com
mittee on Disarmament is hereby proposed:

The rule of consensus shall not be used either in such a way as to 
prevent the establishment of subsidiary organs for the effective 
performance of the functions of the Committee, in conformity 
with the provisions of rule 23.

Commentary

Since February 1980, the Group of 21, in its statement issued the 27 of 
that month as document CD/64,* declared that it was ''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". It added therefore that "the Group of 21 in principle sup
ports the establishment of working groups on the items on its annual 
agenda".

This position of the Group of 21 has been subsequently reiterated in the 
statements CD/72 of 4 March 1980, CD/116 of 9 July 1980, CD/134 of 6 
August 1980,® CD/180 of 24 April 1981,^ CD/181 of the same date * and 
CD/192 of 8 July 1981. In all these statements special emphasis has been 
placed on the necessity and urgency of establishing working groups on the 
first two items of the Committee s agenda, particularly on the first of such 
items entitled "Nuclear test ban".

For reasons well known to all members of the Committee it has been so 
far impossible to implement the repeated and well substantiated proposals 
of the Group of 21 to which reference has just been made. The delegations 
sponsoring the present working paper believe that the paralysis of an im
portant section of the negotiating function of the Committee which has 
thus occurred is contrary to the spirit of the rule of consensus included in

’ CD/204. The paper was submitted by Mexico, Nigeria, Pakistan, Sweden, and 
Yugoslavia.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1980, pp. 115-116.
* Ibid., pp. 339-341.
 ̂Ante.

- Ante.
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rule 18 of the rules of procedure of the Committee. Consequently the 
delegations have decided to submit this document with the intention that it 
may be studied by the members of the Committee during its recess. Thus 
if, upon initiation of the Committee's session corresponding to 1982, it 
were not yet possible to give effect to the repeated requests of the Group of 
21, the proposal may be formally considered in plenary session by the 
negotiating organ.

Five-Nation Working Paper Submitted to the Committee on 
Disarmament: Draft Comprehensive Program of Disarma
ment, July 31, 1981 ^

A. Explanatory Memorandum

1. The present draft is based on the Final Document of the First Special 
Session of the General Assembly devoted to Disarmament,* in which the 
Comprehensive Programme was outlined as encompassing all measures 
thought to be advisable in order to ensure that the goal of general and 
complete disarmament under effective international control becomes a 
reality, and on the Elements of a Comprehensive Programme of Disarma
ment which have been adopted by the Disarmament Commission.^ The 
draft reflects in particular the discussions and negotiations held so far in 
the Committee on Disarmament and the report of the A d Hoc Working 
Group on the Comprehensive Programme.

2. In accordance with the provisions of the Elements, the Programme 
will comprise a phased approach covering measures in different fields of 
disarmament. The implementation of the Programme should be reviewed 
periodically by an appropriate existing forum of the United Nations. This 
would provide for the evaluation and appraisal of the progress of current 
and the prospects for future negotiations as well as for making recommen
dations concerning the continuing implementation of the Programme, tak
ing into account the existing international political and security situation.

3. The draft takes due account of the fact that future developments in 
the field of security policy, in particular the future course of arms control 
and disarmament negotiations cannot be foreseen with certainty. Further
more, it takes into consideration that it would be difficult to assign, a con
siderable time in advance, specific negotiations to one fixed phase. 
Therefore, while the draft contains specific suggestions for negotiations to 
be held and other steps to be taken in the first phase, disarmament and 
arms control measures to be considered in later phases are at present only 
listed without associating them with a particular phase. One of the main

' CD/205. The paper was submitted by Australia, Belgium, the Federal Republic of Ger
many, Japan, and the United Kingdom.

* The Final Document may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 411-439.
® General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-fourth Session, Supp. No. 42 (A/34/42).
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tasks of the review is to recommend which negotiations and other steps are 
most necessary and promising during the following phase.

There is a particular need to adapt collateral and other measures, in par
ticular confidence-building measures, to the unforeseeable and changing 
requirements of the security situation on the global as well as on regional 
levels. Proposals for such measures can only be made taking into account 
the concrete situation prevailing at the time of the suggestion. Therefore 
the draft contains no specific proposals for collateral and other measures to 
be negotiated and considered in the second and subsequent phases; these 
will have to be decided upon on the occasion of the review.

4. This forward-looking approach based on previous experience offers 
the chance of making the best use of all existing opportunities to arrive at 
the ultimate goal of general and complete disarmament as soon as poss
ible. Its flexibility allows for the opening-up of avenues to disarmament 
which may have seemed closed or remained undetected at the time of the 
Programme s adoption. It also would help prevent the loss of time which 
might be caused if a pre-established, inflexible schedule, which carmot be 
adapted to changing and possibly favourable circumstances, had to be 
followed. For the same reasons, the draft does not provide for a fixed 
number of phases or for a set time scale for achieving progress in the 
Programme.

5. Issues relating to disarmament and arms control have a direct bear
ing on the security of States. It is important, therefore, that States be in 
complete control of their involvement at all stages of the negotiation proc
ess. While it is obvious that States are bound by international law to 
observe treaties and agreements which they have entered into, it is equally 
obvious that they cannot be bound to the success of negotiations before 
these have even started. That is why the Comprehensive Programme can
not contain a legal obligation for States to participate in, let alone to suc
cessfully conclude, negotiations on the complex issues involved. However, 
a strong political undertaking of States to implement the Programme will 
be of great value. The draft therefore provides for the expression of the 
firm will and determination of States to implement the Programme.

B. Draft Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament

The General Assembly,
Recalling the Final Document of its First Special Session devoted to 

Disarmament which in its paragraph 109 entrusted the Committee on 
Disarmament with the elaboration of a Comprehensive Programme of 
Disarmament encompassing all measures thought to be advisable in order 
to ensure that the goal of general and complete disarmament under effec
tive international control becomes a reality in a world in which interna
tional peace and security prevail,

Recalling also its resolution 34/83 H of 11 December 1979,^ endorsing 
the recommendations contained in the report of the Disarmament Com-

 ̂ Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 779-780.
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mission on the elements of a Comprehensive Programme on 
Disarmament,

Convinced that disarmament and arms control are essential for the 
prevention of war and the strengthening of international peace and secu
rity and for the economic and social advancement of all peoples, in par
ticular of developing countries.

Determined to pursue an international disarmament strategy which, 
through co-ordinated and persevering efforts in which the United Nations 
play an effective role, aims at general and complete disarmament under ef
fective international control.

Having considered the report of the Committee on Disarmament, 
Calling upon all States to declare that they will respect the objectives, 

principles and priorities set out in the Programme and express their firm 
will and determination to implement the Programme through the negotia
tion of specific and verifiable arms control and disarmament agreements. 

Adopts the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament, as set forth in 
the annex to the present resolution.

ANNEX

C o m pr e h e n siv e  P r o g r a m m e  of  D isa r m a m e n t

I. INTRODUCTION

The Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament provides the 
necessary framework for negotiations in the field of arms control and dis
armament, comprising the measures to be negotiated, the procedures for 
verifying compliance with the obligations assumed, the principles which 
are to guide the negotiations, the priorities to be observed and some ap
propriate mechanisms and procedures for review and appraisal. It in
troduces a realistic step-by-step approach, taking into account the com
plexity and difficulties involved in the problems which affect the vital 
security interests of all States.

II. GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

1. Objectives

The ultimate objective of the Comprehensive Programme of Disarma
ment is the achievement of general and complete disarmament under strict 
and effective international control without diminishing the security of any 
State. The Programme should contribute to the strengthening of interna
tional peace and security in accordance with the Charter of the United 
Nations.

The immediate objectives of the Programme are to maintain and further 
the momentum generated by the First Special Session of the United Na
tions General Assembly devoted to Disarmament, and the Declaration of 
the 1980's as the Second Disarmament Decade, to strengthen the positive 
results achieved so far, to stimulate ongoing negotiations, to halt the arms
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race and to increase international confidence and relax international 
tension.

Agreements to be negotiated within the framework of the Comprehen
sive Programme of Disarmament should aim at achieving gradually lower 
levels of armaments and armed forces. It is important that measures be en
visaged which are designed to increase the confidence between States and 
to create a climate favourable to disarmament and arms control negotia
tions. The implementation of the Programme should make an effective 
contribution to the economic and social development of States, in par
ticular developing States.

2. Principles

The disarmament process should be conducted in conformity with the 
principles enshrined in the Final Document of the First Special Session 
devoted to Disarmament. In this regard, the following principles are 
fundamental:

— The security of all States must be assured and safeguarded at all stages 
of the disarmament process.

—The adoption of disarmament measures should take place in such 
an equitable and balanced manner as to ensure the right of each State 
to security and to ensure that no individual State or group of States 
may obtain advantages over others at any stage. At each stage the ob
jective should be undiminished security at the lowest possible level 
of armaments and military forces.

—Security and stability should be assured in all regions, taking into 
account the specific needs and requirements of their respective 
situations.

—A balance should be ensured between the measures to be taken in 
different disarmament fields, taking into account the situation of 
nuclear and conventional armaments, in order to avoid destabilizing 
effects.

—All arms control and disarmament agreements must provide for 
effective international verification, in order to create the necessary 
confidence between States and ensure that the agreements are being 
observed by all parties.

—While the achievement of general and complete disarmament under 
the Programme is the responsibility of all States, the nuclear weapon 
States of cours^ have the primary responsibility for nuclear disarmament, 
and all militarily significant States have responsibilities for halting and 
reversing the arms race.

—The Charter of the United Nations must be scrupulously respected to 
ensure that disarmament efforts will not be countered by actions contrary 
to its principles.

3. Priorities

Taking into account the basic principle that the security of all States, 
based on a stable equilibrium of forces, must be assured at all stages of the
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disarmament process, negotiations should be pursued on the following set 
of items: nuclear weapons; other weapons of mass destruction, including 
chemical weapons; conventional weapons, including any which may be 
deemed to be excessively injurious or to have indiscriminate effects; and 
reduction of armed forces.

Bearing in mind these priorities. States should endeavour to negotiate 
on those measures which offer the greatest opportunity for progress. 
Nothing should prevent negotiations on several items from taking place 
concurrently. Pre-established priorities must not stand in the way of the 
initiation and conduct of any negotiations. Therefore, consideration 
should be given first to those negotiations which, in view of the arms con
trol and disarmament measures so far achieved, the state of international 
relations and the prospect for future agreements, promise an early and 
successful conclusion. While striving for a comprehensive approach for 
disarmament, partial solutions and regional measures must be pursued 
whenever there is a realistic possibility of bringing the international com
munity a step closer to the ultimate goal of general and complete 
disarmament.

Negotiations which can help to offset any existing imbalance which ap
pears as a result of a comprehensive analysis of the relation of forces be
tween States or groups of States should be given special prominence. Con
versely, proposals for steps which would entail destabilizing consequences 
could impair progress.

4. Verification

Verification is one cornerstone for progress in disarmament and arms 
control. Because arms control and disarmament measures concern the 
vital security interest of the States involved, such measures must be effec
tively verifiable. They should also make the situation with respect to the 
remaining armaments more transparent and contribute to the strengthen
ing of confidence between the States concerned. Without means of strict 
international and national verification, as appropriate, a sufficient degree 
of confidence of States in the observance of agreements cannot develop.

Effective verification is of paramount importance for the maintenance 
of the undiminished security of States during the disarmament process. 
States should therefore take a positive approach to the development of the 
necessary and appropriate measures of verification for each particular arms 
control and disarmament agreement and show a willingness to accept such 
measures without exaggerating any difficulties involved in their 
implementation.

Negotiations on specific disarmament and arms control measures 
should therefore encompass the inclusion of appropriate verification ar
rangements, and States should accept appropriate provisions for adequate 
verification. Where the scope of agreements and their verification have 
reciprocal influence on each other, questions concerning verification 
should be taken up and negotiated concurrently. During treaty negotia
tions, progress on verification measures can have a positive effect on the 
negotiation of other elements of the treaty.
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The form and modalities of the verification to be provided for in specific 
agreements depend upon and should be determined by the purposes, scope 
and nature of the agreement.

Agreements should provide for the participation of parties directly or, 
where appropriate, through the United Nations system in the verification 
process. A combination of several methods of verification as well as other 
compliance procedures should be employed. Suitable procedures, in
cluding on-site inspection, must therefore be envisaged.

5. Phases

The Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament is based on a phased 
step-by-step approach. Negotiations on disarmament and arms control 
measures which are specified in the Programme will be carried out in a se
quence of phases. Each phase is to comprise negotiations on various inter
related measures which, taking into account the prevailing international 
political and security situation, aim at going one step further in lowering 
the level of armaments and military forces, while providing for the un
diminished security of all States during that stage. Collateral and other 
measures, in particular confidence-building measures, will, during that 
stage, strengthen and consolidate the results achieved during the previous 
stages and, at the same time, prepare the ground for the successful out
come of negotiations during the next phase by further building and enhanc
ing confidence among States. Studies will be undertaken in order to 
facilitate recommendations for which disarmament and collateral measures 
should be included in the next phase.

The Programme therefore provides for three kinds of activities in each 
phase:

—Negotiations on arms control and disarmament measures proper 
which are aimed at limiting or reducing the level of arms and military 
forces which exists at the beginning of the phase.

—Negotiations on collateral and other measures which are designed to 
safeguard the results achieved in previous phases and to prepare States for 
the negotiation and implementation of further measures in future phases, 
in particular by the reduction of fear and mistrust through greater 
transparency and openness of States in military matters.

—Studies which analyse the existing arms situation at a global and a 
regional level, taking into account the need for a stable equilibrium of 
forces, the prospect for negotiations in various fields, and the interna
tional political and security situation. On the basis of this assessment, con
crete proposals and suggestions will be made for the negotiations to be 
recommended for the next phase.

Negotiations should commence as soon as possible in each phase and be 
actively pursued with a view to their early successful conclusion. The 
negotiations must be aimed at the achievement of realistic, balanced and 
verifiable agreements which also increase confidence among States.

In order to use all avenues to general and complete disarmament, such 
negotiations should be conducted at a bilateral and multilateral, regional
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and global level, depending on how in each case effective disarmament 
and arms control agreements can most readily be achieved. Where 
multilateral negotiations are opportune, the Committee on Disarmament 
should fully discharge its responsibility as the single multilateral disarma
ment negotiating forum. At the initiative of the States of the regions, ap
propriate measures of regional disarmament should be adopted, taking 
into account the specific needs of the situation of the region. Such regional 
measures can inter alia be a valuable contribution to the facilitating of 
negotiations on multilateral agreements in the field of disarmament.

Each successive phase should take account of the work accomplished in 
the preceding phase or phases and look forward to the next phase by pro
posing further areas for preliminary consideration and study. Negotia
tions in each phase must inter alia take into account and build on the 
course and outcome of negotiations which have been held in previous 
phases and the state of their implementation.

The main objective of the first phase is the successful conclusion of the 
negotiations currently in progress. On the basis of the result of these 
negotiations, of the implementation of the measures agreed upon and of 
the degree of confidence which consequently will have developed among 
the States concerned, further steps will be considered in the second and 
subsequent phases. In each phase, there must be a close link between 
disarmament measures and measures to build confidence.

The measures which are to be negotiated in the first phase are set out 
below, followed by a list of measures from which the international com
munity may draw subsequently. Nothing, however, should preclude 
States from negotiating and agreeing on appropriate measures which are 
not listed in the Programme, provided the security of all States concerned 
remains ensured.

6. Review

The implementation of the comprehensive Programme of Disarmament 
will be periodically reviewed until general and complete disarmament 
under international control will have been achieved. The first review 
could take place at the conclusion of the Second Disarmament Decade.

The review should be undertaken in an appropriate existing forum of 
the United Nations with the participation of all Member States. The 
recommendations emerging from the review are to be taken by consensus. 
They should take into account progress reached in implementing the 
measures agreed upon previously, the state of negotiations in progress, and 
external events.

The objectives of these reviews will be to consider the implementation 
of measures agreed upon in previous phases and, where necessary, pro
pose ways and means to ensure or enhance their strict observance, to 
decide on the question of when a current phase can be declared as con
cluded and if the following one can begin as well as to consider the 
measures which might most appropriately be pursued thereafter. The date 
of the next review will also be examined.
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These periodic reviews will form the basis for continued progress in the 
implementation of the Programme through entering into negotiations on 
further measures. Each new phase will thus be preceded by a thorough and 
realistic evaluation, based on the results arrived at through the interna
tional verification procedures established in the various agreements of 
whether the measures agreed upon in earlier phases have been put into ef
fect and whether their implementation has contributed to assuring and 
maintaining international stability and helped to preserve peace.

7. Collateral and other measures

Collateral and other measures should, at each stage, form an integral 
part of the Comprehensive Programme. Such measures can increase con
fidence between States, thus preparing the way for fruitful negotiations on 
arms control and disarmament. They are not only a prerequisite for the 
successful outcome of such negotiations but can also help eliminate 
sources of tension and enhance the effectiveness of the international 
machinery for the peaceful settlement of disputes.

Collateral and other measures cannot, however, replace more far- 
reaching and concrete measures of arms control and disarmament, the 
purpose of which is to directly limit and reduce reciprocal military poten
tials. To misunderstand them as a substitute for instead of a complement 
to disarmament measures would not only reduce their inherent positive 
potential, but might also provide the risk that they will be misused to 
avoid genuine progress in arms control and disarmament.

Contrary to most arms control and disarmament measures, collateral 
measures do not become obsolescent once the goal they have aimed for is 
achieved. While the limitation, reduction and ultimate elimination of cer
tain types of weapons can be implemented in one or more phases of the 
Programme, collateral and other measures will have to be pursued 
throughout the entire Programme.

During the first phase of the Comprehensive Programme, those col
lateral and other measures which are currently under consideration should 
be initiated or pursued. During the second and subsequent phases, those 
measures should continue to be pursued, as appropriate, and any new 
ones that are determined in the review should be initiated.

(a) Confidence-building measures

The objective of confidence-building measures is to strengthen interna
tional peace and security and to contribute to the development of con
fidence and better understanding between States, thus creating and im
proving the necessary preconditions for fruitful negotiation and co
operation within the framework of the Comprehensive Programme of 
Disarmament. Their goal is to contribute to reducing or even eliminating 
the underlying causes of mistrust, fear, tensions and hostilities, all of 
which are decisive factors for an arms race.

Foremost among these causes is a mutual misperception resulting from a 
lack of reliable information on the military potentials, the political objec
tives and the strategies of other States. Therefore, one of the main objec
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tives of confidence-building measures must be to reduce the elements of 
fear and speculation in order to achieve a more accurate and more reliable 
reciprocal assessment of both the capabilities and the perceptions deter
mining security relations between States. This must be achieved through a 
higher degree of transparency and openness concerning the defence 
policies of States and the dissemination and exchange of information on 
security-related matters.

Confidence-building measures to be negotiated under the Comprehen
sive Programme of Disarmament must develop in a dynamic process of 
concrete measures taken step by step. In this respect, for example, the 
confidence-building measures developed in the CSCE process may make a 
useful contribution. As is the case with arms control and disarmament 
measures, each confidence-building measure must form the basis for 
subsequent ones, thus progressively consolidating the building of con
fidence among States. At the end of each phase, the concrete actions which 
have been taken and their results must be measured and assessed. This im
plies that declarations of intent do r̂ ot qualify as confidence-building 
measures, as their implementation cannot be specifically demonstrated. A 
logical sequence of interrelated steps must lead from confidence-building 
measures to verifiable arms control and disarmament measures and hence 
to new more far-reaching confidence-building measures. As with arms 
control and disarmament measures, their continuous, regular and full im
plementation as well as their utility and possible means of enhancement 
must be periodically reviewed.

(b) Promotion of Public Awareness

It is essential that not only governments but also the peoples of the 
world be made aware of the need for disarmament, based on a stable and 
verifiable equilibrium of forces, as a prerequisite for lasting peace and 
security.

Within the framework of the Comprehensive Programme of Disarma
ment, recommendations should therefore be made regarding appropriate 
information programmes which could be undertaken by the United Na
tions, Member States of the United Nations as well as non-governmental 
organizations. Recommendations could also be made concerning the an
nual activities connected with Disarmament Week.

8. Studies

As part of the process of facilitating and preparing the consideration of 
issues in the field of disarmament, studies on specific questions should be 
undertaken, whenever their result can be expected to have a positive in
fluence on the course and outcome of negotiations. Studies should be en
visaged especially in order to identify priority areas for arms control and 
disarmament measures, where negotiations seem necessary in view of a 
present or imminent destabilization of the relation of forces, and such 
fields where negotiations seem opportune in view of the existing political 
and security situation. Moreover, studies can also be undertaken to con
sider the contents and scope of collateral and other measures.
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Decisions to prepare studies should be taken in conjunction with the 
periodic review of the Programme's implementation. They should be en
dorsed by the General Assembly, so as to provide the necessary link with 
other activities in the field of arms control and disarmament.

The studies should be pursued under the auspices of the United Nations, 
either by the Secretary-General, if necessary with the assistance of a group 
of qualified governmental experts appointed by him on an equitable 
geographical basis or by the United Nations Institute for Disarmament 
Research. Further procedures, such as the delegation of specific studies or 
parts of them to other bodies, may be envisaged should the need arise.

The studies to be undertaken within the framework of the Comprehen
sive Programme of Disarmament should be concluded in time so as to per
mit the review to take its results into account and base its further recom
mendations for negotiations on these findings. Whenever feasible, studies 
should contain concrete proposals and suggestions for negotiations t^ be 
held or other steps to be taken.

III. FIRST PHASE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PROGRAMME OF DISARMAMENT

1. Disarmament and Arms Control Measures

During the first phase of the Comprehensive Programme of Disarma
ment, those negotiations which are currently in progress should be con
tinued and, where possible, concluded. All efforts should be exerted dur
ing this phase in the appropriate fora, to negotiate with a view to reaching 
agreement on:

—A treaty prohibiting nuclear weapon tests, and a protocol concerning 
nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes, which would be an integral part 
of the treaty;

—A continuation of the process aimed at agreed significant reductions 
of, and qualitative limitations on, strategic nuclear arms;

—Pursuit of negotiations on the limitation and reduction of Theatre 
Nuclear Forces based on the principle of equality within the SALT 
framework;

—A treaty on the prohibition of the development, production and 
stockpiling of all chemical weapons and their destruction;

—A treaty on the prohibition of the development, production, stockpil
ing and use of radiological weapons;

—A mutual and balanced reduction of armed forces and armaments, 
and associated measures in Central Europe and in other regions of the 
world, wherever feasible;

—Negotiations on effective confidence-building measures and disarma
ment measures among the States participating in the Conference on 
Security and Co-operation in Europe.

In the first phase, the following steps should be pursued, including the 
universal adherence to, full implementation of and assurance of strict 
compliance with the following measures which have already been agreed 
upon:
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—The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons;* addi
tional measures to strengthen the non-proliferation regime should be 
undertaken, including further measures for the full implementation and 
strengthening of agreed and appropriate international safeguards applied 
through the IAEA on a non-discriminatory basis;

—The Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in 
Outer Space and Under Water;*

—The Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, 
Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, 
signed in Geneva on 17 June 1925;^

—The Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production 
and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on 
their Destruction;®

—The United Nations Convention on Prohibitions or Restrictions of 
Use of Certain Conventional Weapons which may be Deemed to be Ex
cessively Injurious or to have Indiscriminate Effects;’ establishment of ap
propriate methods and procedures facilitating full and effective implemen
tation of and ensuring compliance with the Convention, so as to guarantee 
the fulfilment of its humanitarian obligations, thus improving the security 
of the parties to the Convention;

—The Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear 
Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the 
Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil thereof;’®

—The Treaty on Principles governing the Activities of States in the Ex
ploration and Use of Outer Space including the Moon and Other Celestial 
Bodies;"

—The Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile 
Use of Environmental Modification Techniques.'*

In addition, adoption by the States concerned of all relevant measures 
to ensure the full application of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco).*®

2. Collateral and Other Measures

During the first phase of the Comprehensive Programme of Disarma
ment, those collateral and other measures should be negotiated on, 
initiated or pursued which are currently under consideration. All efforts 
should be exerted, during this phase, to negotiate 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;

* Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465. 
‘ Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293. 
 ̂ Ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.

• Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138. 
’ Ibid., 1980, pp. 440-452.

Ibid., 1971, pp. 7-11.
" Ibid., 1967, pp. 38-43.

Ibid., 1977, pp. 322-326. 
'* Ibid., 1967, pp. 69-83.
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—Effective confidence-building measures at a global and regional level, 
taking into account the specific needs and the situation of the region, e.g.:

—publication and exchange of information on security-related 
measures including matters of arms control and disarmament;

—regular bilateral and/or regional consultations of governmental 
representatives on such security-related matters;

—provisions of scholarships in military schools for the military 
personnel of other States;

—exchange of military delegations and military attaches;
—indication of normal military conduct and information on scope 

and extent of specific military activities like manoeuvres, specified 
movements etc. according to pre-established procedures;

—limitations of certain military activities and movements;
—establishment of procedures for the containment of conflicts, 

including the establishment of hot lines;
—agreement on steps conducive to the relaxation of tensions and 

the settlement of conflicts;

—Achievement of greater transparency of military postures, i.e. the 
establishment of a standardized and verifiable reporting system for 
military expenditures enabling their comparison as a step to their balanced 
reduction on a multilateral level;

—Establishment of registers within the framework of the United Na
tions for the recording of data necessary for transparency and com
parability of military postures;

—Strengthening of international procedures and institutions for peace
keeping and peaceful settlement of disputes, for conflict containment and 
effective crisis management;

3. Studies

—Carrying out of a study on all aspects of the conventional arms race 
and on disarmament relating to conventional weapons and armed forces;

—Other studies, as agreed by the General Assembly of the United 
Nations.

IV. SECOND AND SUBSEQUENT PHASES OF THE COMPREHENSIVE 
PROGRAMME OF DISARMAMENT

1. Disarmament and Arms Control Measures

Disarmament and arms control measures which are to be negotiated on 
and pursued in the second and later phases of the Programme are set out as 
follows:

—Further steps to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons;
—The establishment of further nuclear-weapon free zones under ap

propriate conditions on the basis of arrangements freely arrived at among 
the States of the region concerned;
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—Cessation of the qualitative improvement and development of 
nuclear-weapon systems;

—Cessation of the production of fissionable material for weapons 
purposes;

—Cessation of the production of all types of nuclear weapons and their 
means of delivery;

—Progressive and balanced reduction of stockpiles of nuclear weapons 
and their means of delivery, leading to their ultimate and complete 
elimination;

—Specific agreements, as appropriate, on the prohibition of particular 
types of new weapons of mass destruction based on new scientific prin
ciples and achievements which may be identified;

—Further steps to prohibit military or any other hostile use of en
vironmental modification techniques;

— Further measures to prevent an arms race in outer space;
—Further measures to prevent an arms race on the sea-bed and the 

ocean floor and the subsoil thereof;
—Establishment of zones of peace in various regions of the world under 

appropriate conditions, to be clearly defined and determined freely by the 
States concerned in the zone, taking into account the characteristics of the 
zone, the security requirements in the region and the principles of the 
Charter of the United Nations, and in conformity with international law; 
amongst these is the proposal for the establishment of a zone of peace m 
the Indian Ocean, taking into account the decisions of the Ad Hoc Com
mittee on the Indian Ocean;

—Conclusions of agreements freely arrived at among the States con
cerned, in particular at a regional level and between supplier and recipient 
countries, to limit and restrict the production, transfer and acquisition of 
conventional weapons, taking into account the need of States to ensure 
their security;

—Multilateral gradual and balanced reduction of military budgets on a 
mutually agreed basis, ensuring transparency and comparability of 
military postures through the establishment of a standardized and 
verifiable reporting system for military expenditures.

—Establishment of an agreed formula to determine the level of forces, 
armaments, facilities and establishments which are necessary, after 
general and complete disarmament has been achieved, for States to main
tain internal order and protect the personal security of citizens and for 
supporting and providing agreed manpower for a United Nations peace 
force.

—Restrictions and reduction of armed forces and of conventional 
weapons leading to their ultimate and complete elimination, insofar as 
they are not necessary for States to maintain internal order and protect the 
personal security of citizens and a United Nations peace force;

2. Collateral and Other Measures

During the second and the subsequent phases of the Comprehensive Pro
gramme, the negotiation on and implemention of the collateral and other
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measures contained in the first phase will, as appropriate, have to be con
tinued. The decision on whether they will be further considered, whether 
modifications are to be recommended or whether new and more far- 
reaching collateral and other measures should be negotiated on will be 
taken on the occasion of the review of the Programme's implementation.

3. Studies

Further studies, as appropriate, to be agreed by the General Asembly of 
the United Nations.

Chinese Working Paper Submitted to the Committee on Dis
armament: Disarmament and Related Questions, August
6, 1981 ^

I. Disarmament is a matter of great importance to world peace and the 
security of all countries. The evolution of the world situation, both 
regional and global will certainly influence the progress of disarmament 
negotiations. It is inconceivable that substantive progress could be made 
in the disarmament negotiations at a time when the world situation is 
marked by turmoil and tension and when the security of states and world 
peace are not adequately ensured. Any acts of foreign aggression, occupa
tion or intervention occurring in any country or any region, such as those 
presently seen in Kampuchea, Afghanistan and the Middle East, inevitably 
bring inimical consequences to the disarmament negotiations. However, 
some people are reluctant to link the disarmament negotiations with the 
grave problems emerging in the international situation. They even accus
ingly term such a linkage as a deviation from the disarmament negotia
tions and a hindrance to the business-like practice in the CD. We find this 
hard to understand.

We are of the view that disarmament negotiations should not be con
ducted in an 'Ivory tower" far from realities. Such a practice is bound to 
lead them astray and will be criticized by the international community. 
Consequently, in discussing and negotiating disarmament issues, we must 
pay attention to their linkage with the realities of the international situa
tion and with the present situation of armaments. Only thus will the Com
mittee on Disarmament be able to make substantive progress in its work. 
At the same time, we must also pay attention to the voice of the peoples of 
the world calling urgently for disarmament, as this is a positive factor pro
moting the cause of disarmament.

II. Both nuclear disarmament and the cessation of nuclear testing are 
priority items on the agenda of each CD session. The numerous small and 
medium-sized countries urgently demand the consideration of these two 
issues because they find that the nuclear arms race between the super
powers and their nuclear arms expansion have created a serious danger of 
nuclear war.

’ CD/206.
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The Chinese Government is resolutely opposed to the nuclear arms race 
and nuclear war. It has consistently stood for the complete prohibition 
and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons and demanded that the two 
superpowers be the first to substantially reduce their nuclear armaments. 
As early as the beginning of 1960s, the Chinese Government put forth 
specific proposals on nuclear disarmament, including the prohibition of 
nuclear testing, of production and use of nuclear weapons, and the reduc
tion and destruction of nuclear weapons. These are interrelated measures. 
To stress a certain measure alone, such as the banning of nuclear testing, 
can in no way halt the superpowers in their nuclear arms expansion, still 
less can it reduce their nuclear arsenals. So how can one talk about the 
cessation of the nuclear arms race or about lessening the danger of nuclear 
war?

The prohibition of nuclear tests and nuclear disarmament are connected 
with each other. The prohibition of nuclear tests by itself can not bring 
about nuclear disarmament. It can be conducive to the lessening and 
elimination of nuclear threat only when it is combined with various other 
measures of nuclear disarmament.

III. The numerous small and medium-sized countries demand that the 
two superpowers take the lead in reducing armaments. For in terms of 
both nuclear and conventional armaments, they have far surpassed any 
other country in the world. They should not advocate universal disarma
ment while totally disregarding the present state of armaments. In fact, their 
armaments have far exceeded their defence needs and thus have become tools 
of aggression and expansion, and tools in their rivalry for hegemony. But the 
armaments of the numerous small and medium-sized countries are the 
necessary means for defending their independence and security against 
foreign aggression. In order to prevent a world war, it is necessary to call 
on the two superpowers to be the first to reduce drastically their arma
ments in a balanced way. Only after progress has been made in this 
respect, will it then be possible for the other nuclear-weapon States and 
militarily significant States to join them in a further reduction of arma
ments according to rational procedures and ratios. As for the peace-loving 
small and medium-sized countries, their defence capabilities are usually in
adequate and therefore they should not be the target countries of 
disarmament.

It is the strong demand of the numerous non-nuclear-weapon States that 
security assurances be given to them by the nuclear-weapon States. This is 
fully legitimate and necessary. As for the question of negative security 
assurance under discussion now in CD and the working group concerned, 
the nuclear-weapon States should undertake unshirkable obligations to 
provide guarantees to the non-nuclear-weapon States, and they should in 
no way make unreasonable demands of any kind to the non-nuclear- 
weapon States. This should be a fundamental principle to be followed by 
the nuclear-weapon States on this question. To do otherwise would make 
it difficult to achieve substantive progress in our discussions and 
negotiations.

IV. The CD attaches great importance to the formulation of the '"Com
prehensive Programme of Disarmament", in preparation for the SSOD II
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to be held in 1982. To this and, the CD and the working group on CPD 
have conducted discussions and negotiations over a fairly long period. 
Certain progress has so far been achieved in negotiations on some substan
tive questions, such as the principles and measures, the time limits and 
stages of disarmament. However, as the contents to be contained in the 
CPD are rather extensive and complicated, further efforts are needed 
before we can realize the aim we anticipated.

We are confronted with numerous problems in the field of disarma
ment. The representatives of various groups and countries have already 
submitted quite a number of documents of a partial or comprehensive 
nature relating to the CPD in the Committee and the Working Group. 
Such being the case, it is necessary to make clear the relations between 
various questions and identify priorities. In addition, we feel that it might 
be desirable to first concentrate our efforts on working out disarmament 
measures to be included in the first stage of the CPD and then proceed to 
the consideration of other stages. The former should be relatively specific 
while the latter only calls for an indicative outline.

Up to now, various groups and countries have put forward their respec
tive working papers on the CPD. This is helpful in the drafting of the Pro
gramme. And it can be anticipated that some more papers will be ad
vanced. In order to facilitate the consideration of the elements of the Pro
gramme being drafted, we think it may be necessary for the Secretariat to 
try to compile a paper incorporating the proposals of various groups and 
countries and distribute it to the delegations as a basis for discussions and 
negotiations. This will, we believe, facilitate our future discussions and 
negotiations and accelerate the progress of our work.

V. The task of disarmament must include the two aspects of conven
tional and nuclear disarmament. The superpowers regard their conven
tional and nuclear armaments as inseparable parts of their military 
strength. Nuclear weapons are their major deterrents and means of 
blackmail, while conventional weapons are their tools frequently used for 
aggression. Therefore, while emphasizing nuclear disarmament, we can 
not overlook conventional disarmament. Conventional and nuclear 
disarmament should be carried out in conjunction. This is necessary for 
world peace and the security of the numerous small and medium-sized 
countries. Attaching importance to conventional disarmament in no way 
means ignoring the importance of nuclear disarmament, nor does it imply 
underestimating the destructive power of nuclear war. Even less would it 
affect the priority status of nuclear disarmament. Whether or not the 
superpowers agree to carry out nuclear and conventional disarmament is 
the real test of their good faith in promoting disarmament. The Committee 
on Disarmament has all along concerned itself with the discussion of the 
issue of nuclear disarmament, but has not discussed the issue of conven
tional disarmament. This year, at its May session, the UNDC considered 
the question of conventional disarmament. The Chinese delegation hopes 
that the CD will also in the future do likewise, for this will be beneficial to 
the cause of disarmament as a whole.

VI. Lastly, I turn to the questions of organizational work and efficiency of 
the Committee on Disarmament. On these questions, representatives of
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various countries engaged themselves in fairly long discussions at informal 
meetings —a fact which demonstrates the general concern for these matters. 
EHiring the discussions, they submitted various proposals regarding future 
progress in the work of the committee. Quite a few of these proposals are 
constructive and acceptable to us, and we will also consider the other pro
posals.

The Committee on Disarmament has failed to make marked progress in 
its work. We hold that the crux of the matter lies in the lack of sincere 
readiness for disarmament, and in the discrepancy between words and 
deeds. This has hindered progress in the negotiations of some of the 
disarmament items.

Some delegates treat the negotiating organs of the CD and its Working 
Groups as fora for propaganda. They constantly quote from all kinds of 
speeches, declarations and documents, taking up a great deal of the CD's 
time to no avail. If this situation can be changed, the efficiency of the 
Committee would be enhanced. It is clear that the failure to make substan
tive progress in our disarmament negotiations is not mainly due to the lack 
of time. Of course, we can also go along with the idea that we allocate 
more time to our work if the developments of the negotiations so require.

It appears to us that the question of the composition of the CD member
ship is either one of maintaining the status quo or of allowing an ap
propriate increase, and not one of reducing the number of members. We 
have no difficulty in this regard and are ready to accept a consensus.

With regard to the question of participation by non-member States in 
the CD's activities, the Chinese delegation is of the view that all members 
of the United Nations and its specialized agencies have the right to par
ticipate in some of the CD's activities, provided that such participation 
does not run counter to the United Nations Charter or the rules and 
regulations of the specialized agencies concerned. No State or group of 
States should, for political or other reasons, discriminate against any non
member State or deprive it of its legitimate rights, for this would be con
trary to the purposes of the cause of disarmament.

Chinese Working Paper Submitted to the Committee on Dis
armament: international Arrangements To Assure Non- 
Nuciear-Weapon States Against the Use or Threat of Use of 
Nuclear Weapons, August 6, 1981 ^

I. China's position on the question of providing security assurances by 
nuclear-weapon States to non-nuclear-weapon States has been time and 
again explained at various meetings of the United Nations, the Committee 
on Disarmament and the A d Hoc working group. Allow me here to briefly 
recall our consistent position on this question.

' CD/207.
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As early as 1963, the Chinese Government issued a statement proposing 
the complete prohibition and total destruction of nuclear weapons.*

In order to break the nuclear monopoly, China tested its first atomic 
bomb in 1964. On the day the test succeeded, the Chinese Government 
reiterated the above position and declared that China would never at any 
time and under any circumstances be the first to use nuclear weapons, nor 
would it use them against non-nuclear-weapon States and nuclear-free 
zones.*

In his statement on 29 May 1978, at the First Special Session of the 
United Nations General Assembly devoted to Disarmament, Mr. Huang 
Hua, the Foreign Minister of China, stated that, in order to reduce the 
threat of nuclear war to small and medium-sized countries, a measure of 
urgency is for all nuclear-weapon States to undertake not to use or 
threaten to use nuclear weapons against the non-nuclear weapon States 
and nuclear-free zones.^

At the plenary meeting of the Committee on Disarmament on 5 
February 1980, Mr. Zhang Wenjing, Vice Minister of Foreign Affairs of 
China, pointed out that the complete prohibition and total destruction of 
nuclear weapons are essential for the elimination of nuclear war and 
nuclear threat. We are aware that its realization is no easy matter. This be
ing the case, 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-weapon-free zones.®

From this recapitulation it can be clearly seen that, on its own initiative 
and unilaterally, the Chinese Government declared long ago that it would 
unconditionally undertake not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons 
against non-nuclear-weapon States and nuclear-weapon-free zones.

In August 1973, China signed the Additional Protocol II to the Treaty 
for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America,‘ thereby under
taking not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against the Nuclear- 
Weapon-Free Zone and the non-nuclear-weapon States of Latin America.

II. According to the above position, the Chinese delegation holds that it 
is legitimate and reasonable for the numerous non-nuclear-weapon States 
to oppose nuclear threats and to require that security assurances be pro
vided by nuclear-weapon States and that all the nuclear-weapon States 
should undertake not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against 
them.

It has been our consistent view that the fundamental security guarantees 
to be provided by the nuclear-weapon States to the non-nuclear-weapon 
States should be the complete prohibition and total destruction of nuclear 
weapons. However, as the nuclear-weapon States have hitherto failed to 
provide such guarantees, they should at least give the non-nuclear-weapon

* Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 268-272.
* Ibid., 1964, pp. 448-451.
 ̂Ibid., 1978, p. 361.

* Ibid., 1980, p. 23.
‘ The treaty is printed ibid., 1967, pp. 69-83. The statement made by China upon signing

Protocol II is printed ibid, 1973, pp. 542-543.
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States negative security assurances, that is, the unconditional commitment 
not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against them.

Should the nuclear-weapon States, in providing such negative 
assurances, impose various requirements and conditions on the non- 
nuclear-weapon States, would this not be tantamount to demanding secur
ity assurances from the non-nuclear-weapon States?

In fact, it is the two superpowers with their enormous nuclear arsenals 
that pose a serious threat to the security of non-nuclear-weapon States. 
The non-nuclear-weapon States lack adequate defence capabilities, 
therefore, the nuclear-weapon States have the obligation to give the non- 
nuclear-weapon States negative security assurances. This obligation can
not be shirked under any pretext whatsoever. Pending the realization of 
nuclear disarmament, this should be the least the nuclear-weapon States 
undertake to do towards the non-nuclear-weapon States.

III. Except for a few States, the overwhelming majority of States have, 
in one way or another, assumed the obligation not to produce or acquire 
nuclear weapons. Although some States have reached the necessary scien
tific and technological levels to manufacture nuclear weapons, they still 
abide by such obligations. Some nuclear-weapon States, while totally 
disregarding their own vertical nuclear proliferation and continuously ex
panding their own nuclear arsenals, clamour to prevent horizontal nuclear 
proliferation among the non-nuclear-weapon States, and even attempt to 
deprive them of the right to the peaceful use of nuclear energy or seek to 
restrict such a right. This is obviously unfair and is an infringement on the 
sovereign rights of States. As the superpowers are constantly expanding 
their nuclear arsenals and carrying out nuclear threats, it is only by halting 
vertical nuclear proliferation that horizontal nuclear proliferation can be 
prevented. This is self-evident.

China is opposed to major power nuclear monopoly. Like many other 
peace-loving countries, China does not advocate or encourage nuclear 
proliferation. And we are emphatically opposed to any production of 
nuclear weapons by racists and expansionists such as South Africa and 
Israel.

To sum up, negative security assurances given by the nuclear-weapon 
States to non-nuclear-weapon States are only a transitional measure to be 
adopted pending nuclear disarmament. The nuclear-weapon States should 
recognize the fact that the non-nuclear-weapon States find themselves 
menaced by the danger of nuclear war and nuclear threat, and that it is the 
strong demand of the peoples of the world that the superpowers halt the 
arms race and carry out nuclear disarmament. The nuclear-weapon States 
should unconditionally guarantee not to use or threaten to use nuclear 
weapons against the non-nuclear-weapon States without further delay and, 
at the same time, they should take effective measures to carry out nuclear 
disarmament until the ultimate goal of complete prohibition and total 
destruction of nuclear weapons is achieved.

Finally, the Chinese delegation reiterates that China has unilaterally 
undertaken the unconditional commitment not to use or threaten to use 
nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States and suggests that, 
when an international convention on security assurances is elaborated, the
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inclusion of such commitments should be taken into consideration. We are 
also prepared to work together with other delegates in the CD in a con
tinued effort to search for a common formula of security assurances which 
will conform to the requirements of the non-nuclear-weapon States and 
will be acceptable to all the nuclear-weapon States.

Administration Response to a Question From Congressman 
Hamilton Regarding U.S. Efforts To Strengthen the Safe
guards of the International Atomic Energy Agency, August
7, 1981 '

Question: I guess what I want is assurance that someone in the Ad
ministration is analyzing this in detail, have a number of very specific sug
gestions for improvements of the safeguards, and that we are pursuing a 
course in the appropriate councils to strengthen these safeguards. Mr. 
Chairman, I would like to ask that they respond to that question in 
writing.

Answer: Since the creation of the IAEA, the United States has con
sistently sought to assist it in the continued expansion and upgrading of its 
safeguards program. We have supported IAEA safeguards through efforts 
to expand their worldwide coverage, to develop new or strengthened 
safeguards approaches for different types of nuclear facilities, to improve 
or develop new safeguards equipment, and to strengthen the legal basis of 
safeguards through new or improved provisions in safeguards agreements. 
In addition, we provide considerable financial and personnel support to 
the IAEA safeguards program through participation in a variety of pro
grams and groups organized to foster effective safeguards.

Although these types of support had been in progress for many years, 
about 1976 we recognized the need for a more systemmatic and more in
tensive approach to strengthening IAEA safeguards. This new approach 
had two foci: (i) safeguards assessment and problem identification and (ii) 
technical support.

An Interagency Steering Group (ISG) chaired by the Department of 
State (DOS) and with representatives from the Department of Energy 
(DOE), the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), and the Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency (ACDA) was established for policy matters 
and overall coordination. The ISG established two interagency working 
groups.

One of these groups, chaired by ACDA and with representatives from 
DOS, DOE, and NRC, is responsible for regularly assessing the status of 
safeguards primarily on the basis of the IAEA's annual Safeguards Im-

' Israeli Attack on Iraqi Nuclear Reactor: Hearings Before the Subcommittees on Interna
tional Security and Scientific Affairs, on Europe and the Middle East, and on International 
Economic and Trade Policy . , pp. 97-101. Congressman Hamilton asked the question
during the hearings on June 25.



ADMINISTRATION RESPONSE, AUGUST 7 331

plementation Report (SIR). This assessment systematically identifies 
safeguards problems, possible solutions, priorities, and actions that the 
United States might initiate to effect these solutions. The working group 
also assists in coordinating these actions.

The second focus, in keeping with strong Congressional interest 
originally expressed in 1974, is the U.S. program of coordinated technical 
support of IAEA safeguards utilizing resources available in the United 
States. The Program of Technical Assistance to IAEA Safeguards 
(POTAS) has been the main vehicle for this support and is coordinated 
and managed by an interagency working group chaired by DOE with 
representatives from DOS, NRC, and ACDA. This group meets regularly, 
maintains through DOE a project office which provides a full-time staff 
person in Vienna, and meets formally twice each year with IAEA manage
ment to review program progress, identify new program needs, establish 
priorities, and plan the future program.

The POTAS includes providing to the IAEA technical experts, training, 
safeguards system studies, and equipment for surveillance and for non
destructive measurement of nuclear material. In 1981, $5.1 million was 
allocated for POTAS and other technical support of IAEA safeguards. The 
same amount has been requested by FY-1982.

Other U.S. efforts to improve safeguards, particularly when a large and 
long-term effort is required, involve ad hoc coordinating arrangements. 
An example is participation in the two-year Hexapartite Safeguards Proj
ect, initiated by the United States in 1980, for improving safeguards for 
gas centrifuge enrichment plants.

U.S. efforts to improve safeguards involve not only POTAS but also ex
ternal research programs of ACDA, DOE and NRC, including substantial 
work by DOE national laboratories, and direct assistance to IAEA by 
safeguards experts on the staff of government agencies through advisory 
meetings and consultative arrangements.

These collective efforts deal with the following main areas;

(a) Increasing the availability of factual information on IAEA 
safeguards. (This is to enhance the ability to assess effectiveness and iden
tify where improvements can be made. The United States was instrumen
tal in encouraging the IAEA to produce the first SIR.)

(b) Improving the text and rights specified in safeguards agreements. 
(Recent accomplishments are incorporation in all new IAEA safeguards 
agreements of provisions for use of containment and surveillance. Several 
new agreements also provide for the application of safeguards to any new 
facilities built on the basis of transferred technology. The safeguards 
system is just now being expanded to encompass plants for producing 
heavy water.)

(c) Increasing inspection resources. (The IAEA safeguards budget and 
the number of inspector positions have both more than doubled over the 
last 4-5 years, but continued support is required.)

(d) Improving state nuclear material accounting systems. (Because of 
the highly developed U.S. domestic system we have been able to provide
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assistance to individual states in which the IAEA is carrying out 
safeguards. In addition, DOE operates a safeguards training program in 
accordance with Section 202 of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 
1978.)*

(e) Improving safeguards technology. (U.S. R&D efforts, including 
POT AS and ACDA and DOE-funded programs, have produced a number 
of improved equipment and techniques enabling the IAEA inter alia to 
make more and better measurements of nuclear material, a critical element 
of verification. One major, recently completed, effort was the Tokai Ad
vanced Safeguards Technology Exercise (TASTEX) with Japan, France 
and the IAEA which successfully developed and demonstrated several 
major improvements for safeguards at reprocessing plants.)

(f) Training of inspectors. (An important part of the POT AS program 
is assistance in training IAEA inspectors.)

(g) Cost-free experts. (The United States has safeguards expertise which 
the IAEA needs but is unable to provide for through its regular budget and 
staffing and which we have been providing (currently through 17 full-time 
experts) through POTAS.)

While substantial progress has been made, there is a continuing need for 
efforts to improve safeguards in all of these areas. These efforts are needed 
with respect both to the effectiveness and efficiency of safeguards now and 
in the future as well as to keep pace with increases in the magnitude and 
complexity of the safeguarding task as new, larger and more advanced 
nuclear facilities come under safeguards.

Address by Secretary of State Haig: Arms Control With the 
Soviet Union [Extract], August 11, 1981 ^

Arms Control Our past hopes for a relaxation of tensions with the 
Soviet Union were eventually concentrated on the search for arms control. 
But we overestimated the extent to which arms control negotiations would 
ease tensions elsewhere. And we underestimated the impact of conflict 
elsewhere on the arms control process itself. The attempt to regulate and 
reduce nuclear weapons must remain an essential part of the East-West 
agenda, but we must focus on its central purpose: to reduce the risk of 
war.

Only balanced and verifiable agreements that establish true parity at 
reduced levels can increase our security. I have already addressed the 
broader principles that govern our approach. As we begin this part of the 
dialogue, it is essential to recognize that fair agreements can be reached 
with patience and perseverance. Above all, we must demonstrate that we

* The act is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 118-164.
’ Dept, of State, Current Policy No. 305. The Secretary spoke before the American Bar 

Association in New Orleans.
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can sustain the balance by our own efforts if agreements fail to do so. In
deed, if we do not cause the Soviets to believe that in the absence of arms 
control they face a more difficult future, they will have little or no incen
tive to negotiate seriously.

• On this basis, we have commenced discussions with the Soviets on 
theater nuclear forces, and we have proposed that formal negotations 
open before the end of this year. We want equal, verifiable limits at the 
lowest .possible level of U.S. and Soviet long-range theater nuclear 
weapons.

• We have also launched a frank discussion of compliance with existing 
arms control agreements.

• We have initiated the intense preparations and conceptual studies that 
must precede a resumption of progress in the strategic arms limitation 
talks [SALT].*

• We and our European allies have proposed an innovative new set of 
confidence-building measures in Europe, which could provide a valuable 
means to reduce uncertainty about the character and purpose of the other 
side's military activities.

It is now up to the Soviet Government to put its rhetoric of cooperation 
into action.

Letter From Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko to the U.N. 
Secretary-General: Draft Treaty on the Prohibition of the 
Stationing of Weapons of Any Kind in Outer Space, August 
11, 1981 ^

The Soviet Union requests the inclusion in the agenda of the thirty-sixth 
session of the General Assembly of an item entitled ''Conclusion of a 
treaty on the prohibition of the stationing of weapons of any kind in outer 
space."

In 1982, mankind will observe the twenty-fifth anniversary of the begin
ning of the conquest of space, which is one of the greatest achievements of 
science and technology in the twentieth century. The use of outer space is 
already producing considerable benefit to mankind today in such areas as 
communications, study of the earth's natural resources, meteorology, 
navigation, and many other areas. It may be said that people are begin
ning to make space "habitable".

At the very beginning of the space age, as early as 1958, the Soviet 
Union made a proposal in the United Nations envisaging the banning of 
the use of cosmic space for military purposes.* Over all the years which

* Brackets in source text.
’ A /36/192. The draft treaty, submitted as an annex to the letter, is printed infra.
* The proposal is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 973-977.
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followed, it invariably stated and continues to state that space should be a 
sphere of exclusively peaceful co-operation. And it is gratifying to note 
that much has been done in this regard.

1963 saw the conclusion of the international Treaty banning nuclear 
weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water.® The 1967 
Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration 
and Use of Outer Space, including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies,^ 
provides for the use of the moon and other celestial bodies exclusively for 
peaceful purposes and also specifies that no objects carrying nuclear 
weapons or any other kinds of weapons of mass destruction should be 
placed in orbit around the earth or stationed in outer space in any other 
manner. The 1979 Agreement Governing the Activities of States on the 
Moon and Other Celestial Bodies * develops and spells out the obligations 
of States to ensure the exclusively peaceful use of the moon and other 
celestial bodies within the solar system.

However, none of these international instruments precludes the 
possibility of the stationing in outer space of those kinds of weapons 
which are not covered by the definition of weapons of mass destruction. 
Consequently, the danger of the militarization of outer space still exists 
and has recently been increasing.

The Soviet Union considers that this is inadmissible. It believes that 
outer space should always remain unsullied and free from any weapons 
and should not become a new arena for the arms race or a source of 
strained relations between States. In the opinion of the Soviet Union, the 
attainment of these goals would be promoted by the conclusion of an in
ternational treaty on the prohibition of the stationing of weapons of any 
kind in outer space.

The draft treaty on this subject proposed by us is enclosed with this 
letter.

I should be grateful if you would consider this letter is an explanatory 
memorandum in accordance with the rules of procedure of the General 
Assembly, and circulate it and the draft treaty as official documents of the 
General Assembly.

Soviet Draft Treaty Submitted to the U.N. General Assembly: 
Prohibition of the Stationing of Weapons of Any Kind in 
Outer Space, August 11, 1981 ^

The States Parties to this treaty.
Motivated by the goals of strengthening peace and international 

security.

® Printed ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
 ̂ Ibid., 1967, pp. 38-43.
“ For text, see ibid., 1979, pp. 737-7A5.
’ A /36/192. Submitted as the annex to a letter from Foreign Minister Gromyko to the 

Secretary-General. The letter is printed supra.
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Proceeding on the basis of their obligations under the Charter of the 
United Nations to refrain from the threat or use of force in any manner in
consistent with the Purposes of the United Nations,

Endeavouring not to allow outer space to become an arena for the arms 
race and a source of strained relations between States,

Have agreed on the following:

ARTICLE 1

1. States Parties undertake not to place in orbit around the earth objects 
carrying weapons of any kind, install such weapons on celestial bodies, or 
station such weapons in outer space in any other manner, including on 
reusable manned space vehicles of an existing type or of other types which 
States Parties may develop in the future.

2. Each State Party to this treaty undertakes not to assist, encourage or 
induce any State, group of States or international organization to carry 
out activities contrary to the provisions of paragraph 1 of this article.

ARTICLE 2

States Parties shall use space objects in strict accordance with interna
tional law, including the Charter of the United Nations, in the interest of 
maintaining international peace and security and promoting international 
co-operation and mutual understanding.

ARTICLE 3

Each State Party undertakes not to destroy, damage, disturb the normal 
functioning or change the flight trajectory of space objects of other States 
Parties, if such objects were placed in orbit in strict accordance with article 
1, paragraph 1, of this treaty.

ARTICLE 4

1. In order to ensure compliance with the provisions of this treaty, each 
State Party shall use the national technical monitoring facilities available 
to it, in a manner consistent with generally recognized principles of inter
national law.

2. Each State Party undertakes not to place obstacles in the way of the 
national technical monitoring facilities of other States Parties performing 
their functions in accordance with paragraph 1 of this article.

3. In order to promote the implementation of the purposes and provi
sions of this treaty, the States Parties shall, when necessary, consult each 
other, make inquiries and provide information in connexion with such 
inquiries.

ARTICLE 5

1. Any State Party to this treaty may propose amendments to this 
treaty. The text of each proposed amendment shall be submitted to the 
depositary, who shall immediately transmit it to all States Parties.

2. The amendment shall enter into force for each State Party to this
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treaty accepting the amendment when the instruments of acceptance of the 
amendment by the majority of States Parties have been deposited with the 
depositary. Thereafter, for each remaining State Party, the amendment 
shall enter into force on the date when that Party deposits its instrument 
of acceptance.

ARTICLE 6

This treaty shall be of unlimited duration.

ARTICLE 7

Each State Party shall in exercising its national sovereignty have the 
right to withdraw from this treaty if it decides that extraordinary events 
related to the subject-matter of this treaty have jeopardized its supreme in
terests. It shall notify the Secretary-General of the United Nations of the 
decision adopted six months before withdrawing from the treaty. Such 
notice shall include a statement of the e^ t̂raordinary events which the 
notifying State Party considers to have jeopardized its supreme interests.

ARTICLE 8

1. This treaty shall be open for signature by all States at United Nations 
Headquarters in New York. Any State which does not sign this treaty 
before its entry into force in accordance with paragraph 3 of this article 
may accede to it at any time.

2. This treaty shall be subject to ratification by signatory States. In
struments of ratification and instruments of accession shall be deposited 
with the Secretary-General of the United Nations.

3. This treaty shall enter into force between the States which have 
deposited instruments of ratification upon the deposit with the Secretary- 
General of the United Nations of the fifth instrument of ratification.

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

5. The Secretary-General of the United Nations shall promptly inform 
all signatory and acceding States of the date of each signature, the date of 
deposit of each instrument of ratification and accession, the date of entry 
into force of this treaty and other notices.

ARTICLE 9

This treaty, of which the Arabic, Chinese, English, French, Russian and 
Spanish texts are equally authentic, shall be deposited with the Secretary- 
General of the United Nations, who shall transmit duly certified copies 
thereof to the Governments of the signatory and acceding States.



SCIENTinC EXPERTS REPORT, AUGUST 12 337

Report to the Committee on Disarmament on the Twelfth 
Session of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts To Con
sider International Cooperative Measures To Detect and 
Identify Seismic Events, August 12, 1981 '

1. The A d Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to Consider International 
Co-operative Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic Events, initially 
established in pursuance of the decision taken by the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament on 22 July 1976,* held its twelfth formal ses
sion from 3 to 12 August 1981 in the Palais des Nations, Geneva, under the 
Chairmanship of Dr. Ulf Ericsson of Sweden. This was the fourth session 
of the Group convened under its new mandate by the decision of the Com
mittee on Disarmament at its 48th meeting on 7 August 1979.®

2. The A d Hoc Group continues to be open to all Member States of the 
Committee on Disarmament as well as upon request to non-Member 
States. Accordingly, scientific experts and representatives of the following 
Member States of the Committee on Disarmament participated in the ses
sion: Australia, Bulgaria, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Egypt, German 
Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of, Hungary, Italy, 
Japan, Netherlands, Sweden, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and United States of 
America.

3. At their request and on the basis of previous invitation by the Com
mittee on Disarmament, scientific experts from the following non-Member 
States of the Committee on Disarmament participated in the session: 
Austria, Denmark, Finland, New Zealand and Norway.

4. A  representative of the World Meteorological Organization also at
tended the session.

5. Under the current mandate of the A d Hoc Group, information on na
tional investigations related to the work of the Group has been presented 
by experts from Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, 
Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Finland, German Democratic Republic, Ger
many, Federal Republic of, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Poland, Romania, Sweden, Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Kingdom and United States of 
America.

6. During its tenth session, the A d Hoc Group agreed to establish five 
study groups in order to achieve an appropriate compilation, summariza
tion and assessment of the experience acquired through national investiga
tions and co-operative studies in areas relevant to its work. These open- 
ended study groups each deal with a specific issue, and are each headed by 
a convenor and a co-convenor as follows:

(1) Seismological stations and station networks: Dr. Basham (Canada), 
Dr. Schneider (German Democratic Republic)

' CD/210.
* The decision is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 484-485.
’ CD/46; CD/PV.48, pp. 11-12.
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(2) Data to be regularly exchanged (Level I data): Dr. Harjes (Federal 
Republic of Germany), Dr. Waniek (Czechoslovakia)

(3) Format and procedures for the exchange of Level I data through 
WMO/GTS: Dr. McGregor (Australia), Dr. Ichikawa (Japan)

(4) Format and procedures for the exchange of Level II data: Dr. 
Husebye (Norway), Dr. Christoskov (Bulgaria)

(5) Procedures to be used at international data centres: Dr. Dahlman 
(Sweden), Dr. Alewine (United States of America)

7. The A d Hoc Group discussed national investigations presented by 
the convenors and made recommendations for the further pursuance of 
this work.

With regard to seismological stations and station networks and ‘with 
regard to data to be regularly exchanged, the summaries were drafts 
toward chapters in a formal report from the A d Hoc Group under its pres
ent mandate, reflecting a worldwide development of seismic stations and 
further elaborations within the Group of the specification of the so-called 
Level I data to be exchanged.

In this connexion, the A d Hoc Group again expressed the need for inclu
sion of additional seismic stations, located in the southern hemisphere, in 
the global network.

With regard to the exchange of data over the WMO communication net
work, preparations were made for further limited tests between institutes 
in a number of states and with the collaboration of the WMO. The A d  
Hoc Group noted that the results from these and previous such limited in
vestigations have methodological significance.

The study group on the exchange of entire data records, so-called Level
II data, considered the most recent development of facilities for the 
worldwide transmission of data and considered plans for a report on both 
the more traditional means of data transmission and on the most recent 
developments in the field.

The study group on data centres considered contributions both on the 
parameters to be calculated, on the technical requirements for data centres 
and on the requirements for co-operation between international data cen
tres. The study group also considered a draft chapter towards a formal 
report.

8. The national investigations so far considered were seen as relevant to 
the further development of the scientific and technical aspects of the global 
system and to the further elaboration of an experimental test of that 
system.

9. The Group, in particular, considered the foreseen Third Report 
which is to be about recent developments in seismology and im
provements in associated techniques to the extent that they are relevant to 
the envisaged international co-operative measures to detect and identify 
seismic events, as described in CCD/558  ̂ and CD/43.® The Group has

* Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 484-485.
* Ibid., 1979, pp. 476-481.
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observed that certain such developments are rapid and their results can 
turn out to be useful for the further development of the scientific and 
technical aspects of the global system and for the further elaboration of an 
experimental test of this system. The Group noted areas in which addi
tional scientific and technical progress is needed, including:

(a) studies on the use of seismographs and hydroacoustic instruments 
on the ocean bottom to improve the detection and identification capability 
for seismic events in the southern hemisphere;

(b) widespread digital recording of data from seismographs;
(c) automation of the extraction of parameters for seismograph data;
(d) automation of the data processing at international data centres. 

Organization and co-ordination of the work at these centres;
(e) methods to accommodate reporting of large earthquake sequences 

and swarms.

10. The A d Hoc Group also discussed the schedule for its further work. 
It considered that in the light of the time needed for national investigations 
and co-operative studies and for the reliable assessment of their results, it 
should envisage the submission of a full formal report, in compliance with 
its present mandate, during the second part of the 1982 session of the Com
mittee on Disarmament or later. Under the circumstances, the A d  Hoc 
Group considered that it should deliver in early 1982 an extended progress 
report which might assist the Committee on Disarmament in reporting to 
the Secretary-General of the United Nations in preparation for the Second 
Special Session on Disarmament. The A d Hoc Group suggested that the 
next session, subject to approval by the Committee on Disarmament, 
should be convened from 1-12 March 1982, in Geneva.

News Conference Remarks by President Reagan: Enhanced 
Radiation (Nuclear Neutron) Weapons [Extracts], August 
13, 198r

• • • • • • •

Q. Mr. President, you made the decision to go ahead and manufacture 
the neutron weapon. Is this not an escalation on our part?

The President. No, not really. The neutron weapon—incidentally, we 
have information that the Soviet Union spent about a hundred million 
dollars in Western Europe alone a few years ago when the announcement 
was first made of the invention of the neutron warhead, and I don't know 
how much they're spending now, but they're starting the same kind of 
propaganda drive.

The neutron warhead is a defensive weapon. It is a deterrent to a con
flict. But we didn't start manufacturing it. The previous administration

' Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Aug. 17, 1981, pp. 870-873.
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had authorized its manufacture quite some time ago, and what we have 
been doing—they, however, did not put the actual neutron part of the 
warhead in the 8-inch shell of the Lance missile. And so you stored here, 
warehoused that and the casing that in time of need and necessity would 
be then put together. Well, this doesn't make very much sense.

All we've done is simply say that we're going to continue warehousing 
this, but we're going to put that in the casing and warehouse it as a unit in
stead of two separate parts.

Q. Mr. President, do you foresee the eventual deployment of the 
neutron warhead in Western Europe?

The President. No. Our intention is to simply stockpile it, warehouse it, 
you might say, as we do with other weapons, in the event that, heaven 
forbid, there ever is a necessity, a war that brings them about.

This weapon was particularly designed to offset the great superiority 
that the Soviet Union has on the western front against the NATO nations, 
a tank advantage of better than four to one, and it is purely, as I say, a 
defensive weapon. And maybe this is why it's so painful to the Soviet 
Union, to realize that this could offset their great advantage there.

But there is no question of deployment, and if ever there seemed to be a 
necessity for that, deployment would only follow full consultation with 
our NATO allies.

Q. Mr. President, I wonder about the neutron bomb perhaps changing 
nuclear doctrine. If the Soviets attacked with tanks, might we become the 
first to use—would we engage in first strike with that weapon?

The President. Well, this is something that seems to be overlooked in all 
the propaganda that's now being uttered about this weapon, and that is 
that the present tactical battlefield weapons stationed in Europe are 
nuclear weapons, far more destructive, far longer in rendering areas 
uninhabitable because of radioactivity, than the neutron weapon. So, 
those tactical nuclear weapons are there on both sides already, and this, 
we think, is a more moderate but more effective version.

You also have to remember that those who are crying the loudest, the 
Soviet Union, and many of those who under the name of pacifism in 
Western Europe, who are opposing things like this and opposing the 
theater nuclear forces and so forth, maybe some are sincere—I'm sure they 
are—but I think others are really carrying the propaganda ball for the 
Soviet Union, because there's no mention made of 200 SS-20's, strategic 
nuclear weapons of medium range, that are aimed at the cities of all of 
Europe today, and that are not being considered in any of the talk of 
reduction of theater forces. East and West—just as in SALT II the Soviet 
Union called our aging B-52 a strategic weapon but did not call their 
Backfire, modern bomber, a strategic weapon.



CHINESE PAPER, AUGUST 13 341

So, let's remember the SS-20's before we start worrying too much about 
what we're thinking about. But remember also that our present 8-inch 
guns and our present Lance missiles over there are tactical nuclear 
weapons.

Chinese Paper Submitted to the Committee on Disarmament: 
Prohibition of Chemical Weapons, August 13, 1981 ^

The question of the prohibition of chemical weapons has been one of 
univers^ concern to the peoples of the world for a long time. Paragraph 75 
of the Final Document adopted by the General Assembly at its first special 
session on disarmament points out: 'The complete and effective prohibi
tion of the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical 
weapons and their destruction represent one of the most urgent measures 
of disarmament. Consequently, the conclusion of a convention to this 
end, on which negotiations have been going on for several years, is one of 
the most urgent tasks of multilateral negotiations".*

As is well known, during the First World War nearly 1,300,000 people 
were injured or killed by poisonous gases. Since then, the chemical 
weapons developed have been more numerous in type and characterized 
by their greater capacity for mass destruction.

The Geneva Protocol of 1925 ® already provides for the prohibition of 
the use of chemical weapons in war; nevertheless, in many wars, including 
some wars that took place recently in the Asian region, chemical weapons 
have been used all along.

Chemical weapons possess these characteristics: they are multiple in 
their effects, low in cost, easy to manufacture and convenient to pro
liferate. The rapid development of modem science and technology has 
provided various necessary conditions and new possibilities for the pro
duction of chemical weapons. The appearance of new chemical warfare 
agents of higher toxicity that are more rapid in their effects, and whose 
physical and chemical characteristics are more suitable to the requirements 
of utilization, and the improvement of dissemination techniques will all 
substantially increase the lethal and injurious capabilities of chemical 
weapons. In particular, after the emergence of binary chemical weapon 
technology the production of chemical warfare agents has already become 
part of general chemical and industrial production, thus enabling prepara
tions for chemical warfare to be conducted in greater secrecy and with 
greater ease. The Superpowers are developing and stockpiling large quan
tities of chemical weapons and have made chemical weapons one of their 
important means of warfare. Under these circumstances, it is all the more

' CD/212.
’ Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 425.
> Ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.
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urgent that a convention completely prohibiting chemical weapons be 
concluded.

The Chinese Government has always attached great importance to the 
question of the prohibition of chemical weapons. In various United Na
tions forums, the Chinese delegation has clearly stood for the complete 
prohibition and total destruction of all chemical weapons, and the conclu
sion, as soon as possible, of an international convention on the complete 
prohibition and total destruction of all chemical weapons. In 1980, after 
participating for the first time in the work of the Committee on Disarma
ment, the Chinese delegation put forward working paper CD/102^ in 
which we clearly indicated our basic position on the main contents of a 
convention prohibiting chemical weapons. The following are some further 
comments on certain substantive issues relating to the prohibition of 
chemical weapons:

1. The Chinese delegation proposes that the scope of the future conven
tion prohibiting chemical weapons should include the prohibition of their 
development, production, stockpiling, acquisitions, transfer and use. Our 
proposal to include use in the scope of prohibition of the future conven
tion is based on the following considerations.

Firstly, the Committee on Disarmament is engaged in negotiations on the 
conclusion of a separate convention which has not been in existence, aimed 
at the complete prohibition of chemical weapons. It is very important that 
such a convention should be truly comprehensive in nature.

Secondly, the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyx
iating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of War
fare concluded in Geneva in 1925 only provides for the prohibition of the 
use of chemical weapons in war, but does not provide for the prohibition 
of the use of chemical weapons in other armed conflicts apart from wars. 
This no longer corresponds to the realities of the international situation.

Thirdly, with the ceaseless development and evolution of military 
technology and methods of warfare, there can be found many examples 
of international treaties regulating wars reaffirming and supplementing 
each other. For example, in the two Additional Protocols to the four 
Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949 on the protection of victims of in
ternational armed conflicts, which were elaborated in 1977,* there are 
some articles which reaffirm the provisions of the four Geneva Conven
tions of 1949,* and others which supplement and develop the Geneva 
Conventions. The 1925 Geneva Protocol itself is also a reaffirmation of 
and complement to the 1907 Hague Convention on the Prohibition of the 
Use of Poison and Poisoned Weapons.^ It can thus be seen that the 
strengthening of existing protocols or treaties by reaffirming and sup
plementing them with new international instruments is after all a normal 
phenomenon in the constant development of international treaties

 ̂ Ibid., 1980, pp. 252-253.
* International Legal Materials, 16 Nov. 1977, No. 6, pp. 1391 ff., 1442 ff.
• 6 UST 3114, 3217, 3316, 3516; TIAS 3362, 3363, 3364, 3365.
' 36 Stat. 2277; TS 539; 1 Bevans 631.
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regulating wars. This has been done in the past, and will certainly be done 
again in the future.

In accordance with the above considerations, the inclusion of use in the 
scope of prohibition of the future convention prohibiting chemical 
weapons could only strengthen the 1925 Geneva Protocol. Such a con
vention will strengthen trust between countries, and we believe that more 
countries will accede to it as a result.

2. The Chinese delegation is of the view that in drafting a convention 
on the complete prohibition and total destruction of chemical weapons, it 
is imperative first to arrive at a clear definition of the chemical warfare 
agents to be prohibited. The question of definition not only concerns the 
scope of prohibition and the contents of the convention, but also has a 
bearing upon the relevant means and methods of verification.

The definition of a chemical warfare agent must be both comprehensive 
and accurate. Its comprehensiveness is designed to ensure that all chemical 
warfare agents which should be prohibited are brought within the scope of 
the prohibition. It should include not only supertoxic lethal agents but also 
incapacitating agents and irritant agents; it should include not only single
purpose chemical warfare agents but also dual-purpose chemical warfare 
agents and precursors which can turn into chemical warfare agents during 
the process of their use. The accuracy of the definition is designed to avoid 
erroneously including in the scope of the prohibition chemical substances 
which should not be prohibited, since that would adversely affect the 
development of the industrial and agricultural production of States and 
their scientific and technological progress.

3. The Chinese delegation, like many other delegations, has consis
tently favoured stringent and effective international monitoring and 
verification measures for prohibiting chemical weapons. The view ex
pressed in working paper CD/106 " put forward by the French delegation 
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" is completely in ac
cord with the actual situation. The fact that the 1925 Geneva Protocol 
does not contain articles on complaint and verification procedures with 
regard to violations of the convention prohibiting the use of chemical 
weapons has resulted in there being no investigation and confirmation of 
chemical weapons having been used in many wars and armed conflicts. This 
has emboldened some countries to use chemical weapons unbridled.

In its working paper CD/102, the Chinese delegation also clearly states 
that there should be stringent and effective measures for international con
trol and supervision to ensure the strict implementation of the provisions

• Documents on Disarmament, 1980, pp. 275-283.
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of the convention. An appropriate organ of international control should 
be set up for this purpose, charged with the responsibility 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. 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. Moreover, the organ should provide strong 
resistance to imperilled contracting parties. The organ of international 
control should have qualified experts and advanced and effective verifica
tion techniques and devices to enable it to discharge the function of clear 
verification with which it is charged. In this way all contracting parties 
will be subject to equal control, thereby ensuring the strict implementation 
of the convention.

Many delegations attach very great importance to the question of on
site inspection, and have put forward quite a number of specific proposals. 
The Chinese delegation is of the view that in order to ensure strict im
plementation of the articles of a convention on the complete prohibition 
and total destruction of chemical weapons, provision must be made for 
certain necessary on-site inspection measures. For instance, there should 
be international on-site inspection measures with regard to charges on the 
use of chemical weapons, the destruction of chemical weapon stockpiles 
and the dismantling of facilities for their production.

4. Various delegations have suggested three methods of dealing with 
the question of production facilities for chemical weapons: dismantling, 
conversion to peaceful purposes and shutting them down. We consider 
dismantling to be conducive to enhancing a sense of security and trust be
tween States and that it is the most appropriate method for dealing with 
facilities for the production of chemical weapons. Converting them to 
peaceful production and shutting them down are not ideal measures since 
they would not only make verification more difficult but would also carry 
the potential risk of the facilities being utilized again within a short period 
of time to renew production of chemical weapons.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Flowerree) to the 
Committee on Disarmament [Extract], August 13, 1981 '

It will not have escaped the notice of members of the Committee that the 
United States delegation has been relatively silent during our 1981 session.

' CD/PV.146, pp. 10-16.
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Apart from my April 7 intervention * and a recent brief discussion of 
chemical weapons last month,® my delegation has spoken only when 
spoken to—that is, when it has been necessary to put our position on an 
issue on the record. We have thought this to be an appropriate posture, 
given the fact that the review of United States arms control policy is still 
continuing. On the other hand, in the working groups, whose efforts are 
directed at making progress toward goals that had already been agreed on, 
the United States has been an active and, we believe, a constructive par
ticipant. We do not, however, wish to let our relative silence in plenary 
meetings be taken as acceptance of some assertions that have been made in 
the Committee about United States attitudes and policies concerning 
defence programmes and arms control negotiations—assertions that turn 
the facts on their heads or distort the real situation.

The over-all thrust of United States policy has been made clear by high- 
level United States Government officials who have addressed the inter
related problems of security and the control of armaments in a clear and 
straightforward manner. In an important speech delivered in New York on 
14 July,  ̂ Secretary of State Haig said:

One of the President's first acts was to order an intense review of 
arms control policy, the better to learn the lessons of the past in the 
hope of achieving more lasting progress for the future. Two funda
mental conclusions have emerged from this review:

First, the search for sound arms control agreements should be an 
essential element of our programme for achieving and maintaining 
peace.

Second, such agreements can be reached if negotiations among 
adversaries about their national security interests are not dominated 
by pious hopes and simplistic solutions.

The Secretary of State went on to say that the United States has a broad 
agenda of specific arms control efforts and negotiations already under way 
or about to be launched. The charge that the United States is not interested 
in arms control or that we have cut off communications with the Soviet 
Union is simply not true, he said. He concluded with these words.

It is one of the paradoxes of our time that the prospects for arms 
control depend upon the achievement of a balance of arms. We seek 
to negotiate a balance at less dangerous levels but meanwhile we must 
maintain our strength. Let us take to heart John F. Kennedy's 
reminder that negotiations are not a substitute for strength—they are 
an instrument for the translation of strength into survival and peace.

The current United States approach to the control of nuclear armaments 
is strongly influenced by historical developments over the past decade or 
so which have caused the NATO alliance to take steps to respond to a 
Soviet military build-up that is continuing relentlessly. Some have sug
gested that the Western alliance has over-reacted—that the Soviet build

* Ante.
* CD/PV.138, pp. 19-20.
* Ante.
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up of nuclear weapons is merely for the sake of maintaining parity and 
that in any event the weapons targeted against Europe—or the United 
States for that matter—are defensive, and simply for deterrence, or that 
the threat posed by nuclear weapons is rhetorical rather than real. We 
wish that were so. The Soviet build-up, however, has exceeded the level of 
force needed simply for deterrence.

Let me dwell for a moment on the question of nuclear strategy. Several 
interventions in this Committee during the past months have alluded to 
United States doctrines that purportedly make nuclear war 'more 
thinkable" or suggest that United States planning is based on an assump
tion that a limited nuclear war is winnable. That is not the case; the goal 
of United States strategic policy is to convince potential adversaries that 
they could not win or profit from any level of nuclear conflict and thus to 
deter them from starting one.

What about Soviet doctrine? While my delegation and others have 
noted on previous occasions that the closed nature of the Soviet society 
does not allow us the privilege of following closely the strategic debate 
within that country, we do have a few insights into Soviet military doc
trine from authoritative sources, and what they reveal is not reassuring. 
Since the 1960s, Soviet doctrine has stressed the vital role of nuclear arms 
in any large-scale conflict. The publication, Soviet Military Strategy, by 
an authors' collective headed by Marshal V.D. Sokolovsky, first pub
lished in 1962, and revised in 1964 and 1968, assumes that any major war 
will be fought with nuclear weapons. A sample quotation:

The basic means for armed combat in land theatres in a future 
world war will be the nuclear weapon used primarily with opera- 
tional-tactical missiles, and also frontal aviation (bombers, fighter 
bombers, and fighters).

In addition, the strategic rocket troops and long-range aviation 
will deliver nuclear strikes against important objectives in the zone 
of the offensive fronts . . . .  On the battle-fields the decisive role 
will be played by the firing of nuclear weapons. The other means 
of armed combat will utilize the results of nuclear attacks for the 
final defeat of the enemy.

A 1971 publication. The Officers' Handbook, edited by Major-General
S.N. Kozlov, sets out the role of nuclear weapons in unvarnished terms:

Soviet military doctrine allocates the decisive role in contempo
rary war to nuclear missile weapons. At the same time it considers 
that along with the nuclear missile strikes of a strategic and opera- 
tional-tactical character, the armed forces will employ conventional 
armament.

It is not often that we are able to get such insights into Soviet thinking 
about nuclear war, but what we see in the way of the proliferation of 
Soviet nuclear weapons is entirely consistent with what we have been able 
to read. And, just recently, in the May 1981 issue of Kommunist, the 
Soviet Communist party's principal periodical, Lieutenant-General P. 
Shilin denies that war changes its nature with the advent of mass destruc
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tion weapons. He rejects the argument that the Marxist-Leninist theory of 
'"just" and 'unjust" wars no longer applies because of the alleged immoral
ity of any use of nuclear weapons.

Is there any wonder that after years of marking time the United States 
and its allies feel compelled to redress the nuclear balance? Moreover, the 
United States on behalf of the Western allies offered and has subsequently 
reconfirmed our willingness to negotiate reductions in European theatre 
nuclear forces.

It has been argued that a rough nuclear balance between East and West 
existed in 1964; others believe a balance was achieved some time later. But 
whether parity was achieved in 1964 or 1974, there is no evidence to sup
port the Soviet claim that recent heavy increases in their military spending 
and deployment of weapons have been undertaken in response to Western 
provocations. How can the deployment of SS-20's which began in the 
mid-1970s possibly be construed as a response to a NATO decision that 
was taken in December 1979 about deployments projected for 1983 and 
beyond?*

Let us quickly review the record. In the last decade or so, the United 
States took the following actions: (1) it introduced a moratorium on the 
production of chemical weapons beginning in 1969; ‘ (2) it stopped en
tirely the production of biological weapons and destroyed all stocks some 
five years before the BW Convention went into force in 1975; ' (3) it 
cancelled production of the B-1 bomber,® (4) it reduced the Trident sub
marine programme. In that period the number of United States ICBM 
launchers remained constant. Defence spending in real dollar terms, after 
removing the effects of inflation, was on a downward slope and only 
regained the 1964 level this year, in 1981. In contrast, over the same period 
from 1960 until today, the Soviet Union increased defence spending (after 
removing the effects of inflation), each and every year by 4 or 5 per cent. 
Regardless of bilateral SALT negotiations, regardless of what went on in 
the United Nations or in this Committee, regardless of Moscow's high- 
sounding rhetoric about peace and disarmament, the USSR increased its 
military spending to the point where the resources it devotes to arms is 
double what it was in 1960 while the United States effort is at this moment 
very nearly what it was twenty years ago.

One other unilateral action which the United States took in recent years 
also had no effect on the steady Soviet build-up. It was the 1978 decision 
not to proceed with the manufacture and deployment of the enhanced 
radiation reduced-blast weapon ’ which the Soviet delegation and others 
have referred to as the 'neutron bomb". Yes, there was a response to this 
action by the Soviet Union, but unfortunately that response lay entirely in 
the realm of propaganda. There was no slowdown in the output of the 
Soviet war machine, not in tanks, not in airplanes, not in missiles, large or

* For this decision, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 814-816. 
‘ See ibid., 1969, pp. 590-593.
' Cf. ibid., 1972, pp. 553-555.
• Ibid., 1977, pp. 386-387.
’ Ibid., 1978, p. 230.
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small. Now that the United States has decided to manufacture and 
stockpile the enhanced radiation weapon we hear the same outcry, the 
same distortions of fact from Eastern spokesmen. They speak as though 
the enhanced radiation weapon is designed to annihilate population 
whereas in fact it is pre-eminently an anti-tank device. The enhanced 
radiation weapons, if they ever had to be used, which we pray will never 
happen, would be more effective and do less unintended damage to 
civilian populations than the weapons they replace.

Indeed, most of the nuclear weapons in the Soviet arsenal are far more 
massive and indiscriminate than the enhanced radiation weapon. We have 
heard the Soviet representative and some others speak of the inhumanity 
and barbarity of the neutron bomb". But I fear that we would wait in 
vain to hear them speak of the inhumanity and barbarity of Soviet nuclear 
weapons, thousands of times more powerful, which are suitable for hitting 
cities, not tanks.

In some of the statements that have been made concerning the enhanced 
radiation weapon, the argument has been advanced that somehow its 
deployment would make it easier to cross the threshold into nuclear war. 
The United States rejects this argument categorically.

The enhanced radiation warhead is still a nuclear weapon, and the deci
sion to use it to defend United States forces or territory, or to defend the 
forces or territory of our allies, would be no easier to make than the deci
sion to use any other nuclear weapon. That decision would remain the 
most agonizing one a political leader could face. The possibility of in
discriminately destructive responses from the other side would remain 
high, as would the potential for nuclear escalation. Here again, the 
enhanced radiation weapons are designed not to make nuclear war more 
thinkable, but to make aggression less so.

The declaration of the 26th Party Congress,^® which the Soviet delega
tion has been good enough to circulate for us and of which it frequently 
reminds us, gives one version of Soviet intentions in the area of defence 
and arms limitations. But far more persuasive are the facts of increasing 
Soviet capability in terms of strategic nuclear, theatre nuclear and conven
tional forces. The specifics of the recent increase in Soviet nuclear 
capabilities—the SS-20, the SS-18 ICBM and increasing Soviet power pro
jection forces are already familiar to you and were discussed in my 7 April 
statement. The reality of these armaments has forced the West to react.

We wish that it had not been so—that the Western nations could have 
continued to hold steady or cut back their defence expenditures in the in
terest of the economy and the welfare of their people, and that the Soviet 
Union would have exercised some restraint in the development of its 
military forces. We shared that wish with one political figure who was in 
an exceptional position to evaluate the increasing military thrust of Soviet 
policy, Nikita Khrushchev. In his memoirs, published in 1971, Mr. 
Khrushchev wrote.

Feb. 23, ante.
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But from my position as pensioner, I can't help noticing that the 
economizing trend we started seems to have been reversed, that now  
money is being wasted on unnecessary items and categories, and that 
this new trend of military overspending is putting a pinch on some 
of the more important, but still underfinanced, areas of our coun
try's life.

It is not only in the West that the build-up of Soviet military forces casts 
an ominous shadow. Writing in Kommunist in May 1972, General A.A. 
Yepishev said:

In the present era, which is characterized by a strengthening of 
the positions of socialism and by sharp antagonism between the two 
social systems, a deepening of the external function of the Soviet 
armed forces has logically taken place.

We are seeing that "external function" of the Soviet armed forces in 
operation at this very moment as the brutal repression in Afghanistan con
tinues. And, like it or not, this action has had a profound impact on the 
climate for arms control negotiations in the United States.

Earlier this year, we had in this Committee a wide-ranging debate on 
deterrence. Many countries expressed and continue to express the view 
that deterrence is an abhorrent doctrine. But many nations and groups of 
nations, nuclear and non-nuclear alike, practice it, including even neutral 
countries like our host country of Switzerland, where nearly 20 per cent of 
the federal budget is devoted to national defence. In the case of 
Switzerland, a combination of astute policy and rugged defence forces has 
spared the country from invasion for 500 years. Deterrence has its virtues, 
but it is naive to hope that it can continue to serve indefinitely into the 
future. We would all prefer to live in a world in which that doctrine and 
the military forces which support it were unnecessary. Nevertheless, with 
the best of will on all sides, arms and the impulses which cause nations to 
use them are not likely to be brought fully under control in the near future.

The tendency in the Committee to adopt a high moral tone in preaching 
about the evils of deterrence, among other things, may be satisfying to the 
psyche, but it doesn't get us anywhere. Moral rectitude is not the exclusive 
property of any nation or group of nations. In fact, it cannot be truthfully 
claimed by any of us as nations. In citing the reasons why the Western 
alliance believes it must now gird up its loins, I am not attributing any par
ticular virtue to that decision, just common sense. Nations first came into 
being out of a necessity for a group of people sharing the same territory, 
interests and beliefs to protect themselves against those with incompatible 
objectives. In the nation-State system that exists in the world today, the 
first duty of Governments towards their citizens is protection. Some non- 
aligned States, for what they consider good and sufficient reasons, devote 
a greater percentage of their national budgets to defence than does the 
United States. Progress toward disarmament can be helped if we accept 
the reality that each State is going to maintain that its own judgement of 
its security requirements is not subject to challenge, no matter what others 
may think or what the realities may be.
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The United States does not believe that the Soviet Union's military 
build-up is justified, but we don't think for a minute that merely telling 
them so is going to stop that build-up. That famous quality, ''political 
will", about which we hear so much in this forum is not going to be pro
duced by waving a magic wand. Nations are induced to do things they 
normally do not want to do by various forms of leverage and demonstra
tions of mutual advantage. Some seem to assume that we in the United 
States enjoy putting so much of our resources into national defence instead 
of more productive domestic uses. To shapers of budgets, who in my 
country must be responsible to the will of the electorate, an increase in 
military spending is a painful business. For more than a decade the United 
States sought to trim the military budget. It took incontrovertible evidence 
that our security was in danger of slipping away to cause us to make the 
extra effort that is going into our current defence programmes.

Misconceptions abound even concerning the nature of those programmes. 
Speakers go on about the mad build-up in nuclear armaments as 
though every notion that had ever been mentioned in Aviation Week was 
about to spring to life as a full-blown military system. The fact is that our 
current increase in military programmes is far more heavily weighted on 
the side of conventional forces than on that of nuclear forces, which in any 
case are not projected for immediate deployment.

I have pulled no punches in giving this assessment of how things look 
from the United States point of view. I hope it will be taken in the spirit in 
which it was offered—as an attempt to present honestly the way we see 
things, not to stir up controversy, although I am aware that there are other 
delegations here who may be itching to take exception to what I have said. 
However, we should be able to be frank with each other in this Committee 
without stirring up enmities. We cannot afford to behave otherwise.

I have been dealing with the broad aspects of the factors that shape cur
rent United States arms control policies. The specific elements are in the 
process of being shaped now. The Presidential statement on non
proliferation policy that was distributed as Committee document 
CD/202 is the first of the specific elements of our over-all arms control 
policies to be fully elaborated. United States views on a timetable for the 
initiation of United States-Soviet negotiations on European theatre 
nuclear weapons were precisely spelled out in Secretary Haig's speech on 
14 July to which I referred earlier. President Reagan, in an interview on 4 
August, mentioned the many exchanges on this subject that have taken 
place between the United States and the Soviet Union and went on to say 
that the United States is willing to move bn to the larger area of strategic 
arms reductions, not just limitations.

In closing, I must stress the necessity for a sense of realism in our work. 
People of noble intentions have tried before and failed in their efforts to 
create peace through international agreements on arms and armed forces. 
The Washington Naval Disarmament Conference of 1922 placed limita-

” July 16, ante.
The treaty on naval limitations that the conference produced may be found in TS 671.
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tions on the tonnages of warships. The Briand-Kellogg Pact of 1929 was 
intended to outlaw war. But these and other high-minded efforts of the era 
were swept away by the winds of war.

The root causes of war and international tension were left untouched by 
the diplomatic efforts of our predecessors. If we are to be more successful 
than they, we must build our arms control efforts on a foundation that 
takes full account of the interaction between the causes of tension and the 
accretion of armaments. To do less would be to risk a bitter re-enactment 
of the past.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) to the 
Committee on Disarmament: Nuclear Neutron Weapons, 
Negotiations on Medium-Range Nuclear Forces, and U.S. 
Statement, August 13, 1981 ^

Mr. Chairman, the Committee on Disarmament will be concluding its 
work in a few days, but there will still be time for an evaluation of the 
work done this year. What we should like to do today, in a brief state
ment, is to touch on issues raised by a number of delegations at recent 
meetings, including our meeting today. There has been discussion here, 
broadly speaking, on the effect of the international climate, the interna
tional situation, on negotiations in the Committee on Disarmament. Some 
delegations have said that certain developments in the international arena 
hinder the reaching of agreements in the field of disarmament, while 
others, as one speaker did on 6 August, have called upon the Committee 
not to assume a position, as he called it, of "privileged isolation".

The Soviet delegation itself has more than once stated that the absence 
of political will on the part of certain States members of the Committee 
hampers the negotiations on various important disarmament issues such 
as, for instance, the limitation of the nuclear arms race. We have drawn 
attention to the fact that decisions aimed at the development of new types 
of weapons, both conventional and nuclear, ciannot but complicate disar
mament negotiations. The intensified military co-operation between certain 
nuclear-weapon Powers, particularly noticeable of late, and directed 
against the Soviet Union and its allies, also diminishes the prospects of 
reaching agreements in the sphere of the limitation of the arms race. The 
nuclear-weapon Powers in question should realize this. Aggressive actions 
such as the Israeli atack on the nuclear reactor near Baghdad, which was 
strongly condemned by many delegations in the Committee, undermine 
the international disarmament agreements now in force.

All these issues have been repeatedly raised in the Committee, and it 
would therefore be unjust to say that the Committee has assumed a posi
tion of "privileged isolation". Evidence of the lively reaction in the Com
mittee to any steps which run counter to the lofty ideals of the strengthen-

46 Stat. 2343; TS 796; 2 Bevans 732. 
' CD/PV.146, pp. 18-22.
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ing of peace and disarmament may be found in the statements of the 
representatives of the German Democratic Repubhc,* the Mongolian 
People's Republic ® and the People's Republic of Bulgaria/ at the last 
meeting and the present one, in which they rightly observed that the deci
sion taken by the Government of the United States concerning the produc
tion of neutron weapons represents a serious challenge to the cause of 
disarmament.

We all well remember how in 1978 the powerful campaign of protest 
launched by the anti-war forces made President Carter stop the implemen
tation of plans for the deployment of neutron weapons in western Europe 
and to defer their production for an indefinite period of time.® Today it is 
clear that the so-called "deferment" of the production of neutron weapons 
which was much publicized at that time in no way impeded the course of 
the preparations for the creation of this abominable weapon. We know 
that the Capitol provided generous appropriations to finance this work. 
As early as 17 December of last year, the Congress passed an appropria
tions bill in which it directed the Department of Energy to ensure the pro
duction of all the components for this weapon and to supply the necessary 
nuclear materials. Now the new nuclear bomb is on the assembly line, and 
the Pentagon has added it to its nuclear arsenal.

The shadow of the neutron bomb is again hanging over densely 
populated Europe. As was recognized by the United States Secretary of 
Defense, intensive consultations are now being held in NATO offices with 
a view to securing the consent of the West European members of NATO to 
the deployment of neutron weapons on their territories. It is difficult to 
find any justification for such actions. The only thing that can be said with 
complete certainty is that the practical steps taken by the United States 
Administration towards the production of neutron weapons are objec
tively increasing the threat of a new qualitative leap in the arms race, are 
increasing the danger of war and are gravely complicating the work of the 
international organizations in solving the disarmament problem.

In his statement today ‘ the representative of the United States tried to 
convince us that the neutron weapon is comparatively harmless and that 
its use would significantly reduce losses among the civilian population. 
This weapon, he claimed, would increase the capacity of NATO to with
stand the alleged ''Soviet military threat", and is a reliable means of com
bating Russian tanks. Nothing of this corresponds to the reality. It was 
evidently intended for those who are not very well informed about the 
substance of the matter. The neutron weapon is first and foremost a 
nuclear weapon. Its lethality from the blast wave is approximately the 
same as in the case of other nuclear weapons, but in addition it has a 
powerful penetrating radiation capacity for which there is no comparison. 
The civilian population will not be protected from this penetrating radia

» CD/PV.145, pp. 6-7.
* CD/PV.145, pp. 15-16.
 ̂CD/PV.146, pp. 17-18.

* For the Carter decision, see Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 230. 
‘ Supra.
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tion even in deep concrete shelters. Consequently the neutron weapon can 
in fact only be called "humane" as regards buildings. It has also been said 
here that the neutron weapon would help to prevent the outbreak of a 
nuclear war. I do not have to hand all the various sources that would 
refute this argument, but even in today's edition of the International 
Herald Tribune there is a short quotation from the English newspaper, the 
Guardian, which affirms the contrary. It says the following:

It is a fiction to say that the neutron bomb will not be deployed in 
Europe: it is useless anywhere else. This is a battlefield weapon par 
excellence. Whatever its value in deterrence theory it virtually prom
ises nuclear response to a conventional attack, but on a scale small 
enough to ensure that continental United States and continental 
Russia could, if they so agree, stay out of it.

The contingency of a Soviet attack, or the threat of one, is still 
sufficiently remote, in many a European view, not to need an emo
tionally charged new weapon to guard against it. The introduction of 
such a weapon makes the U.S. assessment of the contingency ap
pear more immediate than the European. And if that is the U.S. as
sessment, then Europeans may believe that what is intended to fore
stall might in the event provoke.

NATO has 6,000 nuclear warheads already in Europe. To say that 
they are not enough, as Mr. Weinberger now says, is to fear 
the worst. And to fear the worst is to expect that it will happen.

Of course we do not agree with everything that is said in this short arti
cle; I simply wanted to draw your attention to the fact that to claim that 
the neutron weapon will prevent the possibility of the outbreak of nuclear 
war is completely false.

I should now like to turn to another question. We would not wish to 
leave without comment the attempts that have been made to distort the 
meaning of certain decisions that have a great impact on the disarmament 
negotiations. I shall also try to some extent to answer the statement made 
by the representative of the United States.

In his statement of 6 August,^ Ambassador Ruth of the Federal Republic 
of Germany said that the decision taken by the NATO Council, at its 
December 1979 meeting, on the additional deployment in a number of 
west European countries of nearly 600 new American nuclear missiles ® 
was aimed at the stabilization of the military balance between East and 
West, and would not increase the total number of nuclear weapons in 
Europe. The actual position in this matter is quite different. I shall, as 
usual, quote facts and figures. What are these facts?

In Europe there has already for some years been an approximate equal
ity in the number of medium-range nuclear weapons of NATO and the 
Soviet Union. There are about 1,000 delivery vehicles on each side. What 
do these 1,000 items consist of on the NATO side? They include United 
States forward-based nuclear systems, that is, nuclear-weapon-carrying

' CD/PV.144, pp. 6-12.
■ For the decision, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 814-816.
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aircraft stationed at air bases in a number of west European countries; 
FB-111 medium-range bombers, and aircraft carrying nuclear weapons 
(A-6 and A-7) aboard United States aircraft-carriers—a total of over 700 
units. There are also the land-based medium-range ballistic missiles, 
missile-carrying submarines and the bombers of the United States' allies, 
amounting in all to about 300 delivery vehicles.

When Ambassador Ruth spoke about the disequilibrium to the detri
ment of the West in the field of medium-range missiles, he for some reason 
did not say a word about the United States forward-based nuclear systems 
and the medium-range systems of its allies. But can one really ignore all 
these systems? Of course not. In fact, they have a range of from 1,000 to 
4,500 kilometres, and they present a very real threat to the security of the 
USSR and its allies.

The NATO armaments mentioned above have undergone several 
modernizations and the process of their improvement is continuing at the 
present time. What evidence is there of this? I will give it to you. The 
United Kingdom, for example, is equipping its submarines with the 
sophisticated 'Tolaris A -3 TK" missiles, and 'Trident" missiles are in 
prospect. In France the land-based and sea-based single warhead missiles 
will be replaced by missiles with seven warheads. The United States 
forward-based systems are also being replaced by new ones.

In these circumstances it could hardly be expected that the USSR would 
stop improving its armaments. We are doing the same thing. This is only 
natural because weapons and technology become obsolete. However — 
and I should like to stress this —in the process of renewing its 
weaponry the Soviet Union, for the sake of maintaining parity, does not 
increase by a single item the total level of Soviet medium-range delivery 
systems in Europe. The number of missile launchers is even decreasing 
since for every new missile that appears in the USSR one and sometimes 
even two older missiles are immediately removed; they are dismantled and 
are not deployed in other areas.

However, with the deployment in Europe of about 600 new United 
States medium-range nuclear missiles, NATO will have a more than 1.5 
times superiority in nuclear delivery vehicles. As for nuclear warheads, 
even now the NATO medium-range vehicles can carry in one launch 
(sortie) one and a half times as many as the corresponding systems of the 
USSR. After Europe's "additional armament", the NATO superiority in 
nuclear warheads in one launch (sortie) will further increase. As a result, 
the present rough equality in the nuclear weaponry of the two sides in 
Europe will be substantially tilted in NATO's favour.

The representative of the Federal Republic of Germany said in his state
ment that the United States had withdrawn 1,000 nuclear warheads from 
Europe and therefore, he argued, the deployment of new United States 
missiles would not result in an increase in nuclear weapons in Europe. 
Such arguments used to justify the December decision of NATO do not 
stand up to criticism. The fact is that the relationship between the nuclear 
forces of the two sides should be determined not by the number of 
warheads stored in depots but in the first instance by the number of
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delivery vehicles and the quantity of nuclear charges lifted by these 
delivery vehicles in one launch (sortie). Consequently, the withdrawal 
from Europe of obsolete nuclear mines and fougasses kept in store can in 
no way be used as a cover to conceal NATO's attempt to disrupt the 
nuclear balance in its favour.

To the question whether the NATO decision of December 1979 on the 
'additional armament" of Europe can be viewed as a factor stabilizing the 
East-West military balance, even a layman in military matters will give a 
negative answer. The Soviet evaluation of the NATO December decision 
on the 'additional armament" of Europe is unequivocal: it will result in an 
arms race, the disruption of the military balance in Europe and between 
the USSR and the United States, and the destabilization of the situation in 
the world.

The leader of our State, L.I. Brezhnev, has repeatedly stated that the 
USSR and other socialist countries will not allow any military supremacy 
to be established over them. In the long run, the equilibrium will be main
tained, but at a higher level, as a result of which international security will 
not increase but decrease.

The only reliable way to resolve this problem lies not in the NATO 
"missile solution" but in the maintenance of the existing military and 
strategic balance between the USSR and the United States, between the 
Warsaw Treaty Organization and NATO, which objectively serves to 
safeguard peace on our planet.

I should now like to say a few words about the statement made at 
today's meeting by the United States representative. Ambassador Flower- 
ree. We have already replied to some of the points he raised. I should like 
to make a more general comment. Ambassador Flowerree rightly men
tioned that the United States delegation has rarely taken the floor this 
year—only two or three times in all. That is why many of us awaited with 
interest a statement by the United States delegation, having heard it say 
more than once that it had difficulty in taking part in the discussion 
because it had no instructions on specific items on our Committee's 
agenda. Of course many of us expected that today the United States 
delegation would at last tell us that it was ready to conduct negotiations 
on item 1 of the agenda, the question of the prohibition of nuclear-weapon 
tests. It was expected that it would also say "yes" on the second item of the 
agenda and say it was ready to conduct negotiations on the question of the 
cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament. It was ex
pected, too, that it would adopt a positive attitude on item 5 of the 
agenda, that is, that it would not stand in the way of the Committee's 
engaging in negotiations on the prohibition of new types and new systems 
of weapons of mass destruction. Finally many, of course, expected the 
United States delegation to say that it was willing to proceed to a revision 
of the mandate under agenda item 4—the prohibition of chemical 
weapons—and that it would adopt a more active attitude on item 3—the 
strengthening of security guarantees for non-nuclear-weapon States.

This, however, did not happen. The "no" which we had heard 
throughout the whole year rang out clearly again today. Nothing positive!
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Instead, we have heard a whole set of misstatements about and distortions 
of the Soviet Union's position of a kind of which, to be frank, we are 
thoroughly tired by now, with references to some very dubious sources 
and various obscure publications printed in the United States of America 
which, of course, hardly deserve to be invoked in a serious discussion. 
But I should not like to be drawn into an argument at this stage. I do not 
think that this was the purpose for which the Committee on Disarmament 
was established. What I should like is that the slight signs of a more 
positive attitude that were in evidence at the end of the American delega
tion's statement should receive specific confirmation, that the systematic 
"no" should be replaced by positive replies that would open up 
possibilities of conducting business-like negotiations, and, lastly, that a 
positive reply should be given to the numerous proposals and appeals ad
dressed by the leadership of the Soviet Union to the United States of 
America concerning the resumption of the dialogue on a wide range of 
questions relating to the limitation of the arms race on the basis of prin
ciples of honesty and equality, with respect for the interests of the security 
of both parties and with non-impairment of their interests.

All the various attempts to lay the blame for the deadlock which has oc
curred in the different disarmament negotiations on the Soviet Union are 
doomed to failure. The Soviet Union has shown in fact that it is interested 
in progress being achieved in the negotiations on arms limitation and 
disarmament.

Statement by the French Representative (de la Gorce) to the 
Committee on Disarmament: Nuclear Neutron Weapons 
and Negotiations on Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces, 
August 13, 1981 ^

Mr. Chairman, the French delegation would like first of all to offer you 
its congratulations and best wishes. You have the onerous task of bringing 
the work of this session to a close. We should like to compliment you on 
the skill and competence with which you are doing so.

I should also like once again to express to your predecessor. Am
bassador Venkateswaran, our appreciation of the exceptional qualities he 
showed in that office. We were all impressed by his talent, his courtesy 
and his humour.

The French delegation has listened very carefully to what has been said 
at this meeting and the preceding one of the subject of the enhanced radia
tion weapon. The French Government has reserved its options as regards 
this weapon. It seems to me therefore that it would be useful for me to 
restate the reasoning behind its attitude in this matter.

In the first place, France is concerned to maintain the conditions of its 
security and the independence of its defence. It is from this angle that it has

’ CD/PV.146, p. 24.
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considered and will continue to consider the scientific, technical and 
military means which may seem to it to be necessary to achieve this end. 
In the circumstances at present prevailing in Europe, a deterrence resting 
on the maintenance or restoration of a global balance determines security 
and hence peace on our continent.

With reference to the statements we have heard and some of the pro
posals that have been made, I should like to stress that the enhanced radia
tion weapon is a nuclear weapon based on the same physical principles as 
all other nuclear weapons. The only difference lies in the way the effects 
common to all nuclear explosions are distributed. While the radiation ef
fect is greater, the blast effect is smaller; hence the difference in ideas about 
the use of this weapon which, as everyone knows, is essentially defensive.

In view of its nature, this weapon falls within the general category of 
problems connected with the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament. 
There is no reason for giving it special treatment or, therefore, for making 
specific provision with respect to it in treaty form.

Lastly, I should like to reply to our distinguished colleague from the 
Soviet Union on a point in his statement * which casts doubt upon a fun
damental position on the French Government. In the comparison he made 
between the forces of the NATO countries and those of the Warsaw 
Treaty Organization, Ambassador Issraelyan mentioned the systems of 
the United States' allies and he referred in this connection to the process of 
modernization of France's forces that is at present under way. My delega
tion cannot pass over in silence this inclusion of French forces. France's 
forces are independent, and they constitute a strategic system. We cannot 
therefore accept a reference to them as NATO medium-range forces.

Report to the Committee on Disarmament by the Ad Hoc 
Working Group on International Arrangements To Assure 
Non-Nuclear-Weapon States Against the Use or Threat of 
Use of Nuclear Weapons [Extracts], August 14, 1981 ^

I. In t r o d u c t io n

1. At its 105th plenary meeting, on 12 February 1981, the Committee 
on Disarmament adopted the following decision, relating to item 3 on its 
agenda, contained in document CD/151,^ inter alia:

The Committee further decides to re-establish, for the duration of 
its 1981 session, the ad hoc working groups on effective international 
arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or 
threat of use of nuclear weapons, chemical weapons and radiologi
cal weapons, which were established on 17 March for its 1980 session, 
so that they may continue their work on the basis of their former 
mandates.

2 Supra.
® CD/215. 
 ̂ Ante.
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It is understood that the Committee will, as soon as possible, re
view the mandates of the three ad hoc working groups with a view to 
adapting, as appropriate, their mandates to advance the progress of 
the process of negotiations towards the objective of concrete disarma
ment measures.

The ad hoc working groups will report to the Committee on 
the progress of their work at any appropriate time and in any case 
before the conclusion of its 1981 session.

II. O r g a n iz a t io n  o f  W o r k  a n d  D o c u m e n t a t io n

2. At its 107th plenary meeting, on 17 February 1981, the Committee on 
Disarmament appointed Minister Antonio Ciarrapico, representative of 
Italy, as Chairman of the A d Hoc Working Group. Dr. Lin Kuo-Chung, 
United Nations Centre for Disarmament, served as Secretary of the A d  
Hoc Working Group.

3. The A d Hoc Working Group held 23 meetings between 17 February 
and 21 April and between 16 June and 13 August 1981.

4. On 24 April 1981, the Chairman of the Working Group presented 
orally to the Committee on Disarmament at its 127th plenary meeting his 
summary account of the work of the Working Group during the first part 
of the 1981 session (CD/PV.127).

5. At their request, the Committee on Disarmament, at its 109th 
plenary meeting on 24 February 1981, its 113th plenary meeting on 10 
March 1981 and its 122nd plenary meeting on 1 April 1981, decided to in
vite the representatives of following States not members of the Committee 
to participate in the meetings of the A d Hoc Working Group: Switzerland, 
Finland, Austria and Spain.

6. In carrying out its mandate, the A d Hoc Working Group took into 
account paragraph 59 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session 
of the General Assembly, devoted to disarmament, in which . . the 
nuclear-weapon States are called upon to take steps to assure the non- 
nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. 
The General Assembly notes the declarations made by the nuclear-weapon 
States and urges them to pursue efforts to conclude, as appropriate, effec
tive arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or 
threat of use of nuclear weapons".® During the course of its work, the 
Working Group also took into account other relevant paragraphs of the 
Final Document.

7. The A d Hoc Working Group also took note of the letter of the 
Secretary-General in document CD/140, transmitting resolutions adopted 
by the General Assembly at its thirty-fifth session, and took note in par
ticular of resolutions 35/154 and 35/155, as well as resolution 35/46 which 
was also relevant to the subject. Paragraphs 3 and 4 of resolution 35/154 
read as follows:

3. Requests the Committee on Disarmament to continue on a priority 
basis, during its session in 1981, the negotiations on the question

* Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 422.
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of strengthening of security guarantees of non-nuclear-weapon 
States;
4. 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.

Paragraph 4 of resolution 35/155 reads as follows:

4. Recommends that the Committee on Disarmament should actively 
continue negotiations with a view to reaching agreement and con
cluding effective international arrangements during its next session to 
assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of 
nuclear weapons, taking into account the widespread support for the 
conclusion of an international convention and giving consideration 
to any other proposals designed to secure the same objective.

Paragraph 12 of the Annex to resolution 35/46, which contains the 
Declaration of the 1980s as the Second Disarmament Decade, states, inter 
alia:

1 2  All efforts should be exerted, therefore, by the Com
mittee on Disarmament urgently to negotiate with a view to reaching 
agreement, and to submit agreed texts where possible before the sec
ond special session devoted to disarmament on:

(d) Effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear- 
weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons, 
taking into account all proposals and suggestions that have been 
made in this regard.

III. S u b st a n t iv e  N e g o t ia t io n s

9 . In carrying out the task entrusted to it, the Working Group par
ticularly bore in mind the recommendation contained in paragraph 18 of 
the report of the previous ad hoc working group established during 1980 
session (CD/125*) which stated that: the Working Group
recommends to the Committee on Disarmament to explore ways and 
means to overcome the difficulties encountered in the negotations 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 ar
rangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat 
of use of nuclear weapons".* It took note of the extensive discussions on 
the subject and intensive negotiations on the elements during the previous 
ad hoc working group with a view to reaching agreement on a common 
approach. It also recalled the recognition that the search should continue 
for a common approach acceptable to all which could be included in an in
ternational instrument of a legally binding character.

 ̂ Ibid., 1980, p. 316.
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1 0 . In the conduct of its work, the A d Hoc Working Group decided to 
concentrate essentially its attention on the examination of the substance of 
the assurances given, on the understanding that an agreement on the 
substance could facilitate an agreement on form. Accordingly, a pro
gramme of work (CD/SA/W P.5) was submitted by the Chairman as a 
general guideline for deliberations and negotations, taking into account 
various views expressed and proposals submitted. It contained principally 
two stages of work for the current session, namely, (1 ) stage one: iden
tification of the various features of the assurances not to use or threaten to 
use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States; (2 ) stage two: 
consideration of possible alternatives which can be explored in the search 
for a ''common approach" or ''formula".

1 1 . In pursuance of the objective outlined in stage one of the pro
gramme of work, various views were expressed and different proposals, 
including some tabulations and outlines, were submitted during the course 
of deliberations with a view to identifying systematically those elements 
contained in the undertakings assumed by nuclear-weapon States and in 
the proposals made by non-nuclear-weapon States, as contained in docu
ment CD /SA /W P.2 . In this process and in order to facilitate the work of 
the Working Group, the Chairman produced working papers 
(CD/SA/CRP.5 and Rev.l) in which he attempted to synthesize the views 
and positions held by delegations. It was generally felt that deeper 
understanding of the various positions, their similarities and differences, 
had been reached as a result of the discussion.

1 2 . In carrying out the task outlined in stage two of the programme of 
work (CD/SA/W P.5) the Working Group examined thoroughly, in the 
manner of a comparative analysis, possible alternatives for a"common  
approach" or "formula" with a view to concentrating efforts on the most 
promising among them.

13. During the course of in-depth analysis of the above-mentioned 
alternatives in paragraph 1 0 , the following positions and ideas, relating to 
effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States 
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons (also referred to as 
security assurances or security guarantees), were advanced or reaffirmed 
in the Working Group by various delegations:

—since any use of nuclear weapons, which constitute the great
est threat to humanity, would affect the security of belligerents and 
non-belligerents alike, there should be a complete prohibition on the 
use of nuclear weapons, pending the achievement of nuclear disar
mament. In this connection a view stated was that the use of nuclear 
weapons should be prohibited concurrently with the renunciation of 
the use of force in international relations; another view was expressed 
that a complete prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons could be 
envisaged only in the framework of an effective process of nuclear 
disarmament, as part of progress towards general disarmament;

—the extension of security assurances to non-nuclear-weapon 
States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons without 
any conditions or limitations as an integral part of and initial step to
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wards the complete prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons and 
the achievement of nuclear disarmament;

—the extension of security assurances to non-nuclear-weapon 
States which have no nuclear weapons on their territory;

—the extension of security assurances to those States which re
nounce the production and acquisition of nuclear weapons and do 
not have them on their territories. In this connection, a view was ex
pressed that reaching an agreement on non-stationing of nuclear 
weapons on the territories of States where there are no such weapons 
at present would be a step conducive to the strengthening of the 
security of non-nuclear-weapon States;

—the extension of security assurances to non-nuclear weapon 
States parties to the Non-Proliferation Treaty '* or any other compar
able internationally binding commitment not to acquire nuclear ex
plosive devices, except in the case of an attack on the nuclear-weapon 
State extending the assurance, its territories or armed forces or allies 
by such a State allied to, or associated with, a nuclear-weapon State 
in carrying out or sustaining the attack;

—the extension of security assurances to any non-nuclear-weapon 
State that has committed itself not to manufacture or receive nu
clear weapons (or other nuclear explosive devices) or to acquire con
trol over them provided that that State does not undertake, or par
take in, an attack upon (the territory or the armed forces of) a nu
clear-weapon State or its allies with the support of another nuclear- 
weapon State;

—the extension of security assurances to non-nuclear-weapon 
States not parties to the nuclear security arrangements of some nuclear 
Powers;

—the extension of security assurances by means of concluding con
ventions with non-nuclear-weapon States parties to a nuclear-free 
zone, in order to give these assurances a mutually binding char
acter.

14. Without prejudice to further exploration of other alternatives, 
which could be elaborated in the future, the Working Group decided to 
concentrate its efforts, at this stage of consideration, on Alternative D in 
conjunction with Alternative E contained in Stage Two of the programme 
of work.® These alternatives called for ''a common formula' for security 
assurances containing such elements as may be raised in the negotiations 
in the Committee on Disarmament and agreed upon by all concerned" and 
"a 'common formula' which could reconcile the elements contained in the 
existing unilateral undertakings of the nuclear-weapon States". In this con
nection, a working paper (CD/SA/W P.6 ) was submitted by the delega
tion of the Netherlands which contained a draft "common formula" for 
negative security assurances to be incorporated in a Security Council 
resolution. The delegation of Pakistan also proposed, without prejudice to 
its own position, three alternatives (CD/SA/W P.7) as a basis for further 
consideration of a "common formula", together with additional elements 
relating to the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons and to nuclear

 ̂Printed ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
• See Annex B of this report. [Footnote in original. Annex B is not included here.]
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disarmament. With reference to those two working papers the delegation 
of Bulgaria submitted a working paper (CD /SA/W P.8 ) containing com
ments concerning the formulations proposed as well as some queries with 
regard to the appropriate direction of the search. The discussion of those 
proposals focused on their main elements and included in-depth considera
tion of proposals related to the eligibility for the assurances and of the 
desirability and the nature of a possible ''suspension clause".

15. Different approaches to the question of developing a 'common for
mula" became apparent in the discussions. Under one approach the 
nuclear-weapon States would provide assurances to all non-nuclear- 
weapon States without any conditions, qualifications or limitations. 
Under another approach various criteria would be provided to describe 
the non-nuclear-weapon States included in the scope of the assurances. 
Divergent views on these approaches and criteria continued to be 
maintained.

16. Divergent views were expressed concerning the circumstances in 
which security assurances could be suspended and on whether or not such 
suspension should be provided for.

17. In considering the possible "common approach" or "formula", the 
question of an appropriate form was also raised. Although there was no 
objection, in principle, to the idea of an international convention, the dif
ficulties involved were also pointed out. Furthermore, the idea of interim 
arrangements was considered, particularly taking note of the proposals for 
an appropriate Security Council resolution on which divergent views were 
expressed. At the same time, it was pointed out that the value of any in
terim arrangement would depend on its substance. A number of delega
tions believed that interim measures should not be a substitute for an inter
national convention or other international arrangements of a legally bind
ing character.

IV. C o n c l u s io n s  a n d  R e c o m m e n d a t io n s

16. The Working Group reaffirmed that non-nuclear-weapon States 
should be effectively assured by the nuclear-weapon States against the use 
or threat of use of nuclear weapons. There was continuing recognition of 
the urgent need to reach agreement on effective international ar
rangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat 
of use of nuclear weapons, especially in view of the goal of nuclear disar
mament and of general and complete disarmament. Negotiations on the 
substance of the effective arrangements revealed that specific difficulties 
were related to differing perceptions of some nuclear and non-nuclear- 
weapon States as well as to the complex nature of the issues involved in 
evolving a "common formula" acceptable to all which could be included in 
an international instrument of a legally binding character. The Working 
Group recognized that adequate consideration needed to be given to the 
security interests of non-nuclear-weapon States. It regarded the efforts 
devoted to the search for a "common approach" or "formula" as a positive 
step towards the agreement on the question of security assurances.



RW WORKING GROUP REPORT, AUGUST 14 363

19. Against this background, the Working Group recommends to the 
Committee on Disarmament that various alternative approaches, in
cluding in particular those considered during the 1981 session, should be 
further explored in order to overcome the difficulties encountered. In this 
context further efforts should be devoted to the search for a 'common ap
proach" acceptable to all, and in particular for a 'common formula'' 
which could be included in an international instrument of a legally binding 
character. Accordingly, a working group should be established at the 
beginning of the 1982 session for the purpose, as recommended in United 
Nations General Assembly resolution 35/46, referred to in paragraph 7 
above, "urgently to negotiate with a view to reaching agreement, and to 
submit agreed texts where possible before the second special session 
devoted to disarmament", on effective international arrangements to 
assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of 
nuclear weapons.

Report to the Committee on Disarmament by the A d Hoc 
Working Group on Radiological Weapons [Extracts], Aug
ust 14, 1981 '

I. Introduction

1 . At its 105th plenary meeting on 12 February 1981, the Committee on 
Disarmament adopted the following decision relating, inter alia, to item 5 
of its agenda:

The Committee further decides to re-establish, for the duration of 
its 1981 session, the ad hoc Working Groups on effective interna
tional arrangements to assure non-nuclear weapon States against the 
use or threat of use of nuclear weapons, chemical weapons, and 
radiological weapons, which were established on 17 March for its
1980 session, so that they may continue their work on the basis of 
their former mandates.

In addition, the Committee on Disarmament decided that the ad hoc 
Working Groups would report to the Committee on the progress of its 
work at any appropriate time and in any case before the conclusion of its 
1981 session (document CD/151, paras. 2 , 5).*

II. Organization of Work and Documentation

2 . At its 107th plenary meeting on 17 February 1981, the Committee on 
Disarmament appointed Ambassador Dr. Imre Komives (Hungary) as 
Chairman of the A d Hoc Working Group. Mr. Guennady Efimov of the 
United Nations Centre for Disarmament was appointed as Secretary of the 
Working Group.

' CD/218.
* Ante.
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3. The A d Hoc Working Group held 21  meetings between 20  February 
to 23 April 1981 and between 18 June to 14 August 1981.

4. Delegates of all member States of the Committee on Disarmament 
participated in the work of the A d  Hoc Working Group.

5. At the 127th plenary meeting of the Committee on Disarmament, on 
24 April 1981, the Chairman submitted a progress report on the work 
done by the A d Hoc Working Group (CD/PV.127).

6 . At its 129th and 132nd plenary meetings on 16 June and 24 June 1981 
respectively, the Committee on Disarmament decided to invite, at their re
quest, the representatives of the following States not members of the Com
mittee to participate in the meetings of the A d Hoc Working Group: 
Austria, Spain.

7. In fulfilling its mandate, the A d Hoc Working Group took into con
sideration paragraph 76 of the Final Document of the First Special Session 
of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament which 
stated that a convention should be concluded prohibiting the develop
ment, production, stockpiling and use of radiological weapons.® The 
Working Group also took into consideration the relevant recommenda
tions of the United Nations Disarmament Commission, in particular those 
adopted in connection with the Second Disarmament Decade in 1980.^ 
The Working Group further took into account resolution 35/156G of the 
General Assembly entitled "'Conclusion of an international convention 
prohibiting the development, production, stockpiling and use of 
radiological weapons", in which operative paragraph 1 reads as follows:

1 . Calls upon the Committee on Disarmament to continue negotia
tions with a view to elaborating a treaty prohibiting the development, 
production, stockpiling and use of radiological weapons and to report 
on the results to the General Assembly at its thirty-sixth session.

III. S u m m a r y  o f  t h e  D is c u s s io n

1 2 . In fulfilling its mandate the A d Hoc Working Group considered the 
main elements of a treaty prohibiting radiological weapons on the basis of 
the Chairman s consolidated text and other documents and proposals sub
mitted with a view to elaborating draft provisions for the future treaty. 
The activities of the A d Hoc Working Group showed that while further ef
forts were made to narrow down the existing differences, divergences still 
exist, particularly on the scope of prohibition, the definition of 
radiological weapons, the procedure for verifying compliance, peaceful 
uses and the relationship of the proposed treaty with other international 
agreements and other measures in the field of disarmament including 
nuclear disarmament.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 426.
 ̂ General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-fifth Session, Supp. No. 42 (A /35/42), pp. 

8-16.
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13. In connection with the scope of the treaty, several specific sugges
tions were put forward. Some delegations stated that the development of 
specific radiological weapons as defined in the Chairman's consolidated 
text and the joint USSR/United States proposal * was a very remote 
possibility. They recalled that these weapons did not exist and in their 
view they could hardly become practical weapons of mass destruction. 
They considered however that there existed a very real risk of mass 
destruction from dissemination of radioactive substances through attacks 
on nuclear facilities, a possibility which was not adequately covered by ex
isting international agreements. Therefore these delegations believed that 
the treaty should contain a provision for an undertaking not to attack 
nuclear facilities or to deliberately damage such facilities and that the 
treaty on radiological weapons would be the appropriate legal framework 
for elaboration of such an international legal norm. They considered that 
such a provision should not be seen as an obstacle to the conclusion of the 
treaty.

The view was also expressed that as radiological weapons did not exist 
and their existence as a specific type of weapon could not be foreseen the 
work of the Committee on Disarmament in this field should be oriented 
towards the prohibition of radiological warfare and all use of radiation 
produced by radioactive materials to wage radiological warfare.

Other delegations considered that the possibility of the emergence of 
radiological weapons in the future should not be excluded. These delega
tions believed that the possibility of the development of radiological 
weapons and the consequent threat of their use should be dealt with now 
as a matter of foresight before such weapons come into existence. These 
delegations held the view that the scope of the prohibition as defined in the 
joint USSR/United States proposal and in the Chairman's consolidated 
text fully corresponds to the purpose of the treaty to prohibit the develop
ment, production and use of radiological weapons. In their view an at
tempt to deal in the same negotiations with the prohibition of radiological 
weapons and with the protection of nuclear facilities would lead to confu
sion and make elaboration of any agreements on both matters practically 
impossible. They believed that provisions concerning this matter were 
already covered by the Geneva Protocol additional to the Geneva Con
ventions of 12  August 1949,* and relating to the protection of victims of 
international armed conflicts (Protocol 1 ), 1977,^ and that any additional 
measures to protect nuclear facilities should be considered within the 
framework of international humanitarian law applicable in armed 
conflict.

A view was expressed that there exists a very real risk of mass destruc
tion from dissemination of radioactive substances through attacks on 
nuclear facilities. However, reservations were expressed as to whether a 
treaty prohibiting radiological weapons would be the appropriate instru

* Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 357-361.
‘ TIAS 3362, 3363, 3364, 3365; 6 UST 3114, 3217, 3316, 3516.
 ̂ International Legal Materials, 16 Nov. 1977, issue No. 6, pp. 1391 ff.
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ment to deal with this problem particularly in view of the complexities 
involved.

Some delegations also expressed the view that as a compromise the idea 
of holding separate negotiations on this question should be reflected in the 
text of the treaty or in a separate statement.

Some delegations stressed that the future treaty on the prohibition of 
radiological weapons should contain an explicit commitment to pursue 
urgently the goal of the cessation of the nuclear arms race and the achieve
ment of nuclear disarmament. They stated that the treaty should be 
looked upon as a positive step in the process of future negotiations aimed 
at banning all weapons of mass destruction.

14. There was a general agreement that the scope of the treaty should, 
inter alia, cover a prohibition on the transfer of radiological weapons.

15. As regards the definition, some delegations continued to maintain 
the position according to which radiological weapons could be defined 
with an exclusion clause concerning nuclear weapons. On the other hand, 
other delegations maintained the view that definition of radiological 
weapons should not contain such an exclusion clause because they thought 
that it would legitimize nuclear weapons. Some delegations did not agree 
with such interpretation of an exclusion clause. The Chairman submitted a 
new proposal for the definition.

16. With regard to peaceful uses, it was stated by some delegations that 
the treaty on radiological weapons should recognize the inalienable rights 
of all States to develop and apply their programmes for peaceful use of 
radioactive materials and sources of radiation, including nuclear energy 
and right of free access and acquisition of related materials, equipment, in
formation and technology. The view was expressed by these delegations 
that all States should undertake to contribute fully to the strengthening of 
international co-operation on peaceful uses of radioactive materials and 
sources of radiation including exchange and transfer of technology, equip
ment, materials, scientific information and know-how, taking into ac
count the particular needs of developing countries for their economic and 
social development. Some delegations stated that a new provision should 
be included on promotion of international co-operation for the develop
ment of protective measures against harmful effects of radiation for the 
benefit of all countries, especially in providing assistance in this field to 
developing countries. On the other hand, the view was expressed by some 
delegations that the provisions on peaceful uses in the treaty should not be 
too comprehensive or detailed, taking into account the main purpose of 
the treaty and in any event should not run counter to the goal of prevent
ing the proliferation of nuclear weapons and to the commitments of States 
assumed under respective international agreements in this field. These 
delegations held that, under international law the provisions of a treaty 
can only apply to States parties to the given treaty. The Chairman submit
ted a new proposal on questions related to peaceful uses.

17. In considering the procedures of verifying compliance it was main
tained by some delegations that the procedures provided in the
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Chairman's consolidated text to solve problems which may arise with 
regard to the objectives and application of the future treaty correspond to 
the subject and scope of the prohibition of radiological weapons and could 
be regarded as relevant to the purpose of the future treaty. Some delega
tions maintained that the Security Council was the most suitable organ to 
take up the question when a party to the treaty considered that there had 
been a breach of obligations deriving from the provisions of the treaty, 
considering that such a breach may constitute a threat to international 
peace and security.

Other delegations disagreed with these views and stated that the pro
cedure to be devised for lodging of complaints under the treaty should not 
specifically refer to the United Nations Security Council. Some delegations 
believed that complaints should instead be lodged with the General 
Assembly.

The view was expressed that the role of the Consultative Committee of 
Experts should be strengthened so as to include, inter alia, provisions for 
on-site inspections and that all States Parties should undertake to co
operate fully with the Consultative Committee of Experts with a view to 
facilitating the execution of its task. It was also suggested that if agreement 
cannot be reached in that Committee a report should be submitted con
taining all different opinions and the reasons given.

18. Some progress was made in the A d Hoc Working Group in finding 
formulations for the provisions relating to activities and obligations and 
relationship with other disarmament agreements (Articles IV and VI of the 
Chairman's consolidated text) but differences still exist regarding the 
reference to ''international arrangements" in Article IV and in connection 
with a proposal to refer to "existing rules of international law" in Article 
VI of the Chairman's consolidated text.

19. With respect to the procedure for submission of amendments to the 
treaty, the view was maintained that the Committee on Disarmament 
should be given the task of studying proposed amendments. On the other 
hand, some delegations believed that only the parties to the treaty should 
be entitled to participate in the procedure for amendments. An additional 
provision was suggested according to which, if requested to do so by one- 
third or more of the parties to the treaty, the depositary should convene a 
conference to which all the parties would be invited to consider amend
ment to the treaty.

20. In connection with the clause on duration and withdrawal, while it 
was generally accepted that the treaty should be of unlimited duration, 
some reservations were expressed concerning the wording of the provision 
on withdrawal as contained in Article IX of the Chairman's consolidated 
text. In this context an alternative formulation was proposed.

2 1 . Some delegations suggested that review conferences should be con
vened at five year intervals, while others preferred 10  year intervals.

2 2 . Some delegations maintained that the treaty should enter into force 
upon the deposit of the instrument of ratification by 25 governments (in
cluding the nuclear weapon States). Other delegations suggested that the
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number of such ratifications should be reduced. Some delegations ex
pressed the view that the requirement of ratification by the nuclear 
weapon States should be deleted.

IV. Conclusion

23. During the current session, the A d Hoc Working Group was able to 
make some progress towards the elaboration of a treaty banning 
radiological weapons. Nevertheless, considerable work remains to be 
done and some important and complex issues need to be resolved. In 
response to the desire that the elaboration of such a treaty be concluded 
before the second special session of the General Assembly devoted to 
disarmament, the A d Hoc Working Group agreed to recommend to the 
Committee on Disarmament that it consider whether the Group should 
resume its work on 18 January 1982. The A d Hoc Working Group also 
recommends that the Committee on Disarmament set up at the beginning 
of its 1982 session an A d Hoc Working Group under an appropriate man
date, to be determined at that time, to continue negotiations on the 
elaboration of a treaty prohibiting radiological weapons.

Report to the Committee on Disarmament by the Ad Hoc 
Working Group on the Comprehensive Program of Disar
mament [Extracts], August 17, 1981 '

I. In t r o d u c t io n

1 . At its 105th plenary meeting on 12 February 1981, the Committee on 
Disarmament adopted the following decision relating to item 6 on its 
agenda:

The Committee decides that the ad hoc working group on the com
prehensive programme of disarmament established on 17 March 1980 
shall resume its work forthwith, in accordance with the conclusion 
reached by the Committee at its 100th plenary meeting (paragraph 
68.16 of CD/139).

In addition, the Committee on Disarmament decided that the A d Hoc 
Working Group would report to the Committee on the progress of its 
work at any appropriate time and in any case before the conclusion of its 
1981 session (document CD/151).

II . O r g a n iz a t io n  o f  W o r k  a n d  D o c u m e n t a t io n

2 . At its 107th plenary meeting on 17 February 1981, the Committee on 
Disarmament appointed Ambassador Alfonso Garcia Robles (Mexico) as 
Chairman of the A d Hoc Working Group. Miss Aida Louisa Levin, United

’ CD/217. The annex is not printed here.
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Nations Centre for Disarmament, served as Secretary of the A d  Hoc 
Working Group.

3. The A d Hoc Working Group held 24 meetings between 19 February 
and 23 April and between 18 June and 17 August 1981.

4. At their request, the Committee on Disarmament, at its 104th 
plenary meeting on 10 February 1981, decided to invite the represen
tatives of the following States not members of the Committee to par
ticipate in the meetings of the A d Hoc Working Group: Finland, Den
mark, Spain, Austria and Norway.

5. At the 127th plenary meeting of the Committee on Disarmament on 
24 April 1981, the Chairman submitted an oral progress report on the 
work done by the A d  Hoc Working Group.

III. S u b s t a n t iv e  W o r k  D u r in g  t h e  1981 S e s s io n

7. The A d Hoc Working Group continued the consideration of the 
Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament on the basis of the outline 
adopted in 1980, which contains the following chapters: Introduction or 
Preamble; Objectives; Principles; Priorities; Measures; Stages of Im
plementation; and Machinery and Procedures.

8 . The A d Hoc Working Group decided to defer the consideration of 
the Introduction or Preamble pending the examination of the substantive 
chapters of the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament in view of the 
fact that the form and substance of the latter would determine its character 
and content.

9. The A d Hoc Working Group completed a preliminary examination 
of all the substantive chapters of the Programme. In the case of the 
chapters concerning measures and stages of implementation, which were 
considered in conjunction with each other, the Working Group was also 
able to have a second round of more detailed discussions on measures for a 
first stage. It was understood that in this preliminary phase of the Group's 
work no definite conclusions would be reached on the matters under 
discussion.

1 0 . The A d Hoc Working Group began the consideration of each 
chapter with an examination of the relevant provisions of the Final Docu
ment on the basis of tabulations prepared by the Secretariat, which, in the 
case of the measures, also included the measures provided for in the 
elements of the comprehensive programme of disarmament elaborated by 
the Disarmament Commission in 1979 and in the Declaration of the 1980s 
as the Second Disarmament Decade. The Working Group then examined 
the available working papers which in whole or in part related to each 
chapter. Doubts were expressed in several cases about the appropriateness 
of including particular proposals in a particular chapter. It was agreed that 
the Working Group would be in a better position to settle such problems 
at a later stage.
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11. With respect to the objectives of the Programme, the inclusion of 
the relevant provisions of the Final Document as contained in document 
CD/CPD/W P.32 was approved. At the same time, it was suggested that 
in the context of the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament those 
provisions required further elaboration. In addition, consideration was 
given to the following working papers; CD/CPD/W P.3/Rev. 1, 
CD/CPD/W P.4, CD/CPD/W P.5, CD/CPD/W P.22, CD/CPD/W P.31, 
CD/CPD/WP.33 and CD/CPD/WP.35. Some of the proposals contained 
in those working papers were also approved on a preliminary basis, 
although in some cases questions were raised as to whether a particular 
text defined an objective. Other proposals gave rise to various objections, 
some having to do with drafting and others with matters of substance.

12. Similarly, the A d Hoc Working Group approved the inclusion of 
the principles for disarmament negotiations contained in paragraphs 26 to 
42 of the Final Document, as well as other provisions of that document 
that could be considered principles, as presented in the relevant tabulation 
(CD/CPD/WP.29). It was suggested that the Comprehensive Programme 
of Disarmament should stress, above all, the principles contained in the 
Final Document. The Working Group also examined the following work
ing papers: CD/CPD/W P.6, CD/CPD/W P.8, CD/CPD/WP.IO and 
CD/CPD/W P.13/Add.1. As in the case of the objectives, preliminary 
agreement was reached on some proposals, while on others differing views 
were expressed. The Working Group also had an exchange of views on the 
question of what should be considered a "'principle". It was observed that 
various texts under consideration, including paragraphs of the Final Docu
ment, did not strictly speaking constitute “principles". It was suggested 
that this question could be decided later and that consideration could be 
given to the possibility of using a broader heading for the chapter in ques
tion, such as 'Principles and Guidelines".

13. With respect to priorities, the inclusion of paragraphs 45 and 46 of 
the Final Document was approved.

14. With respect to machinery and procedures, the A d Hoc Working 
Group approved the inclusion of the provisions of the Final Document, as 
contained in document CD/CPD/W P.34. The view was expressed that in 
elaborating this chapter of the Programme the Working Group would 
have to take account of developments that had taken place since the first 
special session within the framework of the United Nations system related 
to machinery and procedures. In this respect, the establishment of the 
United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research was mentioned by 
some delegations. The view was also expressed that consideration should 
be given to the need for the development of international institutions, as 
contemplated in the 1962 draft treaties for general and complete disarma
ment (CD/CPD/W P.7 and Add. 1) and in various proposals submitted to 
the tenth special session of the General Assembly, listed in paragraph 125 
of the Final Document (CD/CPD/W P.41). It was suggested that the struc
ture of the section on machinery and procedure of the elements of the com
prehensive programme of disarmament worked out by the Disarmament 
Commission should serve as a model. It was noted that the two ap
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proaches were not incompatible and that within the framework of the 
elements prepared by the Disarmament Commission it would be ap
propriate to consider new ideas such as those contained in the proposals 
presented at the special session. The view was expressed that the Working 
Group should not prejudge the conclusions of the study of institutional ar
rangements to be submitted to the General Assembly at its thirty-sixth 
session.*

15. In the first round of discussions, the A d Hoc Working Group iden
tified measures using a four-stage programme as a working hypothesis for 
the stages of implementation. It was understood that this did not imply 
any commitment on the part of any delegation. Apart from the measures 
provided for in the Final Document, in the elements of the comprehensive 
programme of disarmament elaborated by the Disarmament Commission 
and in the Declaration of the 1980s as the Second Disarmament Decade, 
the Working Group examined additional measures proposed in the follow
ing documents; CD/128, CD/166, CD/CPD/W P.4, 9, 24, 25 and 26. 
With respect to the draft treaties for general and complete disarmament 
that the Soviet Union and the United States submitted to the Eighteen- 
Nation Disarmament Committee in 1962, which had been circulated as 
documents of the Working Group (CD/CPD/W P.7 and A dd.l), the 
representatives of those States made statements in response to the question 
posed by the Chairman regarding the position of their respective Govern
ments in relation thereto (CD/CPD/W P.20 and 21). The results of the 
preliminary examination of measures according to stages of implementa
tion are reflected in document CD/CPD/W P.27. That document con
stituted the framework for a further and more detailed examination of the 
measures to be included in the Comprehensive Programme of Disarma
ment. In that context, consideration was given to additional proposals 
contained in the following documents: CD/CPD/WP.28, CD/CPD/WP. 
30, CD/CPD/WP.33, CD/CPD/WP.36 and Add.l, CD/CPD/WP.37, 
CD/CPD/WP.38, CD/CPD/WP.39, CD/CPD/WP.40, CD/CPD/WP.42, 
CD/CPD/WP.44, CD/CPD/WP.45, CD/CPD/WP.46, CD/CPD/WP.47, 
CD/CPD/WP.48, CD/CPD/WP.49, CD/CPD/WP.50, CD/CPD/WP.51, 
CD/CPD/WP.52 and CD/CPD/W P.53. As noted earlier, the second round 
of discussions covered measures for a first stage. Different views were ex
pressed on the specific measures under consideration and on questions of a 
general nature, such as, the way in which the measures should be defined 
and the relationship between the determination of the measures to be in
cluded in the Programme, on the one hand, and the clarification of the con
cept of stages, on the other hand. The results of the deliberations are 
reflected in document CD/CPD/WP.54 which is annexed to this report.

’ E)uring the consideration of the report leading to its adoption, some delegations sug
gested that the question of machinery and procedures had been adequately elaborated in the 
Final Document of the special session. In this connection, reference to the relevant provisions 
of the Final Document in the draft Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament would be 
sufficient. Several other delegations maintained that the content of paragraph 14 was ade
quate. [Footnote in original.]
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16. At the beginning of its work during the 1981 session, the A d Hoc 
Working Group devoted its first two meetings to a general discussion of 
the questions of time frames and the nature of the Programme, two 
matters that had given rise to differing views in the course of the 1980 ses
sion, as indicated in the Working Group's report to the Committee (docu
ment CD/139, paragraphs 68.13 and 15). At the request of the Chairman, 
working papers were submitted presenting the different positions on those 
matters (CP/CPD/WP.17, 18 and 19), which provided a basis for a useful 
exchange of views. However, there was general agreement that the search 
for common grounds would be more productive at a later stage when 
delegations would have a clearer picture of the content of the Programme. 
Other working papers which were subsequently submitted to the Working 
Group by delegations also addressed these matters, but no further discus
sion took place on the basis of these later papers.

rV . C o n c l u s io n

17. During the current session, the A d Hoc Working Group was able to 
make good progress towards the elaboration of the Comprehensive Pro
gramme of Disarmament. Nevertheless, considerable work remains to be 
done in resolving several important and complex issues involved in the 
elaboration of the Programme, in particular, issues relating to measures, 
stages and nature of the Programme. Consequently, and bearing in mind 
that the Committee on Disarmament has been called upon to conclude 
negotiations on the Programme in time for its submission to the second 
special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, the 
Working Group agreed to recommend to the Committee that the Group 
should resume its work on 11 January 1982.

Statement Submitted to the Committee on Disarmament by a 
Group of Socialist States: Establishment of a Working 
Group on the Prohibition of the Production, Stockpiling, 
Deployment, and Use of Nuclear Neutron Weapons, August 
17, 1981 ^

The socialist countries which were co-sponsors of the draft international 
convention on the prohibition of the production, stockpiling, deployment 
and use of nuclear neutron weapons (document CCD/559) * express their 
profound conviction that it is urgently necessary, without any further 
delay, to take practical steps within the Committee in order to remove a 
grave new danger threatening mankind, the danger entailed by nuclear 
neutron weapons. Recent events connected with the adoption by the 
United States Government of a decision to proceed with the production of

' CD/219.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 167-168.
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this barbarous means of mass destruction of persons make this task par
ticularly urgent.

The decision to embark on the development of the production of 
neutron weapons will lead to a further lowering of the so-called nuclear 
threshold, that is, to an increase in the risk of the outbreak of a nuclear 
war, and the entire responsibility for this will rest with the United States of 
America.

Assertions to the effect that the neutron warhead is somehow a "'clean", 
a ''humane" weapon are dangerous illusions. It is well-known to all that 
the neutron bomb is specially designed to destroy people and the conse
quences of its use persist for an extremely long period and adversely affect 
future generations.

It is therefore the task of all those who are concerned about the fate of 
the world and of the future of civilization to take practical steps to 
safeguard the foremost human right—the right to life. The stockpiling of 
ever newer means of warfare must be resolutely opposed in favour of the 
alternative of limiting, reducing and ultimately eliminating armaments, in
cluding nuclear armaments. It is precisely this that the socialist countries 
have been consistently advocating, in the Committee on Disarmament as 
elsewhere.

As long ago as in 1978, the socialist States submitted for consideration 
by the Committee on Disarmament a draft international convention on 
the prohibition of the production, stockpiling, deployment and use of 
nuclear neutron weapons (document CCD/559). Unfortunately, as a 
result of opposition on the part of a number of States, that document has 
not yet received proper consideration by the Committee on Disarmament.

In view of the recent dangerous development in matters concerning the 
neutron weapon, the socialist States in the Committee on Disarmament 
wish to submit a formal proposal on the need for the urgent establishment 
within the Committee of an ad hoc working group for the preparation of 
an international convention on the prohibition of the production, 
stockpiling, deployment and use of nuclear neutron weapons. The ad hoc 
working group might take as the basis for its work the above-mentioned 
draft convention submitted by the socialist countries.

Naturally, the socialist countries would be prepared to consider any 
other constructive proposals aimed at the speediest possible prohibition of 
this particularly barbaric type of weapon of mass destruction.

In view of the urgency of the matter, the socialist countries request that 
the proposal they have put forward should be considered and a decision 
taken on it at the next meeting of the Committee on Disarmament.
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Report to the Committee on Disarmament by the Ad Hoc 
Working Group on Chemical Weapons [Extracts], August 
17. 1981 '

I . I n t r o d u c t io n

1. At its 105th plenary meeting on 12 February 1981, the Committee on 
Disarmament adopted the following decision:

The Committee further decides to re-establish, for the duration of 
its 1981 session, the ad hoc working group on effective international 
arrangements to assure non-nuclear weapon States against the use 
or threat of use of nuclear weapons, chemical weapons and radiologi
cal weapons, which were established on 17 March for its 1980 ses
sion, so that they may continue their work on the basis of their 
former mandates.
It is understood that the Committee will, as soon as possible, review 
the mandates of the three ad hoc working groups with a view to 
adapting, as appropriate, their mandates to advance the progress of 
the process of negotiations towards the objective of concrete dis
armament measures.

The ad hoc working groups will report to the Committee on the pro
gress of their work at any appropriate time and in any case before the 
conclusion of its 1981 session. (Document CD/151) *

II. O r g a n iz a t io n  o f  W o r k  a n d  D o c u m e n t a t io n

2. At its 107th plenary meeting on 17 February 1981 the Committee ap
pointed Ambassador C. Lidgard, Sweden, as Chairman of the A d Hoc 
Working Group. Mrs. L. Waldheim-Natural, Chief, Geneva Unit, United 
Nations Centre for Disarmament, served as Secretary of the A d Hoc 
Working Group.

3. The A d Hoc Working Group held 12 meetings from 18 February to 
22 April 1981 and 11 meetings from 17 June to 17 August 1981.

4. At their request, the Committee on Disarmament, at its 104th plenary 
meeting on 10 February 1981 and its 122nd plenary meeting on 7 April 
1981, respectively decided to invite the representative of the following 
States not members of the Committee to participate in the meetings of the 
A d Hoc Working Group: Austria, Denmark, Finland, Norway, Spain and 
Switzerland.

5. On the basis of the decision taken by the Committee at its 137th 
plenary meeting on 14 July 1981, the World Health Organization and the 
European Office of the United Nations Environment Programme were in
vited to nominate representatives to attend certain of the meetings of the 
A d Hoc Working Group to provide technical information when necessary.
In response to this invitation Dr. Mercier and Dr. Parizek of the ILO/

' CD/220.
* Ante.
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UNEP/WHO International Programme on Chemical Safety (IPCS) and 
!> . Huismans and Dr. Gilbert of UNEP's International Register of Poten
tially Toxic Chemical (IRPTC) attended consultations of the Chairman or 
meetings of the Working Group concerning toxicity determinations.

6. In carrying out its mandate the A d  Hoc Working Group took into ac
count paragraph 75 of the Final Document of the first special session of the 
General Assembly of the United Nations devoted to disarmament, which 
in part reads as follows: 'The complete and effective prohibition of the 
development, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and 
their destruction represent one of the most urgent measures of disarma
ment. Consequently, conclusion of a convention to this end, on which 
negotiations have been going on for several years, is one of the most urgent 
tasks of multilateral negotiations."® The Working Group also took into 
consideration A/RES/35/144 B which in operative paragraph 3 "Urges the 
Committee on Disarmament to continue, as from the beginning of its ses
sion to be held in 1981, negotiations on such a multilateral convention as a 
matter of high priority, taking into account all existing proposals and 
future initiatives."

• • • • • • •

III. S u b s t a n t i v e  C o n s i d e r a t i o n s  D u r i n g  t h e  1 9 8 1  S e s s i o n

10. In accomplishing its task, the Working Group carried out another 
substantive and more detailed examination of the issues to be dealt with in 
the negotiation on a multilateral convention on the complete and effective 
prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical 
weapons and on their destruction. During the first part of the Committee's
1981 session the Working Group conducted its work on the basis of the 
outline suggested by the Chairman as contained in documents 
CD/CW /W P.7, 8, 10, 12, 13 and 14. The Chairman at the Committee's 
127th plenary meeting on 24 April 1981 presented his report on the work 
of the Group during the first part of the 1981 session as contained in docu
ment CD/179. During the second part of the session the Working Group 
considered the draft elements of a chemical weapons convention, sug
gested by the Chairman and contained in CD/CW/WP.19, 20 and 21.

11. On the basis of statements as well as of oral and written comments 
by delegations, the Chairman, in an effort to elaborate the initial 
framework for a future chemical weapons convention which could 
facilitate further work, prepared revised versions of the draft elements for 
such a convention. These revised elements do not, however, reflect all the 
views which emerged on certain issues and include elements on which the 
delegation's views differed. Some delegations did not deem it advisable, at 
the present stage, to enter into discussion on certain elements, in particular 
some related to the issues of verification, proceeding from the belief that it 
was too early to do this until general agreement had been reached on the

* Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 425.
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scope of the prohibitions. Others, however, expressed their opinions on 
these elements, proceeding from the belief that they could be examined at 
the present stage of the work and contribute to future negotiations. The 
revised text of the Chairman's elements as well as dissenting views as 
outlined in the comments are presented below. These comments do not, 
however, record all the positions of delegations which opposed these 
dissenting views. Delegations reserved themselves the right to further con
sider those and other proposals at the appropriate time.

12. Elements suggested by the Chairman and summary of related 
comments

I

GENERAL PROVISION

Each State Party to this Convention should undertake, as set forth in the 
following Elements, never under any circumstances to develop, produce, 
otherwise acquire, stockpile, retain or transfer chemical weapons and to 
destroy or otherwise dispose of existing stocks of chemical weapons and 
means of production of such weapons.

Comments

—Some delegations regarded this element as superfluous on the ground 
that it would complicate the structure of the main prohibition under the 
convention and would render this prohibition less distinct. They asserted 
that mentioning in this element some prohibitions but not others would 
give rise to ambiguities regarding the scope of a convention. Others, who 
agreed with this element, believed that it was essential because it stated in 
dear terms the two main purposes of a convention, namely a set of pro
hibitions and an obligation to destroy the existing stocks of chemical 
weapons and the means of production of such weapons. Furthermore, this 
element would ensure the binding character of the undertakings to be 
entered into by the Parties to a future convention.

—Some delegations felt that a convention, so as to be comprehensive in 
nature, should aim at prohibiting chemical weapons in all their aspects 
and therefore also include a prohibition of use of chemical weapons in the 
scope of a convention. They held, inter alia, that this would strengthen the 
prohibition contained in the 1925 Geneva Protocol  ̂by adding measures 
of verification to it and by enlarging it to cover some hostile situations 
which they deemed not to be covered by the Protocol, whose scope of pro
hibition, in their view, only covers the use of chemicals in war. Others felt 
that a comprehensive prohibition of use was already contained in the 1925 
Protocol, and that it should therefore not be restated because it would lead 
to the weakening of that Protocol. According to some delegations the 
verification mechanism of a future convention would also entail the divi
sion of States Parties to the Protocol into two categories on the basis of

 ̂Ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.
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their obligations, namely those who have become Parties to a convention, 
and thus accepted the obligations of verification under it and those who 
have not become Parties to a convention and therefore have no such 
obligations. It was further felt by some that restating the prohibition of use 
would cast doubts on the recognized value of the Protocol. All agreed 
however that nothing in this convention should detract from the effec
tiveness of the 1925 Protocol.

—Some delegations supported the idea of including in the scope of a 
convention a prohibition specifically of planning, organization and train
ing intended to enable the utilization of toxic properties of chemicals as 
chemical weapons in combat, in order to completely eliminate chemical 
warfare capability. Others objected that such a prohibition would be dif
ficult to implement and verify. It was asserted, in addition, that the pro
hibition of the development, production, stockpiling and retention of all 
means of chemical warfare, including corresponding chemicals, muni
tions, devices and equipment as well as means of production of chemical 
weapons would lead to the elimination of the actual chemical warfare 
potential.

—Some delegations felt that the scope of a convention should include 
the prohibition of development etc. of chemicals for hostile purposes, in
volving the utilization of toxic properties of such chemicals not only 
against man but also against animals and plants. Some delegations in
dicated that they would prefer the scope of a convention to be extended to 
all chemicals capable of having toxic effects on all components of the en
vironment. Others thought that the prohibition should refer to hostile pur
poses, involving the utilization of toxic properties of chenucals against 
man only, because, inter alia, the widespread civilian use of some of these 
chemicals would make verification very difficult.

—Some delegations suggested that the link between the scope of the 
Biological Weapons Convention ® and that of a chemical weapons conven
tion should be referred to wherever appropriate.

II

GENERAL DEFINITION OF CHEMICAL WEAPONS

1. Chemical weapons, as referred to in Element I, would comprise:

(a) super-toxic lethal, other lethal, and other harmful chemicals as well 
as precursors of such chemicals, intended for hostile or military purposes 
involving the utilization of the toxic properties of such chemicals as 
weapons, provided their types are compatible with and that their quan
tities are siifficient for such purposes;

(b) munitions and devices, specifically designed to cause death or other 
harm through toxic properties of chemicals released from them as well as 
equipment specifically designed for use directly in connection with the 
employment of such munitions or devices.

» Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
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2. Definitions of super-toxic lethal chemicals, other lethal chemicals, 
other harmful chemicals and precursors would be given in Annex I.

Comments

— Some delegations suggested that elements 1 and II, for increased clarity, 
should be combined and formulated along the lines in element I in 
CD/CW /W P.19. The Prohibition would then cover the development, 
production, acquisition, stockpiling, and retention of: (a) super-toxic 
lethal, other lethal and other harmful chemicals, and precursors of such 
chemicals, except those intended for non-hostile purposes or military pur
poses not involving the use of chemical weapons, provided their types and 
quantities are consistent with such purposes; (b) any munitions or 
devices, specifically designed to cause death or other harm through the 
toxic properties of the chemicals released as a result of the employment of 
these munitions or devices; (c) any equipment specifically designed for use 
directly in connection with the employment of such munitions or devices. 
Other delegations would prefer to maintain the formulation of element I, 
which seemed to them to reflect in a very clear manner the main purpose 
of a convention, which deals with a set of prohibitions, on the one hand, 
and with a precise obligation to destroy existing stocks and means of pro
duction, on the other. Element II would then contain the definition of 
chemical weapons, both for the purpose of the prohibitions and for the 
purpose of destruction.

—A delegation suggested that on logical grounds the subparagraphs in 
paragraph 1 of the element should be presented in the reversed order.

—Some delegations suggested the insertion of the words "'chemical war
fare agents, made up of" after ''(a)" and before ''super-toxic lethal".

—Some delegations also wished to have definitions of "chemical war
fare agents", "hostile purposes", "non-hostile purposes", "permitted 
purposes", "chemical munitions" and "means of production of chemical 
weapons" included.

—Some delegations felt that all the definitions should be included in the 
main body of a convention and not in an annex. However the technical 
details such as those related to methods for toxicity determinations should 
remain in the annex.

—Some delegations suggested that chemical weapons should be 
understood to include certain chemical substances which, even if they are 
not toxic in nature could be employed as chemical weapons, for instance, 
psychochemicals and herbicides. Others saw great practical difficulties in 
this proposal.

—Some delegations considered that the general purpose criterion was 
not made sufficiently clear in this element. In their view the definition of 
chemical weapons should be formulated so as to state that these weapons 
include all kinds of chemical warfare agents whose toxic properties can be 
used for hostile purposes to cause death, injury or harm to human beings, 
animals and plant life.
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ANNEX I

DEFINITIONS AND CRITERIA

1. Definitions, criteria and methods in this Annex would be agreed 
upon for the purpose of this Convention.

2. A 'super-toxic lethal chemical" is any toxic chemical, however pro
duced, 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 the methods set forth in paragraph 6 of this annex.

3. Any "'other lethal chemical" is any toxic chemical, however pro
duced, with a median lethal dose which is greater than 0.5 mg/kg (sub
cutaneous 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) when measured by the methods set forth in 
paragraph 6 of this annex.

4. Any "other harmful chemical" is any toxic chemical, however pro
duced, with a median lethal dose which is greater than 10 mg/kg (sub
cutaneous administration) or 20,000 mg-min/m^ (by inhalation) when 
measured by the methods set forth in paragraph 6 of this annex.

5. "Precursors" are sets of chemicals, which, when made to react 
chemically with each other, form among others also such chemicals as are 
mentioned in paragraphs 2-4 of this Annex.

6. Methods for toxicity determinations and identification of chemicals, 
[to be elaborated] ‘

Comments

—It was generally felt that the definition of "precursors" required 
further study.

—Some delegations objected to the expression "however produced" in 
paragraphs 2-4 on the grounds that it would lead to confusion with regard 
to the Biological Weapons Convention.

Ill

PROHIBITION OF TRANSFER

Each State Party to this Convention should undertake:

(a) not to transfer to anyone, directly or indirectly, any chemical 
weapons;

(b) not to transfer to anyone, directly or indirectly, except to a State 
Party, any super-toxic lethal chemicals produced or otherwise acquired 
for permitted purposes, of types and in quantities which are suitable for 
chemical weapons purposes;

(c) not to assist, encourage or induce, directly or indirectly, anyone to 
engage in activities from which the State Party itself would be obliged to 
refrain under the Convention.

‘ Brackets in source text.
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Comments

—Some delegations thought that the prohibition to transfer super-toxic 
lethal chemicals should be extended to other lethal chemicals. A delega
tion, however, felt that the prohibition on transfer of super-toxic lethal 
chemicals, except to State Parties, contained in (b) above, was subsumed 
under (c). No special provision therefore needed to be made with respect 
to super-toxic lethal chemicals, especially since this might imply less than 
strict application of the provision under (c).

—A delegation considered that the right implied in element III to 
transfer super-toxic lethal chemicals in types and quantities suitable for 
chemical weapons purposes to another State Party should only apply 
when these chemicals are intended for permitted purposes.

—Some delegations suggested that States Parties should be permitted to 
transfer to other States Parties their existing stocks of chemical weapons 
for the purpose of the destruction of these weapons.

—Some delegations felt that the wording of this prohibition was not suf
ficiently clear because of the ambiguity in the definition of chemical 
weapons.

IV

DECLARATIONS

1. Each State Party to this Convention should undertake to declare 
within 30 days after the Convention has entered into force or the State 
Party has adhered to it:

(a) its possession or non-possession of chemical weapons;
(b) its stocks of chemical weapons and means of production of such 

weapons;
(c) its plans for the destruction or, where appropriate according to Ele

ment V, diversion for permitted purposes of declared stocks of chemical 
weapons;

(d) its plans for the destruction, dismantling or, where appropriate ac
cording to Element V, conversion of declared means of production of 
chemical weapons.

2. Super-toxic lethal chemicals, acquired for non-hostile military pur
poses, should be declared. The location of facilities where super-toxic 
lethal chemicals are produced for such purposes should also be declared. 
Matters concerning the content and form would be set forth in Annex II.

Comments

—Some delegations considered that this element does not ensure a dif
ferentiated approach to the declarations, each of which has its own 
specificity. The element would have to be rearranged as regards the scope 
of activities to be declared and the time frames for various declarations.

—Some delegations suggested that all States Parties possessing stocks of 
chemical weapons and means of production of such weapons should 
simultaneously make the relevant declarations.
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—Some delegations thought that all declarations should be made im
mediately at the entry into force of the convention or at the time of acces
sion of States Parties.

—Some delegations felt that declarations concerning the location of the 
stocks of chemical weapons could not be provided within the time limit 
stipulated in the element.

—Some delegations suggested that chemical weapons munitions filling 
facilities and specific weapon systems designed for the employment oi 
chemical warfare agents should be declared at the entry into force.

—Some delegations considered that States Parties should declare not 
later than 10 years after the entry into force of the convention the com
plete cessation of activities and the destruction or conversion of materials 
and facilities which are needed for the planning, organization and training 
intended to enable the utilization of toxic properties of chemicals as 
chemical weapons in combat.

—Some delegations felt that the wording of this element was not suffi
ciently clear because of the ambiguity in the definition of chemical 
weapons.

ANNEX II

DECLARATIONS OF POSSESSION OF STOCKS OF CHEMICAL WEAPONS AND MEANS OF

PRODUCTION OF CHEMICAL WEAPONS, PLANS FOR THEIR DESTRUCTION OR

DIVERSION FOR PERMITTED PURPOSES AND TIME FRAMES AS WELL AS FORMS FOR

MAKING SUCH DECLARATIONS

1. The declarations stipulated in Element IV should contain informa
tion about:

(a) types and amounts of stocks of chemical weapons and of their 
location;

(b) location and capacity of means of production of chemical weapons, 
including specialized facility for permitted production of super-toxic lethal 
chemicals;

(c) plans for destruction or diversion of stocks of chemical weapons, in
cluding timing and specification of types and amounts and the location of 
plants for destruction and diversion;

(d) plans for the destruction, dismantling or conversion of means of 
production of chemical weapons, including their location and capacity.

2. Declarations as stipulated in Element IV should be forwarded to the 
Depositary, who would distribute them to the other States Parties to the 
Convention within one week after having received them.

3. Declarations should be sufficiently informative to allow independent 
verification of the information by national and international means of 
verification available to other States Parties to the Convention.

Comments

—Some delegations felt that it was premature to suggest the nature and 
content of declarations as long as no preliminary agreement had been 
reached on the general aspects of declarations in element IV.
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—It was generally felt that further details would have to be elaborated 
concerning the standardization of forms for declarations.

—Some delegations felt that States Parties should not have to declare 
the location of stocks of chemical weapons at the entry into force of the 
Convention but rather the location where they would be assembled at a 
specific time after the entry into force.

—Some delegations felt that the wording of this annex was not suffi
ciently clear because of the ambiguity in the defini^’^'i of chemical 
weapons.

V

DESTRUCTION, DIVERSION, DISMANTLING AND CONVERSION

1. Each State Party to this Convention should undertake to;

(a) destroy or divert for permitted purposes its stocks of chemical 
weapons;

(b) destroy or dismantle its means of production of chemical weapons.

2. Means of production of chemical weapons could be converted tem
porarily, before final destruction or dismantling, for the purpose of 
destroying stocks of such weapons. The destruction, diversion and 
dismantling stipulated in this Element should be completed within ten 
years after the Convention has entered into force or a State Party, which 
has to fulfil these provisions, has adhered to it.

3. Matters concerning procedures, including notifications, in connec
tion with what is stipulated in this Element would be set forth in Annex III.

Comments

—Some delegations expressed their objection in principle to the implied 
possibility of conversion/diversion. They could, however, accept the term 
'"conversion" provided it was only temporary conversion of means of pro
duction of chemical weapons for the purpose of destroying stocks of such 
weapons.

—Some delegations felt that destruction of stocks of chemical weapons 
should not take as long as 10 years. They thought, however, that if 
destruction must take so long, the stocks of chemical weapons should in 
the interim period be kept under international supervision.

—Some delegations suggested that appropriate forms of international 
co-operation should be envisaged in order to facilitate the implementation 
of provisions related to the destruction of stocks of chemical weapons for 
all States Parties.

—Some delegations felt that stocks of chemical weapons belonging to a 
State Party could be transferred for destruction purposes to another State 
Party and destroyed there.
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ANNEX III

DESTRUCTION, DISMANTLING OR DIVERSION FOR PERMITTED PURPOSES OF 

DECLARED STOCKS OF CHEMICAL WEAPONS AND THEIR MEANS OF PRODUCTION

1. Preparation for the destruction or diversion for permitted purposes 
of stocks of chemical weapons should start immediately after the entry in
to force of the Convention. So-called mothballing of means of production 
of chemical weapons should be undertaken immediately at the entry into 
force of the Convention and remain until their destruction, dismantling or 
diversion for permitted purposes would begin.

2. The provisions given in Element V should be performed in a manner 
allowing their verification through national and international means of 
verification.

3. The progress of destruction or diversion of stocks of chemical 
weapons and of destruction, dismantling or conversion of their means of 
production should be notified on a yearly basis to the Depositary until the 
State Party declares the final abolition of its stocks and means of produc
tion. The Depositary would transmit such notifications to the other States 
Parties to the Convention within one week after having received them.

Comments

—Some delegations felt that the contents of this annex must be further 
elaborated.

—Some delegations felt that the suggested content of this annex to a 
large extent had no direct relation to element V, but dealt with aspects 
which were provided for in other elements and opposed this annex.

—Some delegations felt that mothballing of means of production of 
chemical weapons should be under international supervision.

VI

SUPER-TOXIC LETHAL CHEMICALS FOR NON-HOSTILE MILITARY PURPOSES

Each State Party should undertake not to possess super-toxic lethal 
chemicals for non-hostile military purposes in an aggregate quantity, 
which at any time exceeds one thousand kilogrammes. A State Party pro
ducing super-toxic lethal chemicals for non-hostile military purposes shall 
carry out such production at a single specialized facility, the capacity of 
which shall not exceed . . . .

Comments

—Some delegations questioned whether it was appropriate to permit all 
States Parties, irrespective of their size, to possess as much as 1,000 
kilogrammes of super-toxic lethal chemicals for non-hostile military pur
poses. Others considered the amount of 1,000 kilogrammes for the men
tioned purposes excessive for any State Party.
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VII

RELATIONSHIP WITH OTHER TREATIES

Nothing in this Convention should be interpreted as in any way limiting 
or detracting from the obligations assumed by any State under the Pro
tocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or 
Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed at 
Geneva on 17 June 1925, or under the Convention on the Prohibition of 
the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological 
(Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction, opened for 
signature on 10 April 1972, or any other international treaty or any 
existing rules of international law governing armed conflicts.

Comments

—Some delegations considered that mention should also be made of the 
Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile Use of 
Environmental Modification Techniques (ENMOD)  ̂ Convention among 
the treaties referred to. Others would have preferred to see all references to 
specific treaties deleted.

—Some delegations thought that the words '"by any State under" should 
be replaced by "hy States Parties to".

—Some delegations proposed the deletion of the words 'or any existing 
rules of international law governing armed conflicts" while others sug
gested the deletion of the word "existing" only,

VIII

INTERNATIONAL CO-OPERATION

(1) This Convention should be implemented in a manner designed to 
avoid hampering the economic or technological development of States 
Parties to the Convention or international co-operation in the field of 
f)eaceful and protective chemical activities, including the international ex
change of chemicals and equipment for the production, processing or use 
of chemical agents for peaceful and protective purposes in accordance 
with the provisions of the Convention.

(2) Each State Party to this Convention should undertake to facilitate, 
promote and participate in, the fullest possible exchange of equipment, 
materials and scientific and technological information for the use of 
chemicals for peaceful and protective purposes consonant with the aims of 
this Convention.

(3) Each State Party to this Convention should undertake to allocate a 
substantial part of possible savings in military expenditures as a result of 
disarmament measures agreed upon in this Convention to economic and 
social development, particularly of the developing countries.

Comments

—Some delegations considered that this element should contain

 ̂ Ibid., 1977, pp. 322-326.
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categorical obligations for assistance to developing countries in training 
and equipping them with protective measures. A delegation further 
thought that a convention should include a provision for assistance to a 
State Party threatened with or subjected to a chemical attack.

—Some delegations expressed concern, without questioning the impor
tance of international co-operation measures referred to in this element, 
about the dangers of the transfer from one State Party to another of the 
technical knowledge necessary to produce chemical weapons.

—Some delegations expressed doubts about the realism of the undertak
ing envisaged in paragraph 3 and suggested that it was inappropriate for 
inclusion in a chemical weapons convention. Others pointed out that the 
paragraph referred to ''possible savings" and embodied a principle already 
accepted in other documents of the United Nations.

IX

GENERAL PROVISION ON VERIFICATION

1. For the purpose of providing assurance of compliance with the provi
sions of this Convention, the States Parties should agree that verification 
would consist of national as well as international measures which should 
be considered as complementary to each other, as set forth in the 
following.

2. Such verification would be carried out through:

(a) monitoring of compliance with the obligations in Elements I-IV con
cerning prohibition of development, production, other acquisition, 
stockpiling, retention and transfer of chemical weapons;

(b) monitoring of compliance with the obligations in Elements I and V 
concerning

—destruction or diversion for permitted purposes of stocks of 
chemical weapons,

—destruction or dismantling of means of production of chemical 
weapons,

—temporary conversion of means of production of chemical 
weapons for the purpose of destroying stocks of such weapons;

(c) monitoring of compliance with the obligations in Element VI 
concerning super-toxic lethal chemicals for non-hostile military purposes;

(d) enquiry into facts, including where necessary on-site inspections, 
concerning alleged ambiguities in or violations of the compliance with the 
Convention.

3. National measures of verification would be carried out by a national 
verification system, organized, designated or employed by each State 
Party in accordance with its own legislation.

4. As regards international measures of verification a Consultative 
Committee of experts should be established in order to provide a perma
nent body for the monitoring of the implementation of and compliance 
with the provisions of this Convention on behalf of the international com
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munity by ensuring the availability of international data and expert advice 
to provide a basis for assessing such compliance.

Comments

—Some delegations stressed the importance of confidence-building 
measures, which ought to be discussed in context with the verification 
issues, especially those related to declarations.

—(Para. 1) Some delegations thought that international verification 
measures should form the basis for verification and that national measures 
could only be complementary to international measures.

—(Para. 1) Some delegations considered that national verification 
measures should form the basis for verification and that international 
measures were only supplementary, even though necessary, means.

—(Para. 2 (b)) Some delegations stated that the temporary conversion 
of means of production of chemical weapons was unacceptable.

—(Para. 2 (d)) Some delegations suggested the deletion of the words ''in
cluding where necessary on-site inspection".

—(Para. 2 (d)) A delegation considered the term "ambiguities" as not 
sufficiently clear.

—(Para. 3) Some delegations thought that it should be left to each State 
Party to decide whether any specific national organization was required 
for national verification.

—(Para. 4) Some delegations suggested that the words "on behalf of the 
international community by ensuring the availability of international data 
and expert advice to provide a basis for assessing such compliance" be 
deleted, in order not to confuse the role of the Consultative Committee 
with regard to the verification of compliance as detailed in element XIII 
and annex V.

—(Para. 4) Some delegations would prefer to see the words "interna
tional community" replaced by "States Parties".

—(Para. 4) Some delegations felt that the Consultative Committee 
should also assess the collected data and that details for this activity 
should be given in Element XIII and Annex V. Other delegations thought 
however that the assessment should be made principally by each State 
Party individually.

—(Para. 4) Some delegations suggested that the following words should 
replace the text after the words "be established"; "to ensure the availability 
of international data and expert advice to provide a basis for assessing the 
implementation of and compliance with the provisions of this convention 
as described in Element XIII and Annex V."

—(Para. 4) Some delegations considered that the term "monitoring" was 
not sufficiently clear and that they therefore reserved their positions on 
this element.

—Some delegations suggested the replacement of the word 
'monitoring" by the word "verification" throughout the element.



CW WORKING GROUP REPORT, AUGUST 17 387

X

NATIONAL LEGISLATION AND VERIFICATION MEASURES

1. Each State Party to this Convention should undertake to take any 
measures it considers necessary in accordance with its constitutional proc
esses to prohibit and prevent any activity in violation of the provisions of 
the Convention anywhere under its jurisdiction or control, including a na
tional verification system according to Element IX.

2. Recommendations and guidelines concerning the functions and 
organization of the national verification system would be set out in Annex 
IV.

Comments

— Some delegations queried the necessity of this element.
— Some delegations suggested the deletion of the words "it considers 

necessary" in paragraph 1.
— Some delegations suggested the deletion of the words "includ

ing . . .  to Element IX" at end of paragraph 1.

ANNEX IV

RECOMMENDATIONS AND GUIDELINES CONCERNING THE FUNCTIONS AND 

ORGANIZATION OF THE NATIONAL VERIFICATION SYSTEM

(The contents of this annex remain to be elaborated)

Comments

— Some delegations would prefer to see more emphasis put on the func
tions of such a system than on its organizational structure.

XI

NATIONAL TECHNICAL MEANS OF VERIFICATION

1. Each State Party to this Convention should undertake to use national 
means of verification, including national technical means, at its disposal for 
the purpose of monitoring compliance with the provisions of this Conven
tion only in as far as it is consistent with generally recognized principles of 
international law.

2. Each State Party to this Convention should undertake not to impede, 
including through the use of deliberate concealment measures, the national 
technical means of verification of other States Parties operating in accord
ance with paragraph 1 of this Element.

Comments

— Some delegations proposed the insertion of the words "as appropriate 
and in accordance with paragraph 1 of Element IX" between the words 
"Convention" and "should undertake" in paragraph 1.

— Some delegations stated that they could agree to this element only after
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it had been made clear to what extent States Parties should undertake to 
disseminate to other States Parties information obtained through national 
technical means of verification.

—A delegation considered that the term "'deliberate concealment 
measures" should be further elaborated and clarified.

XII

CONSULTATION AND CO-OPERATION

1. The States Parties to this Convention should undertake to consult one 
another and to co-operate, especially through the Consultative Committee, 
referred to in Element IX, in solving any problems which may arise in rela
tion to the objectives of, or in the application of the provisions of, the Con
vention.

2. Any State Party to this Convention, which has reason to believe that 
any other State Party is acting in breach of its obligation under this Conven
tion should have the right to request information either bilaterally or 
through the Consultative Committee in order to clarify the situation. Such a 
request should be accompanied by appropriate explanations of the reasons 
for concern.

3. Consultation and co-operation pursuant to this Element could also be 
undertaken through appropriate international procedures within the 
framework of the United Nations and in accordance with its Charter. These 
international procedures could include the services of appropriate interna
tional organizations, in addition to those of the Consultative Committee.

Comments

— Some delegations considered that the complaints mechanism which is 
dealt with in this element as well as in element XIII should be structured 
more clearly.

— A delegation felt that the words "in solving any problems" in paragraph 
1 were too vague and required further elaboration.

— Another delegation considered that it was essential to make it clear to 
what extent the bilateral consultative process referred to in this element im
plied obligations to make information available to other States Parties.

— Some delegations felt that the word "appropriate" before "explanations" 
in paragraph 2 was not sufficiently precise and should be either further 
elaborated or deleted.

— Some delegations thought that the procedures, refer/ed to in paragraph
3, should include a specific reference to the General Assembly and the 
Security Council. Opinions differed however on whether both or just one or 
the other should be referred to.

XIII

CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE

1. The Consultative Committee, referred to in Elements IX and XII, 
should be established at the entry into force of this Convention. Each State
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Party to this Convention could appoint one representative to the Commit
tee. The representative could be assisted by one or more advisers. The 
Depositary or his personal representative should serve as President of the 
Committee and convene it at least once a year, or immediately upon receipt 
of a request from any State Party.

2. Each State Party to this Convention should undertake to co-operate 
fully with the Committee in carrying out its tasks. Each representative 
should have the right, through the Chairman, to request from States Parties, 
and from international organizations, such information and assistance as 
the representative considers desirable for the accomplishment of the Com
mittee's work.

3. The Consultative Committee should:

(a) monitor the destruction and diversion for permitted purposes of 
stocks of chemical weapons, as well as the destruction, dismantling and 
temporary conversion of means of production of chemical weapons as 
stipulated in Element V;

(b) monitor permitted production of super-toxic lethal chemicals in ac
cordance with Element VI;

(c) make appropriate findings of facts and provide expert views relevant 
to problems raised pursuant to the provisions of the Convention by a State 
Party, in particular concerning alleged ambiguities in, or violations of the 
compliance with the Convention at the request of a State Party;

(d) facilitate compliance with the Convention, e.g. by developing interna
tional standardization of methods and routines to be applied by national 
and international verification organs;

(e) receive and distribute data relevant to the provisions of this Conven
tion, which may be made available by national verification systems;

(f) otherwise closely co-operate with national verification systems and 
provide them with necessary assistance.

4. The Committee should, after consultation with the State Party con
cerned, be competent to undertake on-site inspections:

(a) in order to confirm received information concerning planned, on
going or effected measures according to subparagraph 3(a) of this Element;

(b) in order to carry out monitoring according to subparagraph 3(b) of 
this Element.

5. Any State Party which has reason to believe that any other State Party 
is acting in breach of its obligations deriving from the provisions of this 
Convention would have the right to request an investigation by the Com
mittee of the circumstances which have given rise to concern. Such a request 
could include a request for an on-site inspection to determine in accordance 
with subparagraph 3(c) of this Element, the facts of the situation and should 
be accompanied by an appropriate explanation of why an investigation is 
considered necessary. On-site inspection should take place only after con
sultation with the State Party concerned. If that State Party does not agree 
to on-site inspection, it should give appropriate explanations to the effect 
that an on-site inspection would at that time jeopardize its supreme national 
interests. The requesting Party could in this case pursue the complaint
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within the framework of the United Nations in accordance with Element 
XII, paragraph 3.

6. The work of the Committee should be organized in such a way as to 
permit it to perform its functions in an effective, fair and impartial manner. 
It could for specific tasks set up sub-committees and verification teams. The 
Committee should decide procedural questions relative to the organization 
of its work, where possible by consensus, but otherwise by a majority of 
those present and voting. There should be no voting on matters of 
substance. If the Committee is unable to provide for a unanimous report on 
findings of fact or in giving expert views, it should present the different 
views of the experts involved.

7. The Committee should present an annual report of all its activities to 
the States Parties to the Convention. The Committee should further, 
whenever it has been requested by a State Party to carry out fact-finding or 
provide expert views concerning a specific question, transmit to the 
Depositary a summary of its findings or expert views incorporating all 
views and information presented to the Committee during its proceedings. 
The Depositary should distribute the summary to all States Parties.

8. The Committee should at all stages consider the possibility of a 
bilateral solution to any dispute and be prepared to assist therein. Nothing 
should impede the right of a State Party to request information from the 
State Party concerned as regards presumed treaty violations.

9. Details of the organization and procedures of the Committee, rights 
and duties of members, rights and duties of designated personnel for in
spection, inspection procedures and rules for reports would be set out in An
nex V.

Comments

— Some delegations felt that this element had to be further elaborated. 
They emphasized that agreement on verification procedures could promote 
a convergence of views on the scope of the convention. Other delegations 
noted that the functions of the Consultative Committee as well as other in
ternational verification measures can and should be considered and 
elaborated only with due regard to, and in inextricable interrelationship 
with the scope and the nature of the prohibition under a future convention. 
Therefore they had refrained so far from stating their views in detail on the 
tasks and terms of reference of the Consultative Committee.

— (Para. 1) Some delegations considered that the efficiency of the Con
sultative Committee would diminish if it were to include a representative of 
each State Party. It was therefore suggested that the Committee should con
sist of a limited number of members elected from experts nominated by 
States Parties. The Chairman sharing this concern drew the attention to 
the 1961 Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs ® as a possible model.

— (Para. 3) Some delegations considered that the competence of the Con
sultative Committee should include enquiry into facts concerning allega
tions of use of chemical weapons by or with the assistance of a State Party

• 18 UST 1407; TIAS 6298.
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on the grounds that evidence of use would indicate a breach of the obliga
tions assumed not to develop, acquire, transfer, stockpile or retain chemical 
weapons.

— (Para. 3) Some delegations suggested that verification of the non
production of chemicals for prohibited purposes should be based on a 
pragmatic on-site inspection system. They believe that this could be under
taken without prejudice to the interest of the chemical industry. Some 
delegations felt that such inspections should be undertaken periodically on 
the basis of random selection so as to take place in a businesslike and co
operative atmosphere. Others asserted that there was no evidence that on
site inspection of chemical industry was feasible without harming economic 
interests.

— (Para. 3) Some delegations emphasized that the tasks in (a) and (b) do 
not only belong to the Consultative Committee but also to the national 
verification systems.

— (Para. 3) Some delegations stated that they did not see any necessity 
for an obligation to set up specific national verification organs.

— (Para. 3) A delegation proposed that there should be specific provisions 
in the functions of the Consultative Committee for technical assistance in 
protection measures on request to States Parties.

— (Para. 3) Some delegations suggested that procedures for the verifica
tion of allegations of use, which is forbidden by the 1925 Geneva Protocol, 
could also be elaborated outside the framework of the envisaged convention 
on chemical weapons.

— (Para. 4) Some delegations felt that on-site inspections as a means to 
confirm information received from States Parties could contribute to the 
fostering of distrust among nations and could therefore not be accepted. 
They also felt that these provisions had not been sufficiently discussed.

— (Para. 5) Some delegations felt that only the first sentence was accep
table.

— (Para. 5) Some delegations suggested that the words "of the cir
cumstances which have given rise to concern" were not sufficiently precise 
and should therefore be deleted.

— (Para. 5) Some delegations considered that even if it was within the right 
of each State Party to request on-site inspection, this should not be 
specifically mentioned. They considered that the Consultative Committee 
should decide to undertake an on-site inspection only if it could not obtain 
the necessary information to investigate the complaint by other means.

— (Para. 5) Some delegations suggested that there should be a provision 
in this element to enable a State Party to request on-site inspection within its 
own territory.

— (Para. 5) Some delegations suggested the inclusion of a provision to the 
effect that the Consultative Committee should consider and undertake ac
tion to establish the facts of the case, which may include requests for infor
mation and if necessary a proposal for on-site inspection.

— (Para. 5) Some delegations considered that the existing fourth sentence 
should stop after the words "appropriate explanations".
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-(Para. 5) Some delegations thought that the entire complaints 
mechanism should be dealt with in a separate element.

ANNEX V 

CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE

(The contents of this Annex remain to be elaborated)

Comments

XIV

AMENDMENTS

Any State Party could propose amendments to this Convention. Amend
ments should enter into force for each State Party accepting the amend
ments upon their acceptance by a majority of the States Parties to the Con
vention and thereafter for each remaining State Party on the date of accep
tance by it.

Comments

XV

REVIEW CONFERENCE

1. Five years after the entry into force of this Convention, or earlier if it is 
requested by a majority of Parties to the Convention by submitting a pro
posal to this effect to the Depositary, a conference of States Parties to the 
Convention should be held at Geneva, Switzerland, to review the operation 
of the Convention, with a view to assuring that the purposes of the Conven
tion are being realized. Such review should take into account any new scien
tific and technological developments relevant to the Convention. Proposed 
amendments to the Convention could also be considered at the conference.

2. Further review conferences should be held at intervals of five years 
thereafter, and at other times if requested by a majority of the States Parties 
to this Convention.

Comments

— Some delegations considered it premature to suggest time-frames for 
meetings of review conferences.

—A delegation suggested that the last sentence in paragraph 1 should be 
put in element XIV.

XVI

DURATION AND WITHDRAWALS

1. This Convention should be of unlimited duration.
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2. Each State Party to this Convention should in exercising its national 
sovereignty have the right to withdraw from the Convention, if it decides 
that extraordinary events related to the subject matter of the Convention, 
have jeopardized its supreme interests. It should give notice of such 
withdrawal to the Depositary three months in advance. Such notice should 
include a statement of the extraordinary events it regards as having jeopard
ized its supreme interests.

Comments

— Some delegations suggested that States Parties should be required to 
give notice of withdrawal not only to the Depositary but also to the Security 
Council on the grounds that extraordinary events which jeopardize their 
supreme interests have to be invoked for such withdrawal.

— A delegation suggested the deletion of the reference to "extraordinary 
events" as a corresponding rephrasing of the element.

XVII

SIGNATURE, RATIFICATION, ACCESSION

1. This Convention should be open to all States for signature. Any State 
which does not sign the Convention before its entry into force in accordance 
with paragraph 3 of this Element could accede to it at any time.

2. This Convention should be subject to ratification by signatory 
States. Instruments of ratification or accession should be deposited with 
the Secretary-General of the United Nations.

3. This Convention should enter into force upon the deposit of in
struments of ratification by twenty Governments, in accordance with 
paragraph 2 of this Element.

4. For those States whose instruments of ratification or accession are 
deposited after the entry into force of this Convention, it should enter into 
force on the date of the deposit of their instruments of ratification or acces
sion.

5. The Depositary should promptly inform all signatory States and States 
Parties the date of each signature, the date of deposit of each instrument of 
ratification or accession and the date of the entry into force of this Conven
tion and of any amendments thereto, as well as of the receipt of other 
notices.

6. This Convention should be registered by the Depositary in accordance 
with Article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations.

7. Annexes I to V should be considered an integral part of this Conven
tion.

Comments

— Some delegations considered that the Convention should enter into 
force only upon the deposit of instruments of ratification by a specific 
number of States including those of the permanent members of the Security 
Council. Other delegations objected to this on the grounds that State Parties 
should not be treated in a different manner.
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XVIII

DISTRIBUTION OF THE CONVENTION

This Convention, of which the Arabic, Chinese, English, French, Russian 
and Spanish texts are equally authentic, should be deposited with the 
Secretary-General of the United Nations, who should send duly certified 
copies thereof to the Governments of States members of the United Nations 
and its Specialized Agencies.

Comments

IV. R e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  a n d  C o n c l u s i o n s

13. The Working Group took note of the report of the Chairman on con
sultations held on issues relating to toxicity determination, as contained in 
CD/CW /W P.22/Rev.l and decided to make the following recommenda
tions:

(a) that the Committee on Disarmament take note of the 
CD/CW /W P.22/Rev.l of 23 July 1981, and consider it a suitable basis for 
the delegations to prepare further work on methods to be agreed for toxicity 
determinations for a chemical weapons convention;

(b) that the following issues be discussed at the Committee s 1982 session, 
using the toxicity values for super-toxic lethal, other lethal and other harm
ful chemicals given in CD/112 ’ as a starting point for the work:

(i) Specific testing methods for determination of acute lethal toxici
ty, using the relevant points found in Annex V of 
CD/CW /W P.22/Rev.l;

(ii) Circumstances in which inhalation criteria will be required, in
cluding the possibility of supplementing inhalation toxicity 
measurements with intravenous injection;

(iii) Possible criteria based on other types of harmful effects;
(v) [sic] Inventory of international resources for toxicity determina

tion and the possibility of international co-operation.

Expertise, particularly in toxicology, as well as scientific and technical 
background material, which may be provided by delegations, will be of 
value for such discussions.

(c) that further consultations, similar to those held this year, should take 
place in the week 1-5 March, 1982, on the issues mentioned under (b) unless 
the Committee on Disarmament decided otherwise at the beginning of its 
1982 session.

(d) that the questions related to possible applications of toxicity criteria in 
a chemical weapons convention should be taken up within the Committee in 
the week thereafter.

’ Documents on Disarmament, 1980, pp. 285-289.
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14. The substantive considerations of the Working Group reaffirmed 
the conclusions, reflected in the Final Document of the first special session 
of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, that the prohibition of 
chemical weapons and their destruction represented one of the most 
urgent measures of disarmament and that the conclusion of such a conven
tion is of the highest priority in multilateral negotiations. The urgency of 
achieving concrete results to this end was especially recognized in the light 
of the second special session to be held in 1982.

15. After the extensive examination of the various issues related to a 
chemical weapons convention, both in 1980 and 1981, the Working Group 
considered that a convergence of views has emerged on many issues, but 
that some important divergencies of views still exist on certain elements. 
The Group also expresses the hope that the Committee will take due ac
count of the results of its work, as presented in this report, so that it will 
contribute to the process of negotiating and elaborating a chemical 
weapons convention.

16. While it was generally agreed that the Group made substantive prog
ress during its 1981 session, many delegations regretted that it was not possi
ble to obtain a revised mandate which would enable the group to initiate 
negotiations on the text of a convention. Emphasizing the responsibility of 
the Committee on Disarmament for the negotiation and elaboration of a 
chemical weapons convention, the Group recommends that the Committee 
at the beginning of its 1982 session re-establish the ad hoc Working Group 
on Chemical Weapons with an appropriately revised mandate, which will 
enable the Committee to build upon the areas of convergence and to resolve 
the differences of views which were identified by the Group during the 1980 
and 1981 sessions, so as to achieve agreement on a chemical weapons con
vention at the earliest date.

Statement by the British Representative (Summerhayes) to 
the Committee on Disarmament: Negotiations on interme- 
diate-Range Nuclear Forces and Nuclear Neutron Weapons 
[Extract], August 18, 1981 '

I have asked for the floor to speak briefly on items of current business, as 
we draw to the end of the 1981 session. I shall start by commenting on some 
observations made at our meeting on 13 August by my neighbour, the 
distinguished representative of the Soviet Union.* In the course of a state
ment in which he concentrated mainly on nuclear problems. Ambassador

'CD/PV.147, pp. 25-26. 
^Ante.
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Issraelyan made several assertions which were misleading. It is not right that 
they should go uncorrected.

I wish to draw particular attention to three points. In the first place the 
Soviet statement presented an analysis of the nuclear dispositions in Europe 
without taking any account of the political and military background. Not 
surprisingly, perhaps, there was no mention at all of the fact that by com
parison with the Soviet Union the States of western Europe devote rather 
modest resources to their defence, or of the fact that they are flanked to the 
east by States which have an overwhelming preponderance of conventional 
military capacity, particularly in armoured formations and artillery. Nor 
did it point out that, because our eastern neighbours operate closed societies 
and publish almost nothing about their military plans and activities, we in 
western Europe have to make the most prudent deductions we can from the 
observed military capacity of the Warsaw Treaty Organization and the ac
tions of its member States.

Against this background the question of the precise quantities of nuclear 
hardware deployed in Europe may seem a secondary matter to those not in
volved in the political confrontation in Europe. I would ask them, however, 
to be patient and to bear with me because the question does not look sec
ondary to those of us in western Europe. It is our concern that the position 
should be accurately represented so that all may understand the apprehen
sions which underlie the attitude of our Governments.

In his speech on 13 August, Ambassador Issraelyan attempted to rebut 
the statement by Ambassador Ruth of the Federal Republic of Germany to 
the effect that nuclear forces in Europe were in disequilibrium in favour of the 
Warsaw Pact countries.® He said that there were approximately 1,000 Soviet 
missile delivery systems in Europe, which I believe is the case. In com
parison with this he said NATO deployed a similar number. However, 
when he listed the components of the Western total he said that this Western 
total included the so-called United States forward-based systems, medium- 
range missile systems and aircraft of other NATO Western allies. For good 
measure he also included submarine-launched rockets.

However, he did not specify how the Soviet total was comprised. It is 
well known that there are nearly 1,000 Soviet missiles and bombers of 
medium range alone in the European theatre. If you also include Soviet air
craft and missiles comparable to the NATO systems which he referred to, 
the so-called balance is seen to be an advantage of approximately 2,600 
Soviet systems compared with the supposed 1,000 NATO systems which I 
would add are mainly in the so-called United States forward-based systems, 
that is aircraft, some of which are on aircraft carriers. And this, I might say, 
excludes any Soviet submarine-launched missiles, all of which are capable 
of being used against targets in the European theatre.

Alternatively, we could strike the balance sheet the other way. We could 
exclude from the NATO list all those systems for which equivalents 
do not appear in the total of 1,000 Soviet systems. There would then be seen 
to be less than 280 Western systems, depending on exactly which Western

® CD/PV.144, pp. 8-9.
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components are included. This indicates a Soviet preponderance of between 
3 and 4 to 1. So, either way, the facts do not support Ambassador 
Issraelyan's proposition that there is what he called "rough equality in 
medium-range nuclear armaments" between East and West in Europe.

There is another matter on which I equally want to introduce a better 
sense of perspective. On 13 August^ my other distinguished neighbour. Am
bassador Flowerree, referred to a decision taken by the United States 
Government to proceed with the production and stockpiling in the United 
States of what are properly called enhanced radiation warheads (ERWs), 
but for which the more emotive description 'neutron bomb" was chosen in 
1978, especially by those who wished to present an exaggerated picture of 
the character and potential of these weapons. A number of statements have 
been made in the Committee which have contained distortions, and since I 
believe it is important for us in this forum to maintain our objectivity, I ven
ture to bring to your attention one or two basic facts about these ERWs.

The enhanced radiation warhead, of which we have heard so much, is a 
nuclear weapon which is designed to be employed either as an artillery shell 
or as the warhead on a short-range rocket. Its yield is thus clearly limited. 
And although it has acquired a doomsday reputation, it is actually designed 
to be less destructive than the many other nuclear weapons which are 
already deployed on either side of the line in Europe.

A different, and much more far-reaching, distortion which I think it 
necessary for my delegation to controvert most specifically is that which ac
cuses the NATO alliance of preparing for 'limited nuclear war". The allega
tion seems to be that the fact that enhanced radiation warheads are designed 
as short-range and tactical weapons is evidence of this intention. The argu
ment runs, very briefly, that alliance thinking about nuclear war is in the 
course of making a dangerous shift, that with the introduction of weapons 
that are more accurate or have more limited effect NATO is somehow mov
ing away from the concept of deterrence and beginning to plan for nuclear 
war. This is a fallacy resting on a complete misconception. The fact is that 
the deterrent effect of nuclear weapons is linked to their actual capability 
and that deterrence is designed to operate at every level. The only purpose 
for which the neutron weapon came into existence was to provide an effec
tive counter to the threat of concentrated tank attacks, bearing in mind the 
almost three to one superiority that the Warsaw Pact has in armoured for
mations. Now in fact we know from the United States statement that no 
deployment is being considered at the present time. But the mere potential 
for deployment of the ERW will maintain balanced deterrence and will thus 
continue to prevent the risk of conflict. Deterrence, and the capacity to deal 
with any form of potential attack, are two sides of a single coin.
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Statement by the Mexican Representative (Garcia Robles) to 
the Committee on Disarmament: Deterrence, August 18, 
1981 '

I should like in this statement briefly to review some points relating to the 
vital interest of all peoples in a radical change being brought about in the in
ternational situation which has been created by the "existence of nuclear 
weapons and the continuing arms race", a situation which called forth the 
justified alarm of the United Nations General Assembly because of the 
threat it implies to nothing less than "the very survival of mankind", to use 
the words of the Final Document of the first special session of the General 
Assembly devoted to disarmament.^

I shall begin by saying how much we regret that the statements made by 
the representatives of the two nuclear Superpowers last Thursday^ have 
brought into the Committee on Disarmament, in this final stage of its 1981 
session, a new blast of the cold war. Repeated and very recent declarations 
by the President of Mexico and his Secretary for Foreign Affairs reveal once 
again my country's energetic rejection of any attempt to revive the 
deplorable international conditions of the 1950s and the 1960s.

We were deeply disappointed that the statement with which one of those 
two representatives finally broke his long silence during this session which is 
now about to end contained so little that is encouraging as regards the im
plementation of the task entrusted to the Committee on Disarmament.

We are sure that certainly neither of the two Superpowers can aspire to a 
saint s halo where disarmament is concerned, particularly nuclear disarma
ment. We would, however, be prepared to pass over some imaginary 
descriptions we were given of the course of the nuclear arms race between 
1960 and 1980, although the fact that such descriptions were given in this 
Committee would seem to imply a presumption that its members' 
knowledge of the subject is at the level of that of a primary school child. 
After all, anyone who wishes to obtain reliable information of this connec
tion can easily find it in serious publications like those of the Stockholm 
institute known by the initials SIPRI or those of the Washington Center 
for Defense Information. The latter, for example, recently published the re
sults — extremely illustrative in this regard — of a study made last year by 
an interdepartmental group consisting no less than of representatives of 
the Department of Defense, the Chiefs of Staff, the State Department, the 
Central Intelligence Agency, the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 
and the National Security Council.

However, in the statement I mentioned, there are other aspects which in
deed seem to us rather disturbing. I shall refer briefly to two of them, both 
of which emerge from the following paragraphs:

Earlier this year, we had in this Committee a wide-ranging debate 
on deterrence. Many countries expressed and continue to express the

' CD/PV.147, pp. 27-30.
* The Final Document is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 411-439.
’ Aug. 13, ante.



GARCIA ROBLES STATEMENT, AUGUST 18 399

view that deterrence is an abhorrent doctrine. But many nations and 
groups of nations, nuclear and non-nuclear alike, practise it . . .

The tendency in the Committee to adopt a high moral tone in 
preaching about the evils of deterrence, among other things, may be 
satisfying to the psyche, but it doesn't get us anywhere . . .  In the 
nation-State system that exists in the world today, the first duty of 
Governments towards their citizens is protection . . . Progress 
toward disarmament can be helped if we accept the reality that each 
State is going to maintain that its own judgement of its security re
quirements is not subject to challenge, no matter what others may 
think or what the realities may be.

The first point to which I should like to draw attention is the statement 
contained in the last part of that quotation. The view there expressed that 
the security requirements of each State depend on its own judgement of 
them and that this judgement "is not subject to challenge, no matter what 
others may think or what the realities may be" is in direct contradiction with 
numerous provisions of the Final Document, such as, for example, 
paragraph 47 which, as we know, says:

. . . Nuclear weapons pose the greatest danger to mankind and to 
the survival of civilization. It is essential to halt and reverse the 
nuclear arms race in all its aspects in order to avert the danger of war 
involving nuclear weapons. The ultimate goal in this context is the 
complete elimination of nuclear weapons.

The strict application of the approach in question seems to us so incom 
patible with the spirit and the letter of the Final Document that we believe 
that if any State were to begin seriously to put it into practice, it ought to 
start thinking about giving up its membership of the Committee on Disar
mament.

The second point to which I should also like to draw particular attention 
is the reference to "deterrence".

I should like to point out for a start that, perhaps inadvertently, the state
ment to which I have been referring omits to say that the deterrence dis
cussed in the Committee, both at formal and at informal meetings has been 
deterrence based on nuclear weapons. My delegation expressed its position 
in this regard more than 12 years ago when, on 18 March 1969, at the open
ing meeting of the session of the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarma
ment for that year, we said:

We refuse to believe that the so-called deterrent power — a formula 
that has regrettably been much abused —of such weapons can be 
regarded as a positive factor justifying their existence. The fact that in 
the past 20 years we have had a precarious peace based on a frighten
ing balance of terror is for us far from being a convincing argument.

In the millions of years of pre-history which are usually divided into 
the Stone Age, the Bronze Age, and the Iron Age it was enough for 
man to have the deterrent power of primitive weapons made from 
such materials; and during thousands of years of recorded history in 
which, we must not forget, for many periods over half a century long 
peace prevailed and the deterrent power never until quite recently
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went any further than the instruments of destruction, quite terrifying 
enough, that were based on TNT and dynamite. We cannot under
stand why today international peace and security should have to de
pend on weapons such as the nuclear weapons, the very existence of 
which entails the danger of universal suicide/

This is the kind of deterrence which we should like to disappear since, far 
from protecting international security, it carries with it an obvious danger 
for the survival of the human species. My delegation is in good company in 
this respect —that of all the Members of the United Nations, including all 
the members of the Committee, unless there is anyone who would like to 
repudiate the solemn declarations embodied by consensus in the Final 
Document, for example:

The attainment of the objective of security, which is an inseparable 
element of peace, has always been one of the most profound aspira
tions of humanity. States have for a long time sought to maintain their 
security through the possession of arms. Admittedly, their survival 
has, in certain cases, effectively depended on whether they could 
count on appropriate means of defence. Yet the accumulation of 
weapons, particularly nuclear weapons, today constitutes much more 
a threat than a protection for the future of mankind.

The passage I have just quoted comes from the very first paragraph of the 
Final Document. A little further on, in paragraph 11, the General Assembly 
declared:

The increase in weapons, especially nuclear weapons, far from help
ing to strengthen international security, on the contrary weakens it.

Two paragraphs later, in paragraph 13, the General Assembly made this 
emphatic statement which is particularly relevant to the subject we are deal
ing with here:

Enduring international peace and security cannot be built on the ac
cumulation of weaponry by military alliances nor be sustained by a 
precarious balance of deterrence or doctrines of strategic superiority.

As is clear from what I have said, my delegation has not found anything 
very encouraging in the statement made here on Thursday, 13 August, by 
the distinguished representative of the United States.

Fortunately, that very day, in distant California, the President of the 
United States made an announcement which on the contrary seems to us to 
justify moderately optimistic inferences: he stated that he had sent a letter to 
the President of the Soviet Union inviting him seriously to discuss disarma
ment at what it is customary to call a 'summit meeting".* Since this invita
tion is similar to the one issued earlier by the Soviet Head of State,* my 
delegation considers it reasonable to expect that this meeting may become 
fact in the not too distant future.

" ENDC/PV.395, pp. 23-24.
* Ante.
‘ May 25, ante.
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Since, as it would seem, the President of the United States has expressed 
his desire that at the proposed meeting the two parties should discuss "what 
the peoples really want", my delegation would like now to make its modest 
contribution to that discussion, by expressing its view that what the peoples 
of the world essentially want in the sphere of disarmament can be summed 
up in the words of paragraphs 18 and 109 of the Final Document:

In the first of those paragraphs the General Assembly said that "Remov
ing the threat of a world war— a nuclear war -  is the most acute and urgent 
task of the present day", and it concluded immediately thereafter that 
"Mankind is confronted with a choice: we must halt the arms race and pro
ceed to disarmament or face annihilation".

In the second of those two paragraphs, the body that is the most represen
tative of the international community agreed on the elaboration "of a com
prehensive programme of disarmament encompassing all measures thought 
to be advisable in order to ensure that the goal of general and complete 
disarmament under effective international control becomes a reality in a 
world in which international peace and security prevail and in which the 
new international economic order is strengthened and consolidated".

Statement by the Soviet Representative (issraelyan) to the 
Committee on Disarmament: Nuclear Neutron Weapons, 
August 18, 1981 '

A document has been circulated at the request of the Soviet delegation 
containing a statement by TASS on the decision of the United States Ad
ministration to embark on the scaled up production of neutron weapons.* 
In addition to what was said in this connection by the Soviet delegation in 
its intervention of 13 August,® I have been instructed to state the following.

With its decision to start the full-scale production of neutron weapons the 
United States Administration has taken a further step which will lead to the 
escalation of the arms race. In taking this decision, the United States seeks 
to acquire a weapon which would help it to put into practice its doctrine of 
a limited nuclear war. Neutron weapons are regarded as particularly 
suitable for confining a nuclear conflict to a given region, for example, 
Europe or the Middle East. Neutron weapons can also be installed on 
delivery systems which are not tied to specific regions, for example, those at 
the disposal of the "rapid deployment" forces or aboard United States naval 
vessels sailing around the entire globe. The introduction of neutron 
weapons essentially leads to the lowering of the nuclear threshold and in
creases the probability of the escalation of an armed conflict to the level of 
an all-out nuclear war.

’ CD/PV.147, pp. 33-34. 
 ̂ CD/216.

® Ante.
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The attempts by the United States Administration to minimize the 
dangers inherent in its decision by declaring that what is involved is only 
the production of neutron weapons and not their deployment in specific 
regions are futile. There can hardly be any doubt that the production of 
neutron weapons is merely an initial stage, which will be followed by 
pressure on the allies to secure their agreement to the deployment of 
neutron weapons on their territories.

The United States Administration s decision in many respects creates a 
new situation in the approach to the problem of the limitation of the arms 
race and disarmament. The production of neutron weapons will con
siderably hamper the ongoing disarmament negotiations. It can in no way 
serve as an appropriate overture to the negotiations on nuclear armaments 
in Europe. For the United States to believe that it will thus be able to 
strengthen its position at the proposed Soviet-American negotiations is a 
profound fallacy. The production of neutron weapons in conditions where 
Europe is already over-saturated with various types of weapons of mass 
destruction in fact diminishes European security.

The position of the USSR with regard to neutron weapons has been 
repeatedly set forth in statements by the leader of the Soviet State, L.I. 
Brezhnev, and other Soviet leaders. It is also reflected in formal statements 
and proposals by the USSR, and in particular in the draft convention on the 
prohibition of neutron weapons which was submitted to the Committee on 
Disarmament jointly with other socialist countries in March 1978.^ The 
reason why the United States and its NATO allies blocked the elaboration 
of such a convention in Geneva is now very obvious.

Every State is responsible for the way in which the situation in the matter 
of the production of neutron weapons will evolve. Not a single Government 
can stand aloof if it really cares for the interests of peace and the security of 
its own country. It is precisely for this reason that the Soviet Union ad
vocates the immediate establishment of a working group within the Com
mittee on Disarmament for working out an international convention on the 
prohibition of the production, stockpiling, deployment and use of nuclear 
neutron weapons. As you know, a basis for negotiations in the working 
group exists. This is the draft of an appropriate international convention 
which was tabled by a group of socialist countries in 1978. The Committee 
cannot disregard this issue.

In taking its decision to produce neutron weapons, the United States Ad
ministration has assumed a heavy responsibility for the consequences this 
step will have for future developments in the international situation.

The Soviet Union of course cannot remain a passive onlooker in the 
situation which is taking shape now. It will draw conclusions from what is 
happening at present and, taking into account future developments, it will 
take appropriate measures to ensure the security of the Soviet people and its 
allies and friends. However, the Soviet Union firmly opposes any new 
upswing in the nuclear arms race.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 167-168.
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Statement by the U.S. Representative (Flowerree) to the 
Committee on Disarmament: Biological Weapons, Nuclear 
Neutron Weapons, and Deterrence, August 18, 1981 '

Mr. Chairman, if attention to my delegation and mention of its name in 
this forum was any measure of popularity, I am sure that the United States 
would be at the top of the list by now. At any rate, I do feel that there are a 
few things that have been said that require me to make a response, and in 
view of the late hour I will not respond on all aspects of the points which 
have been made with which I disagree. This morning we heard the Vice- 
Minister of Cuba noting that his delegation had circulated a statement on 
biological warfare, document CD/211, "which might be useful to the Com
mittee in its work" —those were his words. The United States has examined 
this document and has found it to be tendentious and completely without 
foundation in fact. The Cuban Government should be aware of the fact that 
the United States destroyed all its biological weapons stocks and ceased all 
production some five years before the entry into force of the Biological 
Weapons Convention to which the United States is a party. On 27 July of 
this year the United States rejected the suggestion that the outbreak of 
dengue fever in Cuba was caused by any action of the United States. Our 
spokesman said that this latest charge, like earlier ones about sugar rust, 
tobacco mould and swine fever, was totally without foundation. Now, 
what was not mentioned in the statement by Mr. Castro which was cir
culated to the Committee is that the United States Government, in line with 
its general policy of humanitarian concern, has co-operated with the Pan- 
American Health Organization in helping to stem this latest outbreak of 
dengue fever in Cuba. On 17 July the Department of Commerce of the 
United States received a licence application from the Pan-American Health 
Organization to export to Cuba 300 metric tons of abate, a United States- 
made granular pesticide which is used to kill the mosquitoes that spread 
dengue fever. The application was approved expeditiously, on the same 
day. There are substitute products made in other countries for dealing with 
dengue fever, but Cuba and the Pan-American Health Organization pre
ferred the United States-made product as being the most effective and effi
cient.

There is another point which I wish to take up. It has to do with the 
discussion that we have had on neutron weapons. There are several points 
that have been made by different speakers, some that were made by the 
representative of the Soviet Union last Thursday;* I will not address all of 
them, but there are two, at the moment, to which I would like to call atten
tion. One point was addressed in part by our British colleague this 
morning.® It had to do with what is called the United States forward-based 
systems. The capabilities in these systems reside largely in submarines and 
aircraft-carriers. The proper response to those forward-based systems is cer-

' CD/PV.147, pp. 41-43. 
 ̂Aug. 13, ante.

’ Ante.
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tainly not a land-based missile with multiple warheads. The number of 
warheads which the Soviet Union has accumulated in the SS-20 system is 
now well over 700 and is growing weekly. But you do not sink submarines 
or aircraft-carriers, or shoot down airplanes with SS-20 land-based surface- 
to-surface missiles, and those more than 700 warheads are far beyond the 
needs for fixed targets in Europe. One then must ask oneself what they are 
for.

There is another point about neutron weapons which I think needs to be 
cleared up, and that is what is the nature of the weapon. I am not at this 
point speaking about whether it is a good or a bad weapon; I just want to 
explain what the weapon is. All nuclear weapons create blast, heat and 
what is called prompt radiation and fallout, which is delayed radiation. 
Each of these characteristics can be enhanced or suppressed in building the 
weapons, depending on their military purposes. The enhanced radiation 
weapon, the radiation warhead, is a fission-fusion device, a small hydrogen 
fusion bomb with an atomic fission trigger that enhances the prompt radia
tion characteristics while reducing blast, heat and fallout. The enhanced 
radiation weapon is designed primarily for anti-tank warfare; a small 
enhanced radiation weapon can penetrate a tank s armour and immobilize 
the tank with its prompt radiation effects without causing significant blast 
or thermal damage to surrounding areas. Now, we have never advertised 
this as being anything but a weapon, and weapons kill. But our Soviet col
league somehow or other thinks that death from an SS-20 half-megaton 
warhead might be more pleasant than death from a neutron weapon. Well, 
I heard him say that this neutron weapon can penetrate concrete bunkers — I 
am pretty sure that he would not like to be in that concrete bunker when the 
warhead of a Soviet medium-range missile exploded overhead.

One final point. Since the subject has been brought up by two of our col
leagues today —and I am glad to see that people do read my speeches —I 
would like to make a brief comment about this business of deterrence. In 
regard to the statement made by the distinguished representative of Mexico 
this morning, I am sorry that he chose to quote only selectively from my 
statement of 13 August regarding deterrence. I am sure that a full reading 
would make clear the valid point I was making, so with your indulgence, I 
will read a part of the statement that was left out. I described the fact that 
deterrence had been used for many purposes by Governments, or had been 
in long use by Governments, over many years, and then said: "Deterrence 
has its virtues, but it is naive to hope that it can continue to serve indefinite
ly into the future. We would all prefer to live in a world in which that doc
trine and the military forces which support it were unnecessary. Never
theless, with the best of will on all sides, arms and the impulses which cause 
nations to use them are not likely to be brought fully under control in the 
near future." I wish that were not our judgement, but it happens to be our 
judgement and I think that very many people here would share it. Now, in 
the statement by the distinguished representative of India this afternoon, he 
talked about the terrible consequences of a nuclear war, which we share ful
ly and understand. Our point of difference is that we think that deterrence
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makes nuclear war less likely, and that is the premise on which we have 
been proceeding for a long time. We know it is not the best system; in fact I 
said that in this very Chamber in my statement on 7 April/1 went into great 
detail about the possible dangers to the world — dangers to the world as a 
whole —of dismantling deterrence on a unilateral basis. So, I hope that my 
statement will be read in its entirety and not be mistaken as an advocacy of 
deterrence as a long-term solution to our problems. Finally, in closing, I am 
glad to see that the representative of India* and the representative of Mex
ico* cited Secretary of State Haig and President Reagan in statements that 
indicated their understanding of the concerns which preoccupy this Com
mittee and the fact that they are interested in doing something about it.

Statement Submitted to the Committee on Disarmament by 
the Group of 21: 1981 Session of the Committee, August 19, 
1981 ^

The Group of 21 regrets that the adverse trends in the international situa
tions which it had noted at the end of the 1980 session of the Committee on 
Disarmament continued to prevail during the third annual session of the 
Committee. The Committee has not been able to make any significant prog
ress in negotiations on most of the items on its agenda especially the items to 
which the United Nations General Assembly has accorded the highest 
priority, namely. Nuclear Test Ban and Cessation of the Nuclear Arms Race 
and Nuclear Disarmament, due to the absence of political will on the part of 
certain major powers. The Group of 21 is deeply disturbed over this trend 
which seriously undermines the effectiveness of the Committee as the single 
multilateral negotiating organ in the field of disarmament.

The Group of 21 reaffirms its belief and confidence in the multilateral ap
proach to all disarmament questions and considers that ad hoc working 
groups have proved to be the best available machinery for the effective con
duct of all substantive disarmament negotiations in the Committee on 
Disarmament.

The Group of 21 expresses deep regret that during the 1981 session the 
Committee was once again prevented from setting up an ad hoc working 
group to undertake multilateral negotiations on the scope, arrangements for 
verification and final clauses of a nuclear test ban treaty as proposed by the 
Group. In view of the fact that the second special session of the United Na
tions General Assembly devoted to disarmament will be held next year, the 
Group reaffirms the political significance of initiating negotiations on a 
nuclear test ban in the Committee on Disarmament at the beginning of its 
next session.

 ̂Ante.
* CD/PV.147, p. 40. 
‘ Aug. 18, ante.
' CD/222.
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It is also regrettable that the parties which had been engaged in trilateral 
negotiations on this subject did not respond, either jointly or individually, to 
the questions posed to them by the members of the Group of 21 as con
tained in the document C D /181* seeking clarifications on issues which are 
of vital concern to both nuclear-weapon States and non-nuclear-weapon 
States alike. The Group calls upon the States concerned to respond urgently 
to these questions.

During the third annual session, members of the Group of 21 emphasised 
the dangers of the continuing arms race and the need for urgent measures to 
prevent the outbreak of nuclear war. The Group of 21 is convinced that the 
continuing escalation of the quantitative and qualitative development of 
nuclear arms directly and fundamentally jeopardizes the vital security in
terests of both nuclear-weapon States and non-nuclear-weapon States alike. 
Convinced therefore, that the issues of nuclear disarmament have a bearing 
on the security of the whole world, the Group of 21 has recommended in 
document CD/180^ the establishment of an ad hoc working group of the 
Committee on Disarmament to initiate without delay negotiations on cer
tain concrete issues of nuclear disarmament, particularly the elaboration of 
the stages of nuclear disarmament contained in paragraph 50 of the Final 
Document. It is a matter of regret that no consensus could be reached on 
this proposal during the 1981 session of the Committee, thus precluding the 
single multilateral negotiating body in the field of disarmament from under
taking concrete negotiations on an item of the highest priority on its 
agenda.

The Group of 21 deplores that no consensus could be achieved to give the 
Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons a mandate to negotiate on a 
multilateral convention. The Group of 21 welcomes the intensive and 
businesslike work carried out by the A d Hoc Working Group. It considers 
of particular importance the fact that in the Working Group all relevant 
issues involved have been presented and thoroughly examined and that the 
Committee is now provided with a solid basis for negotiation on a text of a 
convention for the total prohibition and elimination of chemical weapons. 
It is indispensable that the Committee at the beginning of its 1982 session 
gives the Working Group a clear mandate to urgently negotiate the text of 
such a convention.

The Group of 21 attaches considerable importance to the adoption of the 
Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament at the second special session of 
the United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament. To be 
meaningful, the Programme must contain concrete disarmament measures 
in defined stages leading to the ultimate goal of general and complete disar
mament within an agreed time frame. In accordance with provisions of 
paragraph 38 of the Final Document^ which refers, inter alia, to the negotia
tion of a treaty on general and complete disarmament, a Comprehensive 
Programme of Disarmament should create obligations on the part of all 
States to implement the measures included in the Programme.

* Apr. 24, ante.
® Apr. 24, ante.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 419.
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The Group of 21 has submitted a working paper containing specific disar
mament measures to be included in the various stages of a Comprehensive 
Programme of Disarmament as well as a working paper on the principles 
underlying such a Programme. The Group of 21 calls upon all delegations 
to be forthcoming and submit such proposals as would be conducive to the 
adoption of a Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament as conceived of 
in the relevant provisions of the Final Document.

The Group of 21 recommends that more intensive negotiations should be 
conducted from the beginning of 1982 in the A d Hoc Working Group on the 
Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament to ensure the adoption of a 
Programme at the second special session.

The Group's position on the question of effective international ar
rangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of 
use of nuclear weapons has been outlined on previous occasions (CD/50 
and CD/134).* The Group believes that the most effective assurance against 
the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons is the achievement of nuclear 
disarmament and the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons. The Group 
reiterates its view that the nuclear-weapon States have an obligation to 
categorically assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of 
use of nuclear weapons.

Members of the Group of 21 have supported and played an active role in 
the negotiations in the A d Hoc Working Group to evolve an agreement on a 
common approach or formula which could be included in an international 
instrument of a legally binding character. The Group recommends that 
negotiations on this question should be actively pursued at the next session 
of the Committee. It is of the view that an agreement on this question is 
possible before the second special session of the United Nations General 
Assembly devoted to disarmament provided certain nuclear-weapon States 
revise their positions, based on their nuclear strategic doctrines which so far 
have prevented progress towards a common approach acceptable to all.

In the negotiation on a Radiological Weapons Convention, the Group of 
21 has recommended that the definition of such weapon must be precise and 
complete, and it should not include an exclusion clause with respect to 
nuclear weapons.

The Group of 21 considers that there existed a very real risk of mass 
destruction from the dissemination of radioactive substance through attacks 
on nuclear facilities. In this context the Group suggested in the relevant 
Working Group that serious consideration should be given to the inclusion 
of an undertaking never to attack or deliberately damage any such facilities, 
and to the prohibition of radiological warfare.

The Group of 21 has recommended that the proposed convention must 
contain an explicit commitment for the urgent pursuit of measures for the 
cessation of the nuclear arms race and the achievement of nuclear disarma
ment. The Group of 21 reaffirms the inalienable rights of all States to 
develop and apply their programmes for peaceful uses of radioactive 
materials and sources of radiation, including nuclear energy, the right of ac

* Ibid., 1980, pp. 339-341.
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cess and acquisition ot related materials, equipment, information and 
technology. In this regard, the need to strengthen international co-operation 
was also emphasized. These and other issues still remain to be resolved. In 
the opinion of the Group of 21, agreement on a Radiological Weapons Con
vention can be reached if a sincere effort is made in the negotiations to take 
into account the positions and views of all the members of the Committee 
on Disarmament.

The Group of 21 considers it imperative that concrete negotiations should 
be initiated on effective measures to reduce current international tensions 
and to halt and reverse the arms race especially the nuclear arms race and 
avert the growing danger of the outbreak of war, in particular nuclear war.

If the Committee on Disarmament is unable to undertake concrete 
negotiations and conclude specific agreements on priority items on its 
agenda before the second special session of the United Nations General 
Assembly devoted to disarmament, consideration would have to be given at 
that session to the situation arising therefrom.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Flowerree) to the 
Committee on Disarmament: Nuclear Neutron Weapons, 
August 20, 1981 ^

Mr. Chairman, if your request was for a decision on the document 
CD/219, * as I understand it, which proposes the urgent establishment of an 
ad hoc working group on the prohibition, production, stockpiling, deploy
ment and use of nuclear neutron weapons, I will, of course, have to take ex
ception to that proposal. I will confine my remarks to that question, and 
will not attempt to rebut some of the tendentious statements that have been 
made today about my country's policies in that regard and on some other 
subjects, particularly the statement made by the Cuban representative, 
which contained so many outrageous assertions as to be undeserving of a 
response that would dignify its contents. I take this restraint in my own in
tervention out of respect for the need of the Committee to make the best use 
of the precious few hours remaining to us. Now, as the title of the proposal 
contained in CD/219 suggests, we are dealing here with a question concern
ing the prohibition of nuclear weapons. But, as a number of speakers have 
noted in our informal meetings, why deal with only one type of nuclear 
weapon while leaving others aside?

In fact, the most lethal and damaging weapons, those that have actually 
been deployed, would not be considered under this proposal.

The so-called nuclear neutron weapon, which is more properly 
designated "enhanced radiation weapon" (ERW), is one possible variant in 
the broad range of nuclear weapons. Every one of them, including the 
ERW, produces blast, thermal effects, prompt radiation and residual radia
tion. These effects vary according to the design, yield and even such things

' CD/PV.148, pp. 30-31. 
’ Aug. 17, ante.
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as the height of the explosion. Thus, all sorts of distinctions can be made 
among nuclear weapons. But the fact remains that all can kill and wreak 
varying degrees of damage, ranging up to the catastrophic for the larger 
warheads carried by medium-range and intercontinental missiles. 
Therefore, there would seem to be no reason connected with an approach to 
nuclear disarmament for selectively concentrating on one particular variant 
of nuclear weapons, particularly since it is one of the least damaging of 
nuclear weapons and is designed to be placed in artillery shells and short 
range rockets.

The question of the reason for the selective approach in CD/219 then re
mains. As the United States has pointed out on many occasions, the ERW 
weapon is defensive in character and is intended, if ever deployed, to main
tain deterrence of attack. It would be considered for use only in extreme cir
cumstances, which we pray will never occur, in responding to a mass ar
moured attack. A look at the disposition of forces in Europe might suggest 
the answer to the question of why this proposal is being pressed by the 
sponsors of CD/219, nearly all of whom are members of the Warsaw Pact. 
There are over 40,000 Warsaw Pact tanks ranged against some 11,000 
NATO tanks in Europe.

The argument has also been made that the danger of nuclear war has been 
heightened by the beginning of production of the ERW because the tempta
tion to use it would be greater — that somehow its existence would make it 
easier to cross the threshold into nuclear war. I dealt with this question in 
my intervention on 13 August.® I noted that the ERW is still a nuclear 
weapon, and that the decision to use it would be no less difficult to make 
than the decision to use any other nuclear weapon. The possibility of in
discriminately destructive responses from the other side would be high, in
creasing the potential for escalation.

For these and other reasons my delegation does not believe that a case has 
been made for the urgent creation of a working group to negotiate a con
vention on the prohibition of so-called neutron weapons. The introduction 
of this proposal at this late date in our session, and under the prevailing cir
cumstances, leads to the conclusion that it is not a serious disarmament 
proposal.

Statement by the Chinese Representative (Yu Peiwen) to the 
Committee on Disarmament: Nuclear Neutron Weapons, 
August 20, 1981 ^

Mr. Chairman, at the recent meetings of the Committee on Disarma
ment, there have been debates around the decision of the United States Ad
ministration to produce neutron bombs. The Soviet delegation has 
distributed in the Committee working paper CD/216, which contains a 
TASS statement of 13 August. In this statement, the TASS made groundless

® Ante.
' CD/PV.148, pp. 35-36.
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attacks on China. I am compelled, in the name of the Chinese delegation, to 
reject categorically such wanton attacks by the Soviet Union.

The facts are that: Chinas press organs, among others, our official 
newspaper The People's Daily, have responsibly and objectively reported 
the views of some countries on the United States decision to produce 
neutron bombs, including the contents of press release issued by TASS.

Then what is the motive of the Soviet attacks on China? Why did 
Moscow fly into a rage when China s newspapers have reported views and 
reactions of some countries on the production of neutron bombs by the 
United States? What is behind all this? These are questions worth ponder
ing.

Evidently, the production of neutron bombs by the United States will af
fect the balance of nuclear forces between the Soviet Union and the United 
States. In recent years, the Soviet Union has stepped up its development of 
nuclear weapons in order to gain nuclear superiority. By deploying a large 
number of SS-20 missiles and Back-fire bombers in Europe, the Soviet 
Union has gained nuclear superiority in the European theatre. Now, with 
the production of neutron bombs by the United States, the nuclear balance 
between the two sides is bound to be affected.

The production of neutron bombs by the United States will offset the 
"tank advantage'* enjoyed by the Soviet Union in the European theatre. It is 
reported that the Soviet Union and other Warsaw Treaty States have 
deployed as many as 47,000 tanks in Europe, whereas the Western counter
part has but 12,000. As we all know, the neutron bomb is an effective anti
tank weapon.

The United States decision to produce neutron bombs was made at a time 
when the United States is preparing to conduct negotiations with the Soviet 
Union in 1981 on theatre nuclear weapons. This shows that the United 
States is trying to strengthen its military capabilities so that it may stand in a 
relatively favourable position in future disarmament negotiations, i.e. from 
a position of strength.

It seems that the above points are precisely the reasons why Moscow is so 
disturbed and panic-stricken by the production of neutron bombs by the 
United States, and so furious about the objective reporting in the Chinese 
newspapers. In the final analysis, the production of neutron bombs is in fact 
a product of the nuclear arms race between the two superpowers, the United 
States and the Soviet Union. China has all along been against the nuclear 
arms race and holds that the two superpowers should take the lead in carry
ing out nuclear disarmament. The Soviet vilification against Chinas clear- 
cut position on disarmament is utterly futile.
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Statement by the Netherlands Representative (Wagen- 
makers) to the Committee on Disarmament: Handling of 
Confidential Documents [Extract], August 21, 1981 '

The Netherlands delegation cannot agree with the statement made earlier 
this evening, before the adoption of the 1981 report of the Committee that 
certain facts regarding our discussions on agenda item 1 (Nuclear test ban) 
and agenda item 2 (Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarma
ment) are going to be concealed from the world community.^

Our objection to mentioning the synthesis document in the report of the 
Committee is one of principle.

Let me briefly resume the background.
On 19 March 1981 the Committee on Disarmament decided that we 

would have informal meetings on agenda items 1 and 2 so as to facilitate a 
frank exchange of views.®

Only afterwards, on 21 April 1981, a month later, at the request of cer
tain delegations, the Committee decided to request the secretariat to prepare 
the said unofficial document containing the synthesis under reference.^

But it was agreed by all members that this was to be a confidential docu
ment, drawn up for assistance of the members of the Committee on Disarm
ament only. In fact this reference is clearly printed on the document itself.

If now, by a sudden retrograde decision, we were to decide to change the 
character of that confidential document, we would risk to prejudge in a 
negative way any informal exchanges we may have in the future on these 
two priority items on the Committee s agenda. It is the understanding of my 
delegation that it is only a matter of fair play that a delegation should know 
in advance whether a particular statement it makes will be put on record or 
not.

If in 1982 a request would be made to divulge the informal transactions of 
the Committee on agenda items 1 and 2, well, we may decide to do so. 
However, such a decision should be taken in advance, so that all members 
of the Committee are well aware of the nature of these particular informal 
meetings.

Communique of the Nordic Foreign Ministers 
[Extracts], September 3, 1981 ’

The Nordic Foreign Miriisters, meeting in Copenhagen on September 2-3, 
1981, discussed international developments and expressed concern over the

' CD/PV.149, p. 40.
> Ibid.. pp. 9-12.
’ CD/PV.116, pp. 29-30.
' CD/PV.126, pp. 12-14.
* ACDA files. The meeting, held in Copenhagen Sept. 2-3, was attended by the Foreign 

Ministers of Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, and Sweden.
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tension of uncertainty which characterizes the political and economic situa
tion in the world.

The Nordic countries will continue to contribute actively to a stabiliza
tion of the international situation by urging the leading great powers to 
engage in an open and sincere dialogue. The Ministers found it imperative to 
continue working for genuine detente, which is in the interest of all States. 
They found it particularly necessary that security does not become a ques
tion of military superiority. The negotiations on arms control and disarma
ment should be carried on in a constructive manner in order to create in
creased security through military balance at the lowest possible force level.

• • • • • • •

The Ministers emphasized the significance of the progress already made at 
the Madrid meeting/ and they attached particular importance to the inclu
sion in the concluding document of a concrete mandate for a conference on 
confidence- and security-building measures and disarmament in Europe. 
They reaffirmed the full support of the Nordic countries for the continua
tion of the CSCE process through agreement on time and place for another 
follow-up meeting as an integral part of the obligations which the par
ticipating states have undertaken in the Final Act.^

The Ministers expressed disappointment that the international situation 
was characterized by lack of progress in the work for disarmament and 
arms control, and instead new weapons and weapons systems were being 
added to the arsenals of the world.

The Ministers expressed their firm hope that negotiations on arms control 
and disarmament measures concerning strategic nuclear weapons systems 
between the United States and the Soviet Union be resumed as soon as 
possible. Pending new agreements, the parties should continue to observe 
the provisions of the SALT II Agreement.®

The Ministers welcomed the fact that the United States and the Soviet 
Union will initiate substantive negotiations on Euro-strategic nuclear 
weapons (TNF) before the end of the year.

Resumed negotiations should also make it possible to find solutions to 
some of the main questions which for a long period of time have been under 
consideration in the Committee on Disarmament in Geneva, such as the 
question of a complete test ban in nuclear weapons, a ban on production 
and stockpiling of chemical weapons as well as the question of protection 
against attacks on civil nuclear plants. The Ministers underlined that pro
gress on these and other questions will be decisive for the possibilities of 
reaching constructive results at the second special session of the United Na
tions General Assembly on disarmament in the spring of 1982.

The Ministers again expressed the hope that a first result would soon be 
achieved at the talks in Vienna on force reductions in Central Europe.

‘ Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe.
’ The Final Act mav be found in Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 1, 1975, pp. 323 ff.; 

the arms control portions are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1975, p. 304-308.
® Printed ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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The Ministers expressed their continued strong support for the 
endeavours to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons to more countries. 
The Ministers stressed the importance of a strict adherence to the provisions 
of the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT).’ They warned against any action, 
which could undermine the respect for the control system of the IAEA, 
which constitutes a central element in the NPT regime. The Ministers 
underlined that all non-nuclear-weapon states should accept IAEA control 
of their entire nuclear energy activities and that full-scope safeguards should 
be required in connection with export also to countries outside the NPT.

The Ministers emphasized the importance of also making disarmament 
relating to conventional weapons the object of increased international atten
tion.

The Ministers emphasized the importance of the stable balance, in both 
security and political terms, in the Nordic countries which contributes to the 
maintenance of peace and security also in a wider international context. 
They informed each other of the prerequisites, which in view of the dif
ferent national security policy situations of each country should apply to the 
work for a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Nordic area. The Nordic 
Foreign Ministers agreed to continue to keep in contact concerning their fur
ther work with this question.

• • • • • • •

Statement by the Department of State: Prior Notification of 
Military Maneuvers by the Soviet Union, September 4, 
1981 ^

On August 14 the Soviet Union notified CSCE [Conference on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe] * signatories of an exercise to take place 
September 4-12 in the Byelorussian and Baltic military districts and on the 
Baltic Sea. The Soviet notification did not include the number of troops tak
ing part in the exercise. This information is required under the Helsinki Final 
Act confidence-building measure on prior notification of major military 
maneuvers.®

In the past the Soviet Union has always given information on the number 
of participating troops in its notifications. Thus the Soviet notification of 
the current exercise is inconsistent with its own past practice. We have in
quired about the omission of this information in this case but have received 
no troop figure or explanation from the Soviet Union.

The failure of the Soviet Union to provide the number of participating 
forces is inconsistent with the Final Act major maneuver confidence- 
building measure.

This matter should be of concern to all those participating in the Madrid 
CSCE followup meeting. It raises a question of Soviet willingness to imple

’ Printed ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
’ Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 1981, p. 51.
* Brackets in source text.
® For the confidence-building measures of the Final Act, see Documents on Disarmament, 

1975, pp. 304-308.
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ment fully the provisions of the Final Act confidence-building measures, 
and it underscores the necessity that any conference on disarmament in 
Europe mandate embody the proposed Western criteria (i.e., confidence- 
building measures must be militarily significant, verifiable, politically bind
ing, and applicable to the whole Continent of Europe, including all of the 
European territory of the Soviet Union).

Statement by the Department of State: Prior Notification of 
Military Maneuvers by the Soviet Union, September 8, 
1981 ^

Subsequent to my statement on September 4 * regarding the notification 
of the Soviet exercise now taking place in the Baltic and Byelorussian 
military districts, TASS has advised that the number of Soviet forces par
ticipating in that exercise is 100,000.

In view of this announcement of the size of the Soviet exercise, it is now 
clear that the Soviet Union has failed to observe the Helsinki Final Act pro
vision on prior notification of major military maneuvers.® That provision 
calls upon the notifying party to include in its notification the numerical 
strength of the forces taking part in the maneuver. A major military 
maneuver is defined in the Final Act as one involving more than 25,000 
men.

We deeply regret that the Soviet Union did not provide this information 
in its original notification and that is has not yet officially replied to our in
quiries on this question.

The signatories to the Final Act can only view with concern the failure of 
the Soviet Union to comply with the provision on prior notification of ma
jor military maneuvers. It raises serious questions about the Soviets' pro
fessed interest in measures designed to build confidence and to enhance 
stability in Europe. As I said on Friday, this underscores the necessity that 
any mandate for a conference on disarmament in Europe embody the pro
posed Western criteria for confidence-building measures.

We also note the continuing failure of the Soviet Union to implement the 
humanitarian provisions of the Final Act as evidenced by the lack of pro
gress on reunification of divided families and by the arrest of numerous in
dividuals seeking to exercise rights recognized by the Soviet Government 
when it signed the Final Act. The overall Soviet record raises deep concern 
about the seriousness of the Soviet Union s commitment to fully implement 
the Final Act.

' Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 1981, p. 51.
’ Supra.
’ For this provision, see Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 305-306.
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Statement by the Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for 
Oceans and International Environmental and Scientific 
Affairs (Marshall) Before Subcommittees of the House Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs: Nuclear Cooperation Agreement 
With Egypt, September 10, 1981 ^

I am pleased to be able to appear before these subcommittees today to 
discuss the agreement for nuclear cooperation between the United States 
and Egypt.* On June 29, during the visit here of the Egyptian Minister of 
Energy and Electricity, this agreement was signed by Secretary Haig and 
Minister Abaza. We consider this agreement important to our interests in 
the vital and sensitive Middle East region and supportive of our non
proliferation policies. The agreement will be potentialy significant to both 
countries in Egypt's development of nuclear power.

Background to the Agreement

The concept of nuclear cooperation has been discussed with both Egypt 
and Israel since 1974. Our consideration of this subject has, thus, spanned 
four Administrations. In 1976 tentative agreement was reached with both 
Egypt and Israel regarding such cooperation, but neither agreement was 
ever signed.

After the 1977-78 review of U.S. nonproliferation policy by the previous 
Administration, identical draft agreements were provided to both these 
countries, which incorporated all of the provisions required by the Atomic 
Energy Act, as amended,® together with special provisions which were con
sidered appropriate in view of the situation in the Middle East. At that time, 
Israel indicated that it did not wish to pursue an agreement. Our discussions 
with Egypt continued and resulted in the agreement which is now under 
consideration. A very significant event occurred over the course of these 
discussions — Egypt ratified the Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT).'*

In December 1980, Egypt announced that it intended to undertake a 
prompt, major effort to establish a significant program to meet its future 
energy needs. This was to be accomplished, in part, by acquiring several 
nuclear power reactors for the generation of electricity. At the same time, 
Egypt announced its intention to ratify the NPT, which it had signed in 
1968, and to conclude a safeguards agreement with the International Atomic 
Energy Agency (IAEA) covering all of its peaceful nuclear activities, as re
quired by the treaty.

In February 1981, Egypt joined what now numbers 112 non-nuclear- 
weapon states which have renounced the manufacture or acquisition of

' Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 1981, pp. 79-81. The statement was submitted to the 
Subcommittees on Europe and the Middle East and on International Security and Scientific 
Affairs.

> TIAS 10208.
* 42 u s e  2153.
* The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465. The statement 

made by the Egyptian Government upon depositing its instrument of ratification is printed 
ante, Feb. 26.
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nuclear explosives and agreed to accept IAEA safeguards on all their 
peaceful nuclear activities. The United States warmly welcomed this step, 
and I cannot overstate the importance we attach to it. This far-sighted step 
of extraordinary statesmanship reflects the wisdom and commitment of 
President Sadat and his government to the cause of lasting peace and 
regional stability in the Middle East. NPT adherence by a state of Egypt's 
significance is a major advance in the development of the international non
proliferation regime of which the NPT is the linchpin.

In taking this step, Egypt also announced that it intended to commit up to 
$500 million annually from its oil revenues for the development of alter
native sources of energy, including nuclear power. Egypt also expressed its 
hope that, as envisioned by Article IV of the NPT, its adherence would 
facilitate support of this development by the United States and other ad
vanced nuclear power states. A joint Egyptian-U.S. assessment of Egypt's 
long-term energy situation concluded in 1979 that nuclear power was a 
feasible option to help to meet Egypt's future energy requirements. Egypt's 
intention to pursue this option now, while it continues to possess petroleum 
for its near-term needs, is, in our view, prudent and well-considered. We 
consider Egypt's expectation that its adherence to the NPT would facilitate 
nuclear cooperation to be fully justified and in conformity with similar ex
pectations of the other NPT parties.

We have long expressed our strong perference that our existing 
cooperating partners in nuclear energy be parties to the NPT and that new 
partners facilitate conclusion of the necessary agreement with us by adher
ing to the treaty. Our willingness to cooperate with Egypt's desire to con
clude this agreement promptly in order to advance its peaceful nuclear 
development is one reflection of our recognition of Egypt's decision to ratify 
the NPT. This is an attitude which we share with other nuclear supplier 
states with which Egypt is also concluding agreements and discussing its 
plans for development of nuclear power.

Specific Provisions

I would like to turn to a brief examination of the specific provisions of the 
agreement we have signed with Egypt, whose text and supporting 
documents reflecting its review by the U.S. Government have been 
transmitted to the Congress by the President.*

In large measure, this agreement is substantially identical to the 
numerous new and renegotiated agreements for peaceful nuclear coopera
tion which we have concluded with other countries and the IAEA in the 
past few years and which have previously been before the Congress for 
review. These have included agreements with Canada, Australia, Morocco, 
Indonesia, Peru, Bangladesh, and Colombia. Like those recent agreements, 
it contains all of the provisions required to be included by the Atomic

* For the transmittal document, see Agreement for Cooperation Between the Government of 
the United States of America and the Government of the Arab Republic of Egypt Concerning 
Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy: Message From the President (H. Doc. 97-69; 97tn
Cong., 1st sess.), July 8, 1961. The President's letter, July 6, is printed ante.
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Energy Act, as amended. Provisions of the agreement require safeguards 
and adequate physical protection on items supplied by the United States 
and nuclear material produced through their use and U.S. consent to ar
rangements for the storage, retransfer, enrichment, reprocessing, or altera
tion in form or content of material or equipment subject to the agreement. 
A peaceful-use assurance and full-scope safeguards commitment are also in
cluded. The Congress has established these numerous requirements 
specifically with a view to such agreements advancing U.S. nonprolifera
tion interests.

This agreement reflects other features not common to all of our other 
agreements but shared with some of them. These features further our non
proliferation interests while serving the common interests of both countries 
concluding this agreement. For example, the only fuel authorized for 
transfer is low-enriched uranium —the type used in power reactors. Other 
forms of special nuclear material may be exported only in small quantities 
for purposes such as laboratory use or in certain insignificant forms. Egypt's 
principal interest in concluding this agreement is to aid the development of 
an electrical power generating program. It had no fuel requirement for other 
forms of special nuclear material and so, like some other countries with 
which we have concluded such agreements, sought no provision in this 
agreement to permit transfer of such material. We consider that this feature 
is both appropriate to Egypt's requirements and supportive of our non
proliferation interests in the region.

Moreover the agreement includes certain special features which have not 
been characteristic of our agreements with states in other areas of the world 
but which we and Egypt agreed were desirable because of the sensitive situa
tion in the Middle East. These features relate to disposition of spent fuel 
originally supplied by the United States or irradiated in U.S.-supplied reac
tors. Egypt has no present interest in indigenously reprocessing such fuel. 
The agreement recognizes this by providing that it shall not be reprocessed 
in Egypt.

The agreement also provides that in the event of extraordinary cir
cumstances of concern from a nonproliferation standpoint, either party 
may require that any such spent fuel be removed from Egypt to a mutually 
agreed third country or, if the United States is prepared to receive it, to the 
United States. The agreement does not oblige us to accept this fuel. Before 
the United States was to accept such spent power reactor fuel, appropriate 
agreements would have to be concluded in accordance with Section 131 of 
the Atomic Energy Act and the 1978 Department of Energy authorization 
act for civilian applications. If, in the future, arrangements are made under 
which the United States could accept such fuel, this agreement would not 
conflict with such arrangements. Even if this is not the case, however, the 
agreement's provisions would serve the essential nonproliferation interests 
of both countries by providing for removal of spent fuel from this sensitive 
region if circumstances necessitating this should ever arise.

We believe that, taken as a whole, the provisions of this agreement pro
vide a rational, well-considered framework for cooperation in nuclear
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energy with Egypt. It will facilitate the activities which Egypt desires to 
undertake to deal with its long-term energy needs for the benefit of its peo
ple but does not extend to activities which could become sensitive from a 
nonproliferation standpoint. It adequately balances the intertwined in
terests, recognized in the NPT, of the advancement of peaceful applications 
of nuclear energy while preventing the proliferation of nuclear explosives. 
We, thus, consider that the agreement we have signed with Egypt will be a 
model should we consider establishing such a cooperative relationship in 
nuclear energy with other states in the Middle East. We are aware that other 
suppliers are also actively interested in this regions market for nuclear 
power, and we intend to continue in our on-going consultations with such 
other suppliers, apprising them of the modalities of our relationship with 
Egypt and urging that they consider a similar pattern for any relationships 
they may decide to establish in this region. We believe that careful col
laboration between suppliers and customers, such as is reflected in our 
agreement with Egypt, will serve the nonproliferation interests of all states, 
within and outside the region, which have an interest in this area.

The agreement does not inherently establish any ceilings on the number 
of reactors or amount of fuel which may be supplied under it, but the agreed 
minute does specify that the agreement would, in the first instance, provide 
for supply by the United States to Egypt of power reactors and fuel of about 
2,000 megawatts electric generating capacity. Egypt has indicated that this 
is the scale of cooperation which it desires initially to discuss with the 
Department of Energy as supplier of enriched uranium and with U.S. ven
dors of power reactors.

Egypt has made it clear to us that it will be discussing procurement of 
reactors with other vendors as well. Egypt has signed an agreement for 
cooperation with France and is discussing reactor purchases with vendors in 
other countries. Eg)^t and the Federal Republic of Germany have an
nounced that they will shortly sign an agreement for peaceful nuclear 
cooperation. Actual orders for reactors or fuel under any of these 
agreements will be subject to later Egyptian decisions, into which a number 
of factors will enter, such as prices and financing arrangements.

The U.S. agreement includes no commitments or understandings regard
ing any financial arrangements for possible future Egyptian purchases of 
U.S. nuclear material or equipment. This agreement will simply establish 
the framework of governmental arrangements, conditions, and provisions 
within which such detailed arrangements may later be made, if both parties 
and interested private sector representatives can agree.

As in the case of our other agreements for cooperation, this agreement 
also contains numerous other provisions, which are described in detail in 
the materials transmitted to the Congress by the President. I would like to 
call attention at this time to only one further specific provision.

The agreed minute notes Egypt's longstanding effort to promote the 
establishment of a Middle Eastern nuclear-weapons-free zone, including its 
introduction of resolutions to advance this idea at the U.N. General
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Assembly for many years.* Recent events have demonstrated that this idea 
is gaining growing credibility and acceptance among other interested states 
within and outside of this region. Israel, in particular, changed its 
longstanding posture of abstention on this issue to one of support for con
sensus adoption of a U.N. resolution favoring it just over a year ago. The 
agreed minute reflects our recognition of the contribution which Egypt's 
promotion of this idea has made to the development of a stable and secure 
future for the region and reflects also our own consistent policy of favoring 
the establishment of such a zone when the conditions necessary for its suc
cess can be realized. As you know, the Administration has reaffirmed U.S. 
interest in this concept and is exploring ways by which we might be able to 
further it. The agreement is a further endorsement of the contribution such 
a zone might make to regional security and international nonproliferation 
objectives. The agreements recognition of Egypt's significant contribution 
in this regard is just and proper.

In summary the Administration considers this proposed agreement for 
peaceful nuclear cooperation between the United States and Egypt strongly 
supportive of U.S. foreign policy, security, commercial, and nonprolifera
tion interests in the Middle East and internationally. It is a part of the close, 
friendly, and cooperative relationship we have developed between our two 
countries. We urge your subcommittees and the full committee to favorably 
report this agreement to the House of Representatives.

Address by Secretary of State Haig: Use of Chemical 
Weapons in Asia [Extract], September 13, 198r

For some time now, the international community has been alarmed by 
continuing reports that the Soviet Union and its allies have been using lethal 
chemical weapons in Laos, Kampuchea, and Afghanistan. As a result of this 
deep international concern, last fall the United Nations established an im
partial group of medical and technical experts to investigate the matter. In 
spite of this international attention and action, however, reports of this 
unlawful and inhuman activity have continued. Moreover, we now have 
physical evidence from Southeast Asia which has been analyzed and found 
to contain abnormally high levels of three potent mycotoxins — poisonous 
substances not indigenous to the region and which are highly toxic to man 
and animals.

The use in war of such toxins is prohibited by the 1925 Geneva protocol* 
and related rules of customary international law; their very manufacture for 
such purposes is strictly forbidden by the 1975 biological weapons conven

‘ For the Egyptian statement on introducing the 1980 resolution, see Documents on Disarma
ment, 1980, pp. 486-487.

' Dept, of State, Current Policy No. 311. The Secretary spoke before the Berlin Press 
Association in West Berlin.

* The protocol may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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tion.® We are, therefore, taking steps to insure that this evidence is called to 
the attention of states and that it is provided to both the Secretary General 
of the United Nations and to the group of experts investigating this problem 
under hi$ auspices. Tomorrow, in my capital, the United States will have 
more to say on this subject.

Press Statement by the Under Secretary of State for Political 
Affairs (Stoessel): Reported Use of Chemical Weapons, 
September 14, 1981 '

Yesterday in Berlin, Secretary Haig recalled  ̂that the United States, along 
with many other members of the world community, has been for some time 
concerned over reports of use of lethal chemical weapons in Afghanistan 
and Southeast Asia. He announced that the U.S. Government now had 
physical evidence from Southeast Asia found to contain three potent toxic 
agents.

As Secretary Haig promised, we are taking steps to provide this informa
tion to the world community through the United Nations, its member 
governments, and through the representatives of the national and interna
tional press here today.

Reports of the use of chemical warfare agents in Southeast Asia date back 
to 1976. The United States has publicly expressed its concern about these 
events on numerous occasions over these years. We have privately and for
mally expressed our concern to the Soviet, Vietnamese, and Laotian 
Governments, only to be told that our concerns are unfounded.

In June 1980, we prepared a 125-page compendium of reports of chemical 
weapons use, and we used that compendium as a basis for supporting the 
December 1980 U.N. resolution to establish an impartial international in
vestigation into reports of chemical weapons use. We followed that with an 
update to the compendium in March 1981.

After earlier unsuccessful attempts to obtain physical evidence of 
chemical weapons use, we have recently uncovered significant, though 
preliminary, information to demonstrate clearly that our concerns were en
tirely justified.

Specifically, we believe we have obtained good evidence that rather than 
a traditional lethal chemical agent, three potent and lethal mycotoxins of 
the trichothecene group have been used. A mycotoxin is a poison typically 
produced in nature by living organisms. Analysis of a leaf and stem sample 
from Kampuchea has revealed high levels of lethal mycotoxins of the 
trichothecene group. The levels detected were up to 20 times greater than  ̂
any recorded natural outbreak.

 ̂ Printed ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
' Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 1981, p. 79.
* Supra.
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Since normal background levels of these toxins are essentially undetect
able, the high levels found are considered to be abnormal, and it is highly 
unlikely that such levels could have occurred in a natural intoxication. In 
point of fact, these mycotoxins do not occur naturally in Southeast Asia.

The possession and use of toxins is a violation of both the 1925 Geneva 
protocol® and the 1972 Biological Weapons Convention,^ as well as the rules 
of customary international law of armed conflict.

Over the past several years, a number of medical doctors working on this 
problem have visited Southeast Asia. They visited the borders in question, 
interviewed and examined refugees, reviewed medical records including 
public health data, and spoke directly with eyewitnesses to events in both i 
Laos and Kampuchea.

Detailed analyses of this and other information leads us to conclude that 
mycotoxins, not traditional chemical warfare agents, produced the bizarre 
effects which caused the reported deaths. The test results we have recently 
obtained, together with the information provided by the physicians who 
have visited Southeast Asia, represent strong and compelling, but 
nonetheless preliminary, evidence that the lethal agents used are myco
toxins.

I want to caution you that there are certainly other agents being used that 
we have not yet identified. Incapacitating and riot control agents, as well as 
other possible lethal agents, may be involved.

We are attempting to obtain additional information from Laos and Kam
puchea in an effort to obtain corroborative evidence. We are sharing this in
formation with the U.N. group of experts investigating chemical weapons 
use, as well as our friends and allies throughout the world.

The United States believes that in the light of this new information, in
creased efforts must be made to visit the regions where chemical attacks are 
being reported. We have, therefore, urged the Secretary Generals group of 
experts to take steps immediately to visit refugee camps and the areas of 
reported attacks in Kampuchea and the other regions in question to obtain 
testimony firsthand from eyewitnesses and victims of attacks, medical per
sonnel, officials of refugee organizations, and any other evidence available.

We have also urged that the utmost effort be made to contact and obtain 
testimony from the many victims and eyewitnesses who have departed the 
refugee camps and started new lives elsewhere.

’ The protocol may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765. 
' Printed ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
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Note From the U.S. Permanent Representative to the United 
Nations (Kirkpatrick) to the U.N. Secretary-General: Use 
of Chemical Weapons in Laos, Kampuchea, and Afghan
istan, September 15, 1981 '

The Permanent Representative of the United States of America presents 
her compliments to the Secretary-General of the United Nations and has the 
honour to inform him that the United States has obtained significant new 
information pertaining to the use of lethal chemical weapons in the conflicts 
in Laos, Kampuchea and Afghanistan. In accordance with resolution 
35/144 C, the United States therefore requests that this information be pro
vided to the United Nations Group of Experts to Investigate Reports on the 
Alleged Use of Chemical Weapons.

For several years, the United States has been concerned about reports that 
lethal and incapacitating chemical weapons are being used in the conflicts in 
Laos and Kampuchea and, since the Soviet invasion in December 1979, in 
Afghanistan. As a result of this concern, the United States has actively 
endeavoured, as have other concerned members of the international com
munity, to obtain information which might enable us to ascertain the facts 
pertaining to these reports.

Since 1979, the United States has been reviewing and carefully analysing 
information and evidence obtained relating to alleged chemical attacks in 
these regions. We now believe we have information which will answer some 
of the questions raised by the reports.

Many of the reports contained in the United States submission of 27 
March 1981 to the Secretary-General describe attacks in which planes or 
helicopters have flown over an area and dispersed a cloud which settled to 
the ground, causing people in the immediate area to become gravely ill or 
die. The attacks normally occurred on clear days, after any morning mist or 
ground fog had lifted; attacks typically have not been reported to have oc
curred during the rainy season.

Reports about exposure to the cloud describe bizarre effects which, in 
rapid sequence, caused dizziness, nausea, coughing of blood-tinged 
material, choking, vomiting of massive amounts of blood, bloody diarrhea, 
formation of multiple small hard blisters, followed by shock and death in 
those directly under the sprays. For those on the periphery of the attacks or 
who ate or drank contaminated food, or water, symptoms took longer to 
develop (days,’rather than minutes to hours) and usually led to death within 
two weeks if no treatment were given.

Over the past several years, a number of medical doctors concerned 
about this problem have travelled to South-East Asia to obtain information. 
They have visited the borders in question, interviewed and examined refu
gees, reviewed medical records and public health data and have spoken 
directly with eyewitnesses to incidents in both Laos and Kampuchea.

' A /36/509.



KIRKPATRICK NOTE, SEPTEMBER 15 423

Members of the United States Congress who are deeply concerned about 
this problem have visited the region to learn more about the reports as well. 
Whether they were medical doctors, concerned legislators, private citizens, 
refugee centre personnel or journalists, those who have actually interviewed 
eyewitnesses and victims of chemical attacks believe the accounts they were 
told are the truth.

United States experts have studied and evaluated the symptoms described 
in these reports in an effort to form a judgement about what agent or agents 
might have caused such effects. The conclusion reached was that no known 
traditional chemical warfare agent alone or in combination with others 
could produce all of the symptoms described or cause death to occur as 
rapidly as has been reported.

Recent analysis of a leaf and stem sample from the area of a reported 
chemical attack in Kampuchea has revealed the presence of substances 
which are not traditional chemical warfare agents, but which cause the 
specific symptoms and effects which have been described. Specifically, tests 
on the sample identified abnormally high levels of three potent mycotoxins 
of the trichothecene group: nivalenol, deoxynivalenol, and T-2 toxin. 
Levels of deoxynivalenol and nivalenol detected were up to 20 times greater 
than that reported to occur as a result of natural intoxication. A report on 
the tests is annexed to this letter.

Symptoms associated with trichothecene poisoning include the rapid 
onset of vomiting, multiple hemorrhaging of mucous membranes, bloody 
diarrhea and severe itching or tingling of the skin with formation of multi
ple small hard blisters. All of the trichothecenes produce similar symptoms; 
however, there are some differences in the degree of severity: nivalenol and 
deoxynivalenol produce fewer skin irritative effects than T-2; nivalenol is a 
slightly stronger hemorrhagic than either deoxynivalenol or T-2; deoxy
nivalenol (also known as vomitoxin) causes very severe vomiting.

Trichothecenes are naturally produced by fusarium fungi and do not 
occur naturally in warm climates. They are chemically quite stable and can 
easily be produced in large quantities by those with the proper technological 
capability. The facilities needed to produce mycotoxins are similar to those 
which produce pharmaceutical grade antibiotics. We have no evidence that 
such facilities exist in South-East Asia in sufficient numbers or sizes to pro
duce the quantities of mycotoxins or "yellow powder" which have reported
ly been used in the region.

The United States believes that, in the light of this new information, in
creased effort must be made to visit the regions where chemical attacks are 
being reported. The United States urges the group of experts to take steps 
immediately to visit refugee camps and the areas of reported attacks in the 
regions in question to obtain testimony first hand from eyewitnesses and 
victims of attacks, medical personnel and officials of refugee organizations 
and any other evidence available. In addition, the utmost effort should be 
made to contact and obtain testimony from the many victims and 
eyewitnesses who have departed from the refugee camps and started new 
lives elsewhere.
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The United States will continue to co-operate fully with the Secretary- 
General and the Group of Experts and will do its utmost to provide any fur
ther appropriate assistance which might facilitate their task.

The Permanent Representative of the United States of America requests 
that this note and its annex be circulated as an official document of the 
General Assembly under item 42 of the provisional agenda.

ANNEX 

S a m p l e  A n a l y s is  R e po r t

Chemical analysis of a leaf and stem sample obtained near the 
Thai/Kampuchea border, from an area of a reported chemical attack in 
Kampuchea, has revealed the presence of abnormally high levels of 
trichothecene toxins.

The sample from Kampuchea (coded Sample A), a positive control sam
ple to which T2 toxin had been added (coded Sample B), and a negative 
control sample (coded Sample C) were forwarded to a leading mycotoxin 
detection expert for analysis. The researcher was given no information con
cerning the origin or content of the samples, but was requested to analyze 
the three unknowns, labeled only A, B and C, for the presence of 
trichothecene toxins.

The method of analysis was a ferric gel procedure followed by selected 
ion monitoring on computerized gas chromatograph/mass spectrometer 
(Hewlett-Packard 5985B).

No trichothecenes were detected in the negative control sample (Sample 
C). T2 toxin was correctly detected in the spiked positive control sample 
(Sample B). Sample from area of reported chemical attack in Kampuchea 
(Sample A) was found to contain nivalenol, deoxynivalenol, and T2 toxin.

These three compounds are potent mycotoxins of the trichothecene 
group. Levels of deoxynivalenol and nivalenol detected were up to twenty 
times greater than that reported to occur when vegetation is naturally con
taminated by trichothecene toxins. According to the mycotoxin expert, 
such high levels are extremely unlikely to occur as a result of natural intoxi
cation.

Symptoms associated with trichothecene poisoning include rapid onset of 
vomiting, multiple hemorrhage of mucous membranes, bloody diarrhea, 
and severe itching or tingling of skin with formation of multiple small hard 
blisters. All of the trichothecenes produce similar symptoms; however, 
there are some differences in the degree of severity: nivalenol and deox
ynivalenol have fewer skin irritative effects than T2; nivalenol is a slightly 
stronger hemorrhagic; deoxynivalenol (also known as vomitoxin) causes 
very severe vomiting.
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Interview of FRG Chancellor Schmidt: Peace and Disarma
ment in Europe [Extract], September 21, 198r

Question. Mr. Chancellor, being situated at the borderline of a divided 
Europe, Austrians naturally worry more about the future of this continent 
than may be usual in other continents. Up to now, Europe has been spared a 
new confrontation and the two big powers now want to negotiate again 
with one another. Nevertheless, distrust on both sides is extraordinarily 
great. How do you assess the current East-West situation against the 
background of the very serious and scarcely calculable situation in Poland?

Answer. You are right. In the past few years, trust has not grown either in 
Washington or in Moscow and, consequently, the Europeans' trust has not 
grown either. My country, my government belong to those world factors 
which very much urge both sides to have talks. We belong to the West, 
through the common Atlantic alliance, through the European Community. 
We want to belong to the West. We do not want to give up these ties. But 
relying on this firm anchorage, we certainly do also talk with the Soviet 
Union. We explain to the Soviet Union that it is also in its own long term in
terests for East and West to talk with one another, to listen to one another, 
to negotiate with one another and, through a joint decision, to reduce ar
maments. It is nonsense that in the Soviet Union, in America, everywhere in 
the world such large parts of the social product are used for armaments and 
for maintaining highly expensive armed forces. Military equilibrium can 
also be maintained at a lower level if one agrees on that and if the sides 
mutually control each other.

Question. In Austria, too, there is strong interest in the sometimes heated 
discussion about the so-called NATO complementary armament, which the 
West is willing to renounce if the Soviet Union restores an approximate 
equilibrium by correcting its lead in armaments. That is the so-called zero 
option that is so much talked about at present —how likely is it? Can one 
hope for it?

Answer. It is not the most likely thing to happen but for God s sake it 
must not be precluded — it would be ideal if the Soviet Union were to scrap 
all its SS-20 missiles and Backfire bombers aimed at Europe. Then there 
would be no need for counterbalancing measures in the West. Incidentally, I 
should like to tone down a little your somewhat overdramatized description 
of the debate in the West: There are some who clamor and shout very loud
ly but there are others who know very well what they are doing and who 
confine themselves to staying calm and reasonable, thus contributing 
toward preserving calmness and composure not only among the Germans 
but all Europeans. There is absolutely no reason to get excited.

' Vienna Domestic Service in German, Sept. 21, 1981; FBIS Daily Report, Sept. 23, 1981, 
vol. VII, pp. J1-J2. The interview was conducted by Paul Schulmeister in Bonn. The portion 
printed here is all of that that appeared in FBIS.
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As far as Poland is concerned, we are observing the development there 
with extraordinary interest. We have been trying to help through very large 
loans for more than 12 months and through guarantees. I see that the Soviet 
Union also is trying to help through loans and economic aid — God grant it 
that all this is enough and that the Polish experiment ends well.

Question. Mr. Chancellor, you warned against dramatizing things —but 
nevertheless I should like to ask you why, then, U.S. Secretary of State 
Haig in West Berlin — addressing himself to all Europeans — spoke recently 
of the danger that the Western democracies might weaken in their convic
tions and — I am summarizing — that one has to defend the values with one s 
life, if necessary, because only then would defense be credible. Was there 
any cause for these words?

Answer. You should ask Alexander Haig this question. To me, it is a mat
ter of course that a country's defense becomes credible only if people are ac
tually ready to do what they were trained for as young soldiers. To put it 
another way, one has to ensure one's ability to defend oneself. If everyone is 
convinced that an effective defense is possible, the situation will not arise 
where one actually has to defend oneself.

I have just attempted to formulate the idea of mutual deterrence in a way 
that is different from the usual pattern. Smaller neutral countries such as 
Austria, for example, or Switzerland profit from the readiness of other 
countries to maintain the balance of deterrence. And from time to time it is 
necessary, even in a democracy, to publicly repeat the idea I have just 
outlined and, the way I see it, that is precisely what Haig has done. He is 
fully entitled to do so. In this context he drew attention to common values 
and that is something I do quite frequently myself when pointing out to my 
German compatriots that the basic rights laid down in our Constitution 
were much more strongly influenced by the American revolution 205 years 
ago than by European, let alone German, traditions.

As far as the freedom of the individual, the freedom of conscience of the 
individual, must not be suppressed, the freedom of religion, the freedom of 
opinion — as far as all that is concerned, we are indeed in the same boat with 
the Americans, with the French, with the British, with many others in 
Europe including the Austrians and the Swiss. And it is good to recall that 
from time to time.

Question. Mr. Chancellor, only a few days ago in the Bundestag, you 
yourself warned against the spreading or rather possibility of the develop
ment of a mentality under the banner of German pacifism, which could 
resemble what once was known by the slogan "German ways will cure the 
world." Do you see —not in the everyday political life in the FRG, but in the 
intellectual discussion — any indications of a new nationalism, this time 
from the left?

Answer. There are always such dangers. In Germany, there have always 
been dangers, intellectual dangers from the left and from the right, that can 
be traced back through generations and over decades. I should like to reject 
the term "nationalism." The Germans are in a difficult position. They are the
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only nation in Europe divided as a result of World War II, The altogether 75 
million Germans, who live in the GDR, in Berlin and in the FRG, lack the 
normal feeling of security of an Austrian or an Italian, of a Frenchman or 
Swede, the normal feeling of being safe within one s own nation. And that 
is what makes the Germans particularly sensitive, quite apart from the fact 
that the anomaly of Germany's division and the anomaly of Berlin s peculiar 
situation is a constant irritation, an open wound that cannot heal. One must 
have a little understanding for the Germans in this situation. On the other 
hand, the Germans must be admonished again and again to show 
understanding for their neighbors, be they the Poles or the Austrians, or the 
Swiss, the French, Netherlanders, the Belgians, the Scandinavians in the 
north. The Germans must know —and that, despite all fundamental dif
ferences, is a common link, for example, between Mr. Honecker and 
myself— the Germans must know that the neighbors must be able to feel 
secure, to rely on the fact that no tensions will emanate from German soil 
that will affect all of Europe. We are committed to contributing more to 
peace than others because of our central position. But we must take care not 
to be bombastic about that and pose as teachers preaching peace to the 
whole world. German history in the past century has not been so very 
peaceful that we can afford such an attitude.

Statement by the Department of State: Letter From President 
Reagan to Soviet President Brezhnev, September 22, 1981 ^

On September 22, President Reagan sent a letter to Soviet President 
Brezhnev outlining his views on the future of U.S.-Soviet relations and 
describing his desire for a constructive relationship with the Soviet Union 
that will lead to a free and more peaceful world community.

I cannot give you a copy of the letter. What I can do is give you a sense of 
its contents and perhaps put it in the general themes in which the President 
addressed President Brezhnev. The general thrust of it is as follows.

The United States is vitally interested in the peaceful resolution of interna
tional tensions and in a stable and constructive relationship with the Soviet 
Union. To achieve better U.S.-Soviet relations, the United States is fully 
prepared to discuss with the Soviet Union the entire range of issues dividing 
the countries; to seek significant, verifiable reductions in nuclear weapons; 
to expand trade; and to increase contacts at all levels of our societies. 
However, the United States is more interested in actions than in words 
which further the cause of peace.

It is necessary to emphasize that a truly stable and constructive relation
ship must be built upon restraint and reciprocity, quite frankly, we believe.

’ Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 1981, pp. 51-52.
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elements which have been missing from many Soviet actions in recent years. 
These are two aspects of such Soviet actions which have been of particular 
concern to the United States:

• The U.S.S.R. s unremitting and comprehensive military buildup over 
the past 15 years, a buildup far exceeding Soviet defensive needs and one 
which carries disturbing implications of a search on the part of the Soviet 
Union for military superiority and

• The Soviet Union s pursuit of unilateral advantage in various parts of 
the world through direct and indirect use of force in regional conflicts — the 
role of Cuba in Africa and Latin America is particularly destabilizing.

Needless to say, the United States is also highly concerned about the 
situation in Poland. It is our strongly held view that this situation can only 
be dealt with by the Polish people themselves. Any other approach would 
have serious consequences for all of us.

Despite these disturbing trends, the United States is committed to a 
dialogue with the U.S.S.R. on critical, geopolitical issues and to negotia
tions that would lead to genuine arms reduction.

We are looking forward to the coming meeting in New York between 
Secretary of State Haig and Foreign Minister Gromyko, as we are hopeful 
that these meetings will start just such a process. Specifically, we hope the 
meeting will produce agreement on the time and place for negotiations be
tween our two countries on theater nuclear forces. The United States is 
strongly committed to achieving a military balance in this area —a balance 
which has been upset by the unprecedented buildup of Soviet SS-20 missiles.

We, our allies, and other nations have proposed negotiated solutions to 
significant problems that threaten world peace, such as the presence of 
occupation forces in Afghanistan and Kampuchea. As we have stated at the 
CSCE [Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe] meeting in 
Madrid,^ we also are prepared to participate in negotiations to fashion a 
coherent system of commitments on European security that are both 
verifiable and militarily significant. We have made or we support concrete 
proposals for progress in all three of these areas, but the Soviet Union has 
turned its back on all of these proposals for negotiations.

While committed to a stable and peaceful world, the United States is not 
willing to accept a position of strategic disadvantage which will endanger 
our free society. The United States does not want to tax our citizens and 
economy with a costly, burdensome arms race, but we will invest whatever 
is necessary to maintain a secure strategic posture. The United States is fully 
prepared to take into account legitimate Soviet interests, if the Soviets are 
willing to do the same with ours.

In sum, the United States is hopeful that we can succeed in establishing a 
framework of mutual respect for each other s interest and a mutual restraint 
in the resolution of international crises, a framework that will create a more 
solid and enduring basis for U.S.-Soviet relations than we have ever had 
before.

’ Feb. 16 and Mar. 13, ante. Brackets in source text.
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Statement by ACDA Director Rostow Before the Senate 
Committee on Foreign Relations: Additional Protocol i to 
the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin 
America, September 22, 1981 '

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today on behalf of the 
Administration in support of ratification of Protocol I of the Treaty for the 
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America — known as the treaty of 
Tlatelolco.* In the statement on nuclear nonproliferation policy made by 
the President on July 16, 1981,® he cited as a specific U.S. objective con
tinued support for adherence to the treaty of Tlatelolco by those countries 
for which it has not yet entered into force. He also announced that he would 
promptly seek the Senate s advice and consent to ratification of Protocol I 
of the treaty.

As you know, the treaty of Tlatelolco is the first treaty to seek to 
establish a nuclear-weapons-free-zone in any populated region of the world. 
It is currently in force for 22 Latin American and Caribbean states. The idea 
of establishing a nuclear-weapons-free-zone originated in a Brazilian pro
posal in 1962.'* It was followed by a joint declaration in 1963 by the 
Presidents of Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Ecuador, and Mexico supporting the 
establishment of such a zone.® This joint declaration received the support of 
the U.N. General Assembly in 1963.‘ The United States voted in favor of 
the General Assembly resolution. Detailed and extensive negotiations 
among the Latin American nations followed — culminating in regional 
meetings in Mexico City with all the countries of the region for signature of 
the treaty on February 14, 1967. The treaty has entered into force for most 
Latin American states, but is not yet in effect for Argentina, Brazil, Chile, 
and Cuba. We believe that U.S. ratification of Protocol I would improve 
the prospects toward complete entry into force of the treaty regime 
throughout the region. U.S. action on Protocol I would also remove a 
pretext for Cuba not adhering to the treaty.

In addition to the basic treaty—which would prohibit indigenous 
development of nuclear weapons by Latin American states — there are two 
protocols. These are designed to keep the territories of the region affected 
by the treaty and its protocols free of nuclear weapons by preventing their 
deployment in such territories by states outside the treaty zone. Additional 
Protocol II involves an undertaking by nuclear weapons states not to use or 
threaten to use nuclear weapons against the parties to the treaty nor to con
tribute in any way to acts involving a violation of the basic provisions of 
the treaty. The United States ratified additional Protocol II in 1971. It is the

’ Department of State Bulletin, Dec. 1981, pp. 33-34.
* The treaty and its protocols are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69 — 83. 
 ̂Ante.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 1034-1035, 1056-1057.

» Ibid., 1963, pp. 182-183.
‘ Ibid., pp. 628-629.
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only post-World War II arms control agreement adhered to by China, 
France, the United Kingdom, the United States, and the Soviet Union.

Additional Protocol I, which is before you today, represents the final step 
in formal U.S. support for the nuclear-free-zone established by the treaty. 
Under the protocol those states outside the treaty zone undertake to apply 
the denuclearization provisions of the treaty to their territories within the 
zone. For the United States, the territories primarily involved are Puerto 
Rico, the Virgin Islands, and the military base at Guantanamo. The United 
Kingdom and the Netherlands have already adhered to Protocol I; France 
has signed the treaty and ratification is under consideration by the French 
Government. U.S. ratification of Protocol I is an essential step for full entry 
into force of the treaty throughout the region.

Full entry into force of the treaty of Tlatelolco is clearly in our non
proliferation and national security interests. U.S. ratification will help 
maintain progress toward full entry into force of this important treaty, will 
demonstrate our continued commitment to prevent the spread of nuclear 
weapons, and will also emphasize our belief that the Tlatelolco treaty 
regime is an important element of U.S. nonproliferation policy. Like the 
Treaty on the Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT),^ the Tlatelolco 
treaty commits adherents to refrain from developing nuclear weapons and 
to apply International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards. An im
portant factor for some significant Latin American states which have ex
pressed political objections to adhering to the NPT is that Tlatelolco pro
vides the most promising alternative to the NPT to fulfill the important 
nonproliferation goal of insuring comprehensive IAEA safeguards on the 
nuclear programs of all Latin American nations.

I have mentioned the benefits of the treaty as an alternative method of 
achieving the objectives of the NPT within the region. I would also like to 
note some additional features of arms control significance unique to this 
regional initiative.

First, it prohibits the testing of nuclear weapons in the territories of the 
parties within the zone. Argentina, Barbados, Colombia, Grenada, 
Guyana, Haiti, Jamaica, Paraguay, and Suriname are not parties to the 
Limited Test Ban Treaty;® the treaty of Tlatelolco offers a way to fill this 
gap. In fact, it goes beyond the Limited Test Ban Treaty by prohibiting even 
underground testing in Latin America.

Second, the treaty goes beyond the NPT by prohibiting the receipt, 
storage, installation, or deployment of nuclear weapons in the territory of 
treaty parties or in the territories covered under Protocol I. Thus, the treaty 
would oblige any party to the treaty to refuse to allow any outside nation to 
install, store, or deploy nuclear weapons within the territories of that state.

Third, in terms of verification, the treaty not only requires IAEA 
safeguards agreements but establishes a regional control organiza
tion—OP ANAL [Organization for Prohibiting Nuclear Arms in Latin

 ̂ Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
® Ibid.. 1963, pp. 291-293.
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America] ’ —with the right to obtain information from the treaty parties 
concerning their nuclear activities and to conduct special inspections in the 
territory of a party.

The treaty of Tlatelolco is also very important in terms of U.S. national 
security interests. The treaty and its additional protocols prohibit the 
manufacture, development, deployment, or stationing of nuclear weapons 
by any country within the region, as well as any such action by the nuclear- 
weapons states or any state with responsibility for territories within the 
zone. As you know, the negotiating history of the treaty makes it clear that 
transit and transport rights of noncontracting parties, such as the United 
States, will not be affected by the provisions of the treaty or its protocols. 
This fact is reflected in the U.S. statement which accompanied our ratifica
tion of Protocol II in 1971.’°

The treaty of Tlatelolco is dedicated to preventing the spread of nuclear 
weapons and provides a means to enhance regional security. It is a far
sighted effort on the part of Latin American nations and is a major contribu
tion to international security and nonproliferation goals. A peaceful and 
secure world is possible only when nations can work together to create a 
more stable environment. Tlatelolco is an outstanding example of a major 
step toward that goal and serves as a potential model for the establishment 
of similar agreements in other regions of the world. We are now actively 
studying the possibilities of encouraging the Egyptian initiative for a 
nuclear-weapons-free-zone in the Middle East. Our preliminary explora
tions of the subject indicate that the idea has promise as an important 
countermeasure against proliferation tendencies.

Our ratification will complete formal U.S. participation in the treaty 
regime and will promote hemispheric solidarity and good relations with our 
Latin American neighbors and will provide significant benefits for national 
security and nonproliferation objectives. I recommend that the Senate take 
prompt and favorable action on Protocol I of the treaty of Tlatelolco, in 
recognition of this important regional arms control initiative and for the im
portant benefits it represents to the United States.

’ Brackets in source text.
Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 311-313.
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Statement by the Department of State Legal Adviser (Robin
son) Before the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations: 
Additional Protocol I of the Treaty for the Prohibition of 
Nuclear Weapons in Latin America [Extract], September 22, 
1981 '

Protocol I obligates states which ratify it to apply the basic treaty provi
sions on denuclearization to those territories within the zone for which they 
are responsible. Specifically, this would mean that the United States would 
be obligated to refrain from any testing, use, manufacture, storage, or 
deployment of nuclear weapons in Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, or Guan
tanamo. The protocol in no way would affect the transit and transport of 
U.S. vessels or aircraft through these territories or adjacent waters and air 
space, whether or not those vessels or aircraft carry nuclear weapons. This, 
of course, includes port visits, aircraft landings, and overflight.

Following this committees hearings on Protocol I in 1978, the State 
Department Legal Advisers Office submitted to the committee a com
prehensive legal and historical analysis of this matter, which concluded that 
the treaty and its negotiating history clearly establish that transit and 
transport through the zone is in no way affected by the treaty or its proto
cols.* This analysis also concluded that the 1978 Soviet statement at the time 
of the signature of the Soviet Union of Protocol II, which conceded this in
terpretation of the negotiating history, but made a political statement of 
opposition to such transit, had no legal validity or effect.®

We have reviewed that analysis, and I am satisfied that it is correct. In 
particular, I see no basis on which any other government could validly 
argue that U.S. ratification of Protocol I would affect or restrict the transit 
and transport by U.S. forces of the territories covered by the treaty or by 
Protocol I.

Nonetheless, to make explicit U.S. rights in this regard, we have recom
mended that the Senate approve a series of declarations and understandings 
which expressly reiterate that our adherence to the protocol will not affect 
either our exercise of navigational rights under international law or our right 
to grant or deny transit and transport privileges to our own or any other 
vessels or aircraft.

In particular. Secretary Haig s letter of August 27 to you, Mr. Chairman, 
requested that the understanding proposed by the previous administration

’ Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America: Hearing , on Ex. I, 95-2, the Addi
tional Protocol to the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, Also 
Known as the Treaty of Tlatelolco, Sept. 2 2 ,1981, pp. 5-7. The treaty and its protocols may be 
found in Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69-83. U.S. territories covered by Protocol I 
are as follows: Puerto Rico, U.S. Virgin Islands, Guantanamo Base, Navassa Island, Serranilla
Bank, and Bajo Nuevo (Petrel Island). _ _  ̂ _______ ______________ ________

^For theL^al Adviser's analysis, see Treaty of Tlatelolco: Hearing . . on Ex.I, Additional 
Protocol I to the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of 
Tlatelolco), Aug. 15, 1978, pp. 45-55.

* The Soviet statement is printed ibid., pp. 21-22.
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on this point be strengthened by language making clear that transit and 
transport rights are protected, irrespective of the cargo or armaments of the 
vessel or aircraft in question. U.S. ratification of the protocol would be ex
pressly on the basis of these declarations and understandings.

In short, our ratification of Protocol I would not preclude any options of 
serious interest to us. On the other hand, U.S. adherence to the protocol 
would offer a number of benefits to the conduct of our foreign policy. One, 
it would demonstrate the seriousness of our attitude toward the problems of 
nuclear proliferation in the Western Hemisphere, and strengthen our ability 
to deal with potential proliferation situations in Latin America.

Two, it would complete our formal adherence to the purposes of the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco, and thereby remove a source of possible irritation or 
criticism in our relations with those Latin American countries to whom the 
treaty is important.

Three, it would make it impossible for the Soviets, Cubans, and others to 
portray the United States as an obstacle to the fulfillment of the Tlatelolco 
process.

Four, it would be an important step toward the possible future full entry- 
into-force of the treaty throughout the region, which would provide an im
portant assurance against Soviet nuclear deployments in Latin America, as 
well as against the emergence of indigenous nuclear weapon states.

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, the Reagan administration strongly 
supports the ratification by the United States of Protocol I to the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco, and I urge this committee to take prompt and favorable action 
on it.

ACDA Responses to Questions by the Senate Committee 
on Foreign Relations: Additional Protocol I of the Treaty for 
the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, 
September 22, 1981 '

Question 1. Have we any indication that the Soviet Union is adhering to 
its position that permission for transit of nuclear weapons in any form 
would contradict the goals of the treaty?* Specifically, is the Soviet Union 
keeping its nuclear vessels out of the zone of application and avoiding port 
calls anywhere in the zone of application by any vessel which might have 
nuclear weapons?

Answer. We have no indication that the Soviet Union has refrained from 
transits or port calls in the region because of its political statement of op
position to transits involving nuclear weapons. The Soviet Union did not

’ Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America: Hearing . . pp. 20-21.
 ̂ For the Soviet position, see Treaty of Tlatelolco: Hearing Before the Committee on Foreign 

Relations, United States Senate, Ninety-fifth Congress, Second Session on Ex. I, Additional Pro
tocol I to the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of 
Tlatelolco), Aug. 15, 1978, pp. 21-22.

The text of the treaty and its protocols may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1967, 
pp. 69-83.
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take the necessary steps, at time of its ratification of Protocol II to the Trea
ty of Tlatelolco, to give this statement of opposition legal effect.

Question 2. Are we correct in assuming American surface ships or sub
marines with nuclear weapons aboard could transit the Panama Canal 
under the terms of the treaty and protocols? Will the same right of transit 
pertain when the Panama Canal Treaties® come into effect?

Answer. The Panama Canal Treaties have already entered into force. 
They specifically guarantee the right of U.S. military vessels to transit the 
Canal, regardless of their cargo or armament. This includes submarines as 
well as surface ships. The Treaty of Tlatelolco and its Protocols in no way 
restrict this right of transit.

Question 3. Will the United States retain the right under the protocol to 
visit ports in Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and the Guantanamo Naval 
Base with vessels carrying nuclear weapons?

Answer. Yes. The United States will retain the right to permit its naval 
vessels to visit these ports, whether or not they carry nuclear weapons.

Question 4. Would the United States have the right to repair and service 
ships carrying nuclear weapons in ports in the Virgin Islands, Puerto Rico, 
or Guantanamo?

Answer. Yes, incident to transit through the area.
Question 5. Would the United States have the right to off-load nuclear 

weapons from vessels in port in the Virgin Islands, Puerto Rico, or Guan
tanamo in the event of operational requirements?

Answer. Yes, if such off-loading is temporary and is required in the 
course of a transit through the area.

Question 6. The Administration has asked the Senate to ratify Protocol I 
with our declarations and understandings attached. Have we formally 
asked any of the 24 Latin American nations whether they would have any 
problems with our ratification in this form?

Answer. No. We have had no reason to believe that our ratification sub
ject to such declarations and understandings would cause any problems 
with other Latin American nations. Our ratification of Protocol II subject to 
such declarations and understandings caused no problems of this kind.

Soviet Draft Declaration Submitted to the U.N. General 
Assembly: Prevention of Nuclear Catastrophe, September 
22, 1981 ^

The General Assembly,
Bearing in mind that the foremost task of the United Nations, bom in the 

flames of the Second World War, has been, is and will be to save the present 
and succeeding generations from the scourge of war.

 ̂TIAS 10029, 10030, 10031, 10046, 10044, 10032, 10043, 10045, 10039.
' A/36/241. The draft declaration was submitted by Foreign Minister Gromyko to the 

Secretary-General in the form of an attachment to a letter.
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Recognizing that all the horrors of past wars and all other calamities that 
have befallen people would pale in comparison with what is inherent in the 
use of nuclear weapons capable of destroying civilization on earth.

O n B e h a l f  o f  t h e  S t a t e s  M e m b e r s  o f  t h e  U n i t e d  N a t i o n s  

S o l e m n l y  P r o c l a i m s :

1. States and statesmen that resort first to the use of nuclear weapons will 
be committing the gravest crime against humanity;

2. There will never be any justification or pardon for statesmen who 
would take the decision to be the first to use nuclear weapons;

3. Any doctrines allowing the first use of nuclear weapons and any ac
tions pushing the world towards a catastrophe are incompatible with 
human moral standards and the lofty ideals of the United Nations;

4. It is the supreme duty and direct obligation of the leaders of nuclear- 
weapon States to act in such a way as to eliminate the risk of the outbreak 
of a nuclear conflict. The nuclear arms race must be stopped and reversed 
by joint effort, through negotiations conducted in good faith and on the 
basis of equality;

5. Nuclear energy should be used exclusively for peaceful purposes and 
only for the benefit of mankind.

Statement by Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko Before the 
U.N. General Assembly [Extracts], September 22, 198r

The foreign policy of the socialist countries has been and continues to be a 
policy of peace. It follows from the very nature of our social system, of 
whose advantages we are deeply convinced. It is determined by the fact that 
under this system there are no social strata which would make profits out of 
war and war preparations or derive benefits from militaristic policies. 
Nevertheless, we do not impose our social system on anybody. The peoples 
themselves determine, and should determine their destinies. That has 
always been and remains the cornerstone of the scientific world outlook that 
guides us in both our domestic and our foreign policies.

The Soviet Union has never threatened and is not threatening anybody. 
Since the days of Lenin, peace and friendship among nations have been in
scribed on the banner of the Soviet State, and we have invariably been true 
to this ideal. Today it is as dear to the people of our country as it was in 
Lenin s day.

> A/36/PV .7, pp. 22, 26-31, 33-51.
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In examining and solving international problems we rely on the ideals of 
the freedom and progress of nations, on the principles of respect for the in
dependence of all States and all peoples, and aim to consolidate the founda
tions of life rather than prepare the funeral of mankind.

There exists, however, another trend in world politics, which has quite 
different goals. It is the course followed in the militarist circles of imperialist 
States. The sum and substance of that course is to seek domination over 
other countries and peoples, a domination that means imposing one's will 
upon them, their economic exploitation and the use of their territories for 
military strategic purposes. Washington is ever more frequently heard to 
speak about the American leadership of the world, though no one has enti
tled the United States to claim such leadership.

The architects of that course see as the main instrument for achieving 
their objectives the whipping up of international tensions and the use, as 
they put it themselves, of methods of force in politics. Even when they occa
sionally recognize in words the possibility of a diplomatic alternative they 
hasten to make it clear that diplomacy, unless it relies on force, does not suit 
them.

The most typical manifestations of that policy line are: a further whip
ping up of the arms race; an overt claim to military superiority over the 
Soviet Union; the setting up of a wide network of military bases and the sta
tioning of American troops on foreign territories; the undermining of the 
basic principles of Soviet-American relations worked out earlier as a result 
of tremendous effort; pressure on other States, particularly in Europe, to 
curtail their political, trade and economic ties with the socialist countries; 
and slanderous propaganda against countries adhering to the positions of 
peace and rejecting claims to world leadership by no matter whom.

And what great pains are taken to drag the NATO allies into following 
that policy. When arguments are lacking —and there is a constant lack of 
them to support such a hopeless and dangerous course — crude pressure is 
brought to bear, so as to give no respite to those who are not always eager 
to accept militaristic schemes alien to their interests.

It is sometimes said that Washington s present policy does not rule out 
prospects for developing relations between the USSR and the United States. 
However, in the same breath it is immediately demanded that our country 
should change—neither more nor less —its conduct in international affairs 
to satisfy American interests. In other words, the Soviet Union must give up 
defending its legitimate interests, give up its foreign policy.

To put forward such demands is to show a lack of seriousness. The Soviet 
Union will continue to pursue its course of Leninist peaceful policy. Our 
country does not intend to deviate from it. We do not encroach on the 
legitimate interests of others, but nor shall we forgo legitimate interests of 
our own, including commitments to our allies.

It is to be hoped that Washington will yet be able to take a more sober 
view of the actual state of affairs, adopt a more realistic approach to inter-
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national affairs and not overestimate its capabilities while under-estimating 
the capabilities of others.

In order to build policy on a realistic basis one should seek, not clashes 
and conflicts with other countries, even though those other countries have a 
different social system, but rather the settlement of controversial problems 
at the negotiating table.

For our part, we reaffirm once again —and the USSR delegation is 
authorized to say it from this rostrum —that the Soviet Union has not 
sought, nor is it seeking, confrontation with the United States^of America. 
We should like to have normal businesslike relations with the United States.

As is known, we are in favour of a dialogue in order to seek mutually 
acceptable solutions to controversial problems. But we are not begging for 
such a dialogue, we are proposing it.

• • • • • • •

The ruling circles of a number of North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
(NATO) countries now worship but one god —an unrestrained arms race. 
Everything that serves this end is acceptable to them.

This arms race is invariably accompanied by a torrent of speeches and 
permeated with militarist frenzy, including speeches by top-level statesmen. 
Those who advocate inflated arms programmes resort to any means imagin
able. Deception is held in special esteem by them. They deceive one another, 
they deceive the people, they deceive their kin and strangers alike. They 
launch an invention and the next day they themselves [sic].

The most salient element of deception is the myth of a ''Soviet threat". It is 
repeated endlessly, to the point of stupefaction, day and night. In this man
ner it is easier to confuse people and extort money for armaments.

In these conditions decisions are taken on a huge increase in military 
expenditures such as history has never before known.

The urge to expand their military presence wherever possible has now ac
quired the element of a real Bacchanalia, with half a million United States 
troops stationed in more than a dozen countries.

Today the policy of the United States is beset by such an obsession, espe
cially in setting up military bases near the borders of the Soviet Union and 
the areas adjacent to it. Of course, the States against which these bases are 
aimed have to take all this into account so as safely to protect their security.

Who would believe that it is concern for peace that motivates the ac
celerated pace of the development of ever-new types of weapons, including 
MX intercontinental ballistic missiles. Trident submarine-launched missiles, 
the new strategic bomber, various types of cruise missiles and many other 
things.

What is the purpose of all this? The purpose is to try and upset the 
established strategic balance, obtain military supremacy and, on this basis, 
impose ones will upon others.

The Soviet Union condemns this policy as adventuristic. The whipping- 
up of the arms race is madness. This has been repeatedly recognized by
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many political and public figures in the world, scientists and men of culture. 
Mankind must be saved from it. The present balance of military power is 
fully in line with the interests of peace and international stability.

Our country has never sought, nor is it now seeking, military superiority. 
I repeat this again: our country has never sought, nor is it now seeking, mil
itary superiority. Leonid Ilich Brezhnev has said this to the entire world 
many times and, inter alia, directly to American Presidents on various occa
sions. But we shall not permit others to become superior to us. We shall of 
course adequately meet any challenge so as to maintain the balance of 
power.

However, the Soviet Union has not done, and is not doing, anything 
beyond what is absolutely necessary to ensure a peaceful life for its people 
and the security of its allies and friends. We believe that the ruling circles of 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) know all that. Yet, they 
do not want to admit that there is no Soviet threat whatsoever, nor do they 
want to give up practising deception.

Indeed, what would then be left of exhortations about the need for the 
notorious "additional armament" of the West? Nothing would remain. That 
is the reason why use is made of incomparable indicators and of falsified 
data on strategic arms, on medium-range nuclear systems in Europe, on 
armed forces strength of the two sides in Central Europe or on any other 
aspect of the correlation of forces.

If, by any chance, some NATO official happens to concede that the 
Soviet Union has really never overtaken the United States and that parity is 
still there, there immediately follows a tongue-lashing from above. And 
then the record of "Soviet military superiority" is played again in order to 
support another increase in military appropriations and to substantiate 
some freshly-baked militaristic doctrine.

In some capitals such doctrines pop out as if rolling off the assembly line. 
Things may well reach the stage where any bureaucrat, especially if he is in 
the spotlight, will, once installed in an executive office, immediately come 
up with a strategic doctrine of his own concoction. Thus, quite recently, the 
world was presented with a "discovery" according to which nuclear war in 
general should not be feared too much, that it is "admissible" and "accep
table". This is a shameless deception designed to mislead the peoples and 
paralyse their will to struggle against the nuclear threat.

If the arguments of the proponents of the militaristic policy course are left 
free of deliberate vagueness and extravaganza, and of claims to originality, 
there remains only one thing, namely, the urge to intensify the arms race, in 
breadth and in depth, without any restraint.

But have the authors of these militaristic doctrines asked 500 million 
Europeans, 470 million Africans, 360 million Latin Americans, 2.5 billion 
Asians and, finally, their own people whether they want to perish in the 
flames of war? Certainly not. They just do not care.

The instigators of the arms race would like to discard everything that 
hampers their plans. If to this end it is necessary to renege on the obligations
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already assumed, that is what they do. Thus, the United States refuses to 
ratify the SALT II Treaty.*

Negotiations had been under way for many years before the Treaty was 
finally agreed upon and signed. Now they say that this Treaty is not to the 
advantage of the United States and that it is inequitable. Of course, this is 
not true.

The balance of interests of the sides was accurately established and 
preserved in the Treaty. This is known to anyone familiar with its contents. 
Therefore, that is not the point. The point is that it is this very principle of 
equality and equal security reflected in the Treaty which is not to someone's 
liking.

Counting on peoples ignorance, they seek to sap the Treaty by alleging 
that it does not envisage strategic weapons reductions. But this is not true 
either. The Treaty explicitly envisages such reductions, and on a substantial 
scale.

It is also obvious that, once agreement has been reached on strategic arms 
limitation and the initial reduction of their levels, it is easier to solve the task 
of their more radical reduction so that the balance reflects a lower arms 
level.

All that convincingly proves that the significance of the Treaty already 
agreed to and signed is as great today as at the time of its signing.

How numerous were the cases when talks on the limitation of armaments 
were held both in the period between the two world wars and after World 
War II. Yet any unbiased person will undoubtedly admit that none of those 
talks produced results that could be compared even to a small extent to the 
SALT I agreement,® which is in force, and especially to the SALT II treaty, 
which has not become operative.

Now a question arises: why smear both the treaty and the SALT process 
itself? Yet exceptionally reckless politicians are now saying that the entire 
problem is not urgent at all, at least not till the United States implements its 
most sweeping arms buildup plans.

Just think of the absurdity of such a stand. The nation which claims to be 
the most powerful in military terms says Tet me first increase by so many 
times my armaments and then perhaps I shall talk about their limitation."

What is the main factor in such a stand: aggressive designs in politics, 
great-Power expansionist ambitions, a striving to impose on the world 
monstrous plans for an ever greater stockpiling of weapons for the annihila
tion of people instead of manufacturing things of material goods, or a desire 
to have an inexhaustible source of excess profits for those who manufacture 
armaments? It is hard to say. Most likely it is a complex mixture of all these 
things.

The United States decision to start the production of the neutron weapon 
aroused great indignation in the world. That decision is a new step towards 
intensifying the arms race, towards aggravating the world situation.

The peoples clearly say that they strongly oppose the fiendish neutron 
weapon, rightly considering it to be a particularly inhuman type of mass-

 ̂The text of the treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
 ̂ Printed ibid., 1972, pp. 197 ff.
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destruction weapon. The neutron weapon must be totally banned. A ban 
must be imposed on both its production and its use.

Washington has long been making attempts to hold back or even to 
wreck the negotiations initiated earlier on a number of important problems. 
Unfortunately, quite a lot has already been done to that end. That was the 
case, for example, with the talks on the Indian Ocean, on limiting conven
tional arms transfers, on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear- 
weapon tests, and on the prohibition of the production of chemical 
weapons and the destruction of their stockpiles.

The USSR and, we are sure, many other countries hold different views as 
to the prospects for world developments. Pessimism and a feeling of doom 
are alien to our nature. We are convinced that to prevent war is not only 
necessary but also possible if this is actively fought for.

Hand in hand with all States, our country is prepared to wage the struggle 
for curbing the arms race, removing the threat of war, settling outstanding 
problems. In this respect we are not politically allergic to any partner, irre
spective of differences in social systems or ideologies.

The immediate and most pressing task today is to struggle for easing 
world tensions, curbing the arms race, eliminating the threat of war.

The Soviet Union proposes that the General Assembly, acting on behalf 
of all member States, adopt a declaration solemnly proclaiming that States 
and statesmen who would be the first to use nuclear weapons would commit 
the gravest crime against humanity.

There are and can be no grounds or motives, there are and can be no cir
cumstances or situations which would give a State the right to be the first to 
use nuclear weapons. It would be a crime against all the peoples, against life 
itself on earth.

It is likewise necessary to warn that there will never be any justification or 
pardon for statesmen who would make the decision on the first use of 
nuclear weapons.

To proclaim this in a declaration so that these words be heard in every 
capital, in every part of the world, would be to remind statesmen who, by 
virtue of their official position, are involved in making decisions on the use 
of nuclear weapons, that each and every one of them is personally responsi
ble for the destinies of mankind.

We propose that the declaration further state loudly and clearly that any 
doctrines allowing for the first use of nuclear weapons are incompatible 
with human moral standards and the loftly ideals of the United Nations.

It is also most important to draw the attention, especially of leaders of 
nuclear-weapon States, to the fact that their supreme duty is to act in such 
a way as to eliminate the risk of outbreak of a nuclear conflict.

The declaration should stress that the nuclear-arms race must be stopped 
and reversed by joint effort, through negotiations conducted in good faith 
and on the basis of equality.

* Supra.
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What is meant here is that the energy of the atom should be used not 
against life but for the sake of life, not for the production of weapons but for 
scientific progress, for improvement of the living standards of people, that 
is, exclusively for peaceful purposes.

This is the essence of the political document that we are proposing for 
adoption. We hope that this proposal will meet with wide support.

The adoption of such a document may become a major landmark on the 
path towards complete elimination of the threat of a nuclear conflict. No 
single country should stand aside from the solution of this problem.

The Soviet Union is in favour of a dialogue on all aspects of the problem 
of ending the arms race, on all controversial international issues, in favour 
of a bilateral or a multilateral dialogue.

From time to time statements are made which seem to express willingness 
to negotiate. However, attached to this willingness are all sorts of condi
tions, linkages and unequal approaches of all sorts.

If someone really intends to negotiate in this vein, we must say outright: 
nothing will come of it. Negotiations can be successful only if they are con
ducted on the basis of compliance with the principle of equality and equal 
security.

The Soviet Union is prepared and has been prepared for a long time to 
resume negotiations with the United States on the limitation of strategic 
weapons. Given mutual desire, headway in the solution of this problem can 
be made, relying on what has already been achieved and preserving the 
results achieved.

The Soviet-American negotiations on the limitation of nuclear weapons 
in Europe will apparently be resumed unless winds start blowing again in 
Washington in a different direction. Of course, the question of limiting 
medium-range nuclear weapons and those of corresponding forward-based 
nuclear systems of the United States should be examined and settled concur
rently and in organic interrelation, with due account of all factors determin
ing the strategic situation on the continent.

Our country has proposed that the moment negotiations begin a 
moratorium should be imposed on the deployment in Europe of new 
medium-range nuclear-missile systems of the North Atlantic Treaty Organi
zation (NATO) and the USSR. This proposal is based on the existing 
approximate parity of their respective armaments. The establishment of a 
moratorium would certainly exert a favourable influence on the climate of 
the negotiations.

The Soviet Union is prepared to reach agreement on limiting and, what is 
more, on reducing medium-range nuclear systems in Europe. As Leonid 
Brezhnev stated in Berlin on 6 October 1979:

. . .  we are prepared to reduce the number of medium-range 
nuclear weapons deployed in the west of the Soviet Union from their 
present level, but only, of course, in the event that no additional 
medium-range nuclear weapons are deployed in Western Europe.®

* Documents on Disarmament, 1979, p. 606.
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At the same time we must make it quite clear that should the other side 
artificially drag out the negotiations and start to deploy new medium-range 
nuclear weapons in Western Europe, the Soviet Union will have to take 
measures to restore the balance.

For the purpose of strengthening peace in Europe, it is also important to 
break the deadlock at the Vienna negotiations on the reduction of armed 
forces and armaments in Central Europe. The socialist countries have done 
a good deal to ensure progress at the Vienna negotiations. Should the 
Western partners show a minimum of goodwill, a solution could be found.

Of great significance is the question of convening a conference [on] 
military detente and disarmament in Europe. As is known, this question is 
under discussion in Madrid at the meeting of representatives of the States 
participants in the European Conference.

Wishing to contribute to success, the Soviet Union has gone far to accom
modate the West and has declared its willingness to include the entire Euro
pean part of its territory in the zone of confidence-building measures, pro
vided, of course, the Western side makes a corresponding step in turn. 
What is required now is precisely such a step.

Military detente on the European continent is intended to strengthen and 
complement political detente. But this does not depend on us alone.

The Soviet Union is prepared to hold negotiations on all areas of limiting 
the arms race and of disarmament.

Under current conditions, it is becoming increasingly important to pre
vent military competition from extending to outer space. Each day brings 
new evidence that outer space can become an arena of the arms race.

The Soviet Union has submitted to this session of the General Assembly 
an item entitled "Conclusion of a treaty on the prohibition of the stationing 
of weapons of any kind in outer space".* The Governments of all States 
represented here have had an opportunity of familiarizing themselves with 
the Soviet draft of that treaty. The draft takes into account all major aspects 
of the problem. We would like the exchange of views on the basis of the 
USSR proposal and its outcome to be constructive.

Address by the Department of State Bureau of Politico- 
Military Affairs Director (Burt): NATO and Nuclear Deter
rence, September 23, 1981 ^

NATOs decision of December 1979 to deploy long-range cruise and 
ballistic missiles in Europe and to pursue an arms control negotiation with 
the U.S.S.R. concerning theater nuclear forces (TNF) * have stimulated a

‘ Ante, Aug. 11.
' Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 1981, pp. 56-59. The address was before the Arms 

Control Association Conference in Brussels.
’ Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 814-816. In the latter part of 1981, theater nuclear 

forces began to be referred to as "intermediate-range" nuclear forces (INF).



BURT ADDRESS, SEPTEMBER 23 443

debate which now transcends the military and political rationale upon 
which that decision was based. At issue are not comparative range, accu
racy, and mobility of U.S. and Soviet systems; the proper components of a 
Eurostrategic balance; or the comparative advantage of sea-, air-, or land- 
based systems. Today many who challenge the decision of December 1979 
do so not on the grounds that there are better means of linking the U.S. 
strategic deterrent to Europe, but because they believe that Europe's security 
should not depend upon nuclear deterrence of any type. To such fundamen
tal objections, it avails little to argue the merits of ground-launched cruise 
missiles over sea- and air-launched cruise missiles or to explain why it 
makes sense to replace the Pershing I with the Pershing II. To counter such 
objections, one must begin with a vision of Europe and of Europe's place in 
the world.

The View from Moscow

The Soviet Union sees Western Europe as an appendage of the two super
powers. Europe is relegated to a second-class status, its security a dependent 
function of the Soviet Union s. East Europeans may be forced to accept such 
discrimination, but certainly we in the West are not.

This anti-European vision of Europe is expressed in myriad ways. Soviet 
commentators tell us that the new U.S. Pershing missile represents an unac
ceptable threat to the Soviet Union because it would provide the Soviet 
Union only a 5-minute warning of an attack. Yet what warning time of a 
comparable Soviet nuclear attack does Western Europe have? Thirty 
seconds, perhaps.

The same sort of patronizing attitude is inherent in the Soviet concept of 
"forward-based systems." Somehow this term, even in Western parlance, 
refers only to American forces. It is never taken to mean Soviet missile and 
air forces massed in East Germany, Poland, Hungary, or Czechoslovakia, 
which threaten Western Europe. In other words, the American military 
presence in Western Europe is depicted as an unnatural, historical aberra
tion while the Soviet military hegemony over Eastern Europe and its preoc
cupation with West European security policies is viewed as a natural Soviet 
right.

The Soviet Union thus presumes that Western Europe should have more 
sympathy for problems of Soviet security than the Soviet Union does for 
that of Western Europe. And, remarkably, often we do on this side of the 
Atlantic and on mine, for frequently we do not dismiss these self-serving 
Soviet propositions with the derision they deserve. On the contrary, we 
elevate them to the status of intellectually respectable arguments and give 
them serious consideration in our domestic debates.

That the Soviet Union should put forward such propositions is evidence 
of how the Soviet Union treats its allies, and how it thinks about Western 
Europe. That anyone in the West finds merit in them is evidence that the 
Soviets have begun to affect how we think of ourselves.

Nothing more graphically illustrates the Soviet Union's vision of Europe 
than their position on theater nuclear arms control. For a decade the Soviet 
Union insisted that U.S. forces in Western Europe should be counted in
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SALT [Strategic Arms Limitation Talks],® but not Soviet forces in Eastern 
Europe. Only when confronted by the alliance s LRTNF [long-range theater 
nuclear forces] decision of 1979 were the Soviets forced by NATOs cohe
sion and resolve to fall back from this position, simply to adopt a new series 
of equally patronizing proposals.

In 1979 the Soviets claimed a nuclear balance existed in Europe. But they 
kept deploying SS-20 missiles targeted against Western Europe. In 1980 the 
Soviets again said a balance existed and offered a moratorium on new 
missiles. But they kept deploying SS-20s. In 1981 the Soviets once again 
claim a balance exists. They again offer a moratorium. But they still keep 
deploying SS-20s.

If any one of these Soviet statements regarding an existing balance were 
correct, the other two would, by definition, have to be wrong, for the West 
has deployed no new missiles since 1979, while the Soviets have during this 
same period deployed over 500 SS-20 warheads, not to speak of significant 
numbers of other new missile and nuclear-capable aircraft now targeted on 
Europe.

In fact, none of the three Soviet claims was true. Few in the West have 
ever thought they were. The Soviet technique in this instance is, however, 
more subtle than just their traditional resort to disinformation and decep
tion, for in offering a moratorium at widely disparate levels, the Soviet 
Union is really asserting that it has a right to nuclear as well as conventional 
superiority in Europe. The Soviet Union is insisting that Western Europe 
does not have a right to call upon American strength to counterbalance 
Soviet power and geographical advantage. This is the message behind the 
moratorium. Like other forms of subliminal advertising, it takes root slowly 
and imperceptibly.

More remarkably yet, the Soviet Union has attempted to attribute to the 
United States a view of Europe which is its own. The Soviet Union, in train
ing, in doctrine, and in the structure of its forces, is prepared to fight a 
nuclear war in Europe. I am not suggesting that the Soviets intend to pro
voke a war. But if a war comes, the Soviets are ready to escalate rapidly to 
the nuclear level. They have trained and equipped their forces to prevail in 
such an environment. And they have structured and positioned their forces 
to limit the conflict to territory outside the U.S.S.R.

The United States, on the other hand, has for 30 years linked its fate with 
that of its European allies. In 1979 the United States responded positively to 
the desire of those allies to have deployed in Europe new systems, which 
could reach deep into the Soviet Union, to demonstrate that it could not 
devastate Europe from a Russian sanctuary — that any war in Europe would 
result in unacceptable damage to the U.S.S.R.

The United States took this step in the full knowledge that the Soviet 
Union would most likely respond to an attack on its homeland by U.S. 
systems in Europe with an attack on the United States. Thus the emplace
ment of long-range U.S. cruise and ballistic missiles in Europe makes escala
tion of any nuclear war in Europe to involve an intercontinental exchange 
more likely, not less. This is why our allies asked for such a deployment.

 ̂ These and following brackets are in the source text.
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This is why the United States accepted. This is why the deployment 
strengthens deterrence.

Nevertheless, the LRTNF decision is one of the most controversial secur
ity issues to have gripped the nations of the alliance. On reflection, this 
should not be surprising: Nuclear weapons raise profound moral, political, 
and strategic problems that must concern thoughtful people in healthy 
democracies. But in my view the LRTNF debate also clearly demonstrates 
that we in the West are in danger of losing sight of our vision — the Western 
vision —of European security. Governments on both sides of the Atlantic 
have not sufficiently explained to new generations of Americans and Euro
peans how the Atlantic alliance continues to offer a vision of Europe consis
tent with its security needs and its political values.

The Atlantic Vision

Throughout modern history, Europe has been the battleground where 
mankinds most intense, extended, and destructive conflicts have been 
waged. Twice in this century, war has devastated the continent, leaving 50 
million Europeans dead. Yet since 1945, despite the proximity of a heavily 
armed hostile power, Europe has enjoyed a period of peace and prosperity 
unparalleled in the experience of mankind. How was peace secured? How 
has it been maintained?

By the middle of the 20th century the ever-quickening pace of European 
warfare was brought to a halt by two innovations in Western strategic 
thought —collective defense and nuclear deterrence. In those early postwar 
years, the nations of Western Europe, along with the United States and 
Canada, formed an alliance based upon the principle that a threat to one 
was a threat to all. The objective of their alliance was purely defensive. 
Their strategy was one of deterrence. These nations sought to work together 
to minimize the risl  ̂of war by maximizing the risk to any potential ag
gressor of engaging in war. In particular, the United States, the strongest 
member of the new alliance, proclaimed that it would regard an attack on 
its European allies as an attack on itself and committed its full military 
power to deter such an attack. This commitment remains today the foun
dation of American defense and foreign policy and the cornerstone of Euro
pean security.

NATO's Three Pillars

NATO is an alliance of nations separated by 3,000 miles of ocean. The 
geopolitical situation of each ally is in some way unique; the threat it faces 
in some way different. Adversary forces are deployed throughout an area 
bordering directly on NATOs most populous, developed, and vulnerable 
regions. Geography thus provides the Warsaw Pact significant advantages. 
The Soviet Union can project military force in central Europe more easily 
and more quickly than can the United States. In consequence, it has been 
difficult for NATO —throughout its history —to provide a major conven
tional force sufficient in itself to insure its defense.

In order to defend this wide expanse of territory and to deter aggression 
against it at any point, NATO has come to rely on strategy based upon 
three interrelated types of forces. At one end of the spectrum are NATOs
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conventional forces. The role of these forces is to meet any aggression at the 
level it occurs, and, if possible, to force the enemy to cease his aggression 
and withdraw. At the other end of the spectrum are Americas 
intercontinental-range niiclear forces, which represent the ultimate 
guarantee of Western security. Between the two are the alliances nuclear 
weapons deployed in Europe, which link NATOs conventional forces and 
intercontinental-range systems based on U.S. soil. The presence of these 
nuclear systems in Europe insures that the deterrent value of America s 
strategic forces fully underwrite the defense of Europe. They underscore to 
a potential aggressor that there are no circumstances in which it could gain a 
victory over NATOs conventional forces without running the risk of 
nuclear escalation.

The development of this strategy was not without difficulty for the 
alliance. In the 1950s, with the nightmare of the 1939-45 war fresh in peo
ples minds, there was less concern about lowering the nuclear threshold and 
a greater willingness to accept the risk of a nuclear exchange in order to keep 
the conventional threshold as high as possible. Thus early attempts to 
bolster conventional defense in Europe met with resistance from those who 
feared that those efforts meant that the United States no longer wished to 
shoulder the responsibilities of the nuclear umbrella. As Soviet nuclear 
capabilities grew, however, concern shifted to also encompass the now 
more familiar worry that moves to strengthen NATOs theater nuclear 
capabilities have, as their ulterior motive, the confinement of any nuclear 
weapon to European territory.

These conflicting concerns led to the development in the early 1960s of 
NATOs strategy of flexible response. This strategy tied U.S. strategic forces 
firmly into a "seamless web" of conventional, theater nuclear, and strategic 
nuclear forces. The concept which underlies the strategy of flexible response 
is that neither Western Europe nor the United States must bear all the 
burdens or run all the risks of deterring war —everyone must do their part. 
The purpose of building up conventional and nuclear forces in Europe in the 
1960s was not to supplant the deterrent role of U.S. strategic forces but to 
make their use in major conflict appear more credible, thus enhancing 
overall deterrence.

But NATOs flexible response strategy was challenged, at its inception, 
when the Soviet Union in the early 1960s began to deploy large numbers of 
intermediate-range ballistic missiles (IRBMs) — SS-4s and SS-5s —as well as 
a formidable force of frontal aviation, all of which was designed to target 
Western Europe. The motivation for this Soviet buildup was almost certain
ly political as well as military. Just as NATO theater nuclear systems were 
designed to link Europe more closely with Americas strategic arsenal, so 
Soviet systems targeted upon Europe were meant to break that link, to 
isolate Europe, to threaten it from a Russian sanctuary which Europe could 
not in turn put at risk, and so to hold Europe a nuclear hostage.

The expansion of the Soviet IRBM force, coupled with Moscow's advan
tage in conventional forces, brought to reality a prospect which Europe had 
long faced —the possibility that a nuclear conflict might be limited to 
Europe. For over a decade, however, this threat was successfully met, not
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by an expansion of U.S. nuclear forces in Europe, but by an increase in the 
U.S. strategic arsenal in the 1960s along with the development of British and 
French nuclear systems. During this period, and into the 1970s, American 
strategic superiority provided the margin of security which permitted short
falls in other areas of NATOs force structure.

Changing Strategic Environment

The Soviet buildup has now continued for more than a decade beyond 
the end of the U.S. strategic buildup of the 1960s. It has continued through a 
period when the West pursued policies of detente, when the United States 
cut its military budgets, and when NATO undertook virtually no nuclear 
force modernization. These Soviet actions have had a direct impact on the 
alliances ability to implement its deterrent strategy of flexible response.

Soviet force improvements have occurred at all levels and in all areas. 
Major improvements have occurred in the conventional forces facing 
Europe, the Far East, and the oil-rich regions of Southwest Asia. Major im
provements have occurred in Soviet airborne and seaborne forces capable 
of projecting Soviet power into regions further afield. Major improvements 
have also occurred in Soviet intercontinental nuclear forces and nuclear 
forces targeted on Europe. In this latter area, the Soviets have developed 
and are rapidly deploying new generations of short-range, medium-range, 
and long-range nuclear missiles, as well as several new types of nuclear- 
capable aircraft.

Thus, at the conventional level, the Soviet Union threatens Europe direct
ly through its local superiority in numbers and increasingly modernized 
forces, as well as indirectly through its ability to project force into other 
regions of vital interest to Europe, such as the Persian Gulf. The growth in 
the Soviet conventional threat places a heavier burden on NATOs nuclear 
deterrent to keep the peace. Yet, at the same time the Soviet Union has 
achieved parity in intercontinental-range nuclear forces, it has moved into 
position of clear superiority in those nuclear forces deployed in or targeted 
on Europe. In consequence, NATOs deterrent is being eroded at a time 
when the need for it is being heightened.

Although the Soviets over the last decade have enhanced their military 
capabilities across the board, they have given a high priority to the buildup 
of their theater nuclear forces threatening Europe. The deployment of the 
MIRVed [multiple independently-targetable reentry vehicle] mobile SS-20 
gives the Soviet Union a capability to hit, accurately and in great number, 
targets located anywhere in Western Europe from locations deep within the 
Soviet Union, far beyond the range of any of NATOs European-based 
systems. In the spring of this year [West German] Chancellor Schmidt 
wrote that the introduction of the SS-20 'lias upset the military balance in 
Europe and created for itself an instrument of political pressure on the coun
tries within the range of the SS-20, for which the West so far has no counter
balance."

Today, SS-20 missiles are still being deployed in ever-increasing 
numbers. There are currently 250 SS-20 missiles deployed, carrying 750
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warheads, along with 350 SS-4 and -5 missiles, for a total of 1,100 long- 
range missile warheads. At the same time, the Soviets have undertaken a 
comprehensive program of improvement and modernization of short- and 
medium-range missile forces threatening Europe, including the SS-21, -22, 
and -23, and of new aircraft with nuclear capability and missions, such as 
the Backfire, Fencer, Flogger, and Fitter.

NATO's Response

The comprehensive nature of the growing Soviet threat requires a com
parably comprehensive NATO response in order to sustain NATO s deter
rent strategy and so maintain a stable peace. NATO must improve its 
capability to meet and defeat aggression at the conventional level. To do so, 
NATO must maintain and, where possible, increase current force levels 
while regaining its traditional superiority in the quality of its military equip
ment, training, and morale of its forces with which the West has hitherto 
compensated for Warsaw Pact conventional advantages. The nuclear 
threshold will not be raised by degrading the capability of nuclear forces. 
Unfortunately those who seem to worry most about lowering the nuclear 
threshold seem among those least inclined to support the conventional 
modernization needed to raise it.

Yet improving NATOs conventional posture is not enough. For NATO 
to maintain the credibility of its deterrent strategy, it must shore up the link 
between the intercontinental and European-based nuclear systems. The 
Soviet Union must never be allowed to assume that there exists any level of 
conflict at which it could conclude hostilities victoriously, or that it can 
limit a conflict to Europe. In particular, the Soviet Union must never be per
mitted to believe that under any circumstances Soviet territory could serve 
as a sanctuary from which nuclear strikes in Europe could be launched 
without fear of retaliation in kind. To allow even the perception of such a 
gap in the deterrent to emerge would offer fresh opportunities for Soviet 
political coercion.

The steps NATO has taken to sustain its deterrent strategy include U.S. 
and allied conventional force improvement, now underway, and a deploy
ment in the United States of a more survivable intercontinental missile 
system designed to reduce the growing vulnerability of the existing U.S. 
land-based missile force. An equally critical step in sustaining deterrence 
was the alliances decision of December 1979 to modernize its long-range 
nuclear forces by deployment of 464 ground-launched cruise missiles and 
the replacement of 108 Pershing ballistic missiles with a model of greater 
range.

This decision to modernize NATO s long-range nuclear forces was a par
ticularly important part of the overall NATO response to the Soviet 
buildup. The new systems will be mobile, and they will disperse in times of 
crisis, thus enhancing the survivability of NATO nuclear forces and reduc
ing the dangers of a Soviet preemptive attack. The very existence of 
NATOs nuclear forces compel any aggressor to disperse its forces more 
widely and adopt less efficient modes of conventional attack even at the ear
ly stages of any conflict. These new systems can also reach into the Soviet
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Union. Thus their deployment to Europe will reinforce the Soviet leader
ships realization that Soviet territory cannot be a sanctuary in wars from 
which long-range missiles like the SS-20, or aircraft like the Backfire, could 
threaten Western Europe with nuclear destruction. Finally, these systems, 
like other NATO nuclear systems, will be based in a number of member 
countries. They thus demonstrate the concept of shared risk, shared effort, 
and shared security upon which the Western alliance is based.

When TNF modernization is seen in this broader context of Western 
deterrence strategy, the myths which have come to surround alliance deci
sion of December 1979 melt away.

• The deployment of long-range cruise and ballistic missiles to Europe 
does not move NATO away from its existing strategy of flexible response. 
Rather, the LRTNF decision is essential to sustaining NATO strategy. In 
particular, this deployment will link more firmly the alliances existing 
nuclear forces in Europe to the U.S. strategic deterrent.

• This deployment was not thrust by the United States upon the Euro
peans. Rather it represents a considered American response to a widely felt 
European need for an evolutionary adjustment of NATOs capabilities to 
take account of the onset of strategic parity and the massive and continuing 
buildup of Soviet theater forces, such as the SS-20.

• The deployment does not give the alliance a qualitatively new capabil
ity. The United States has had systems in Europe capable of striking the 
Soviet Union since 1952. This new deployment will permit NATO to retain 
that capability and retain that element of our deterrent strategy despite im
provements in Soviet air defense, the aging of our own systems, and in
creasing need to commit NATOs aircraft resources to conventional roles, 
and large-scale new deployments of Soviet TNF.

• This deployment does not increase the alliance s reliance upon nuclear 
weapons. Rather, in providing NATO a more balanced theater nuclear 
force, this planned deployment has already permitted a significant net 
reduction in older and more vulnerable nuclear weapons located in Europe.

• This deployment does not represent a step toward the development of 
a NATO nuclear war-fighting capability. It is the Soviet Union which is 
developing the capability to fight and win a nuclear war in Europe. This 
deployment will force upon them the realization that NATO will not fight a 
war on their terms, will not permit them to regionalize a conflict to exclude 
their territory, and will not permit them to hold Europe a nuclear hostage.

Theater Nuclear Arms Control

The 1979 LRTNF decision not only promises enhanced prospects for 
deterrence of war in Europe, it also holds out the prospect of a serious effort 
to negotiate reductions in U.S. and Soviet theater nuclear forces. As a result 
of NATO demonstrating the resolve to modernize its TNF, the Soviet 
Union has been persuaded to put on the negotiating table, for the first time, 
nuclear forces that threaten the allies. Without modernization there would 
be no prospect of limiting the Soviet nuclear threat to Europe.

I take no credit for noting that Florence Nightingale s injunction regarding 
hospitals — that their first task was to avoid spreading disease — applied
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equally to arms control. An arms controllers first imperative is to limit 
arms in ways which do not make wars more likely. The Reagan Ad
ministration believes that if arms control is to reinforce the prospects for 
peace, it must be closely integrated with defense and foreign policies of its 
practitioners.

The United States is committed to making arms control a coherent, sup
portive part of its total national security program. We recognize that arms 
control, properly pursued, helps to reduce the threat we face and con
tributes to stability and peace.

Last July, Secretary of State Haig outlined the principles which will guide 
the United States as it enters into theater nuclear arms control as well as 
other arms control talks.

• Arms control will be an instrument of, not a replacement for, a 
coherent alliance security policy.

• We will seek balanced arms control agreements.
• Arms control must include effective means of verification and 

mechanisms for security compliance.
• Our strategy must consider the totality of various arms control proc

esses, not only those that are being specifically negotiated.
• We will demonstrate our seriousness by insisting that whatever the 

scope of negotiations, we are prepared to accept reductions to the lowest 
possible level based on equal, balanced limits on comparable systems.^

This very day Secretary Haig is meeting with Soviet Foreign Minister 
Andrei Gromyko. They will discuss, and I hope agree, to begin theater 
nuclear arms control negotiations in the next 2 months or so. Consistent 
with the principles Secretary Haig outlined in July, the United States will 
press in those negotiations with all the strength, skill, and pursuasion it can 
summon for equitable, verifiable, and global limits in theater nuclear forces 
at the lowest possible levels. The burden will be on the Soviet Union to 
move from propaganda to real arms control, to abandon its one-sided pro
posals, to reduce the number of these weapons in Europe, and to reach an 
agreement which will enhance the security of East and West alike.

The U.S. position in these negotiations is being worked out in closest con
sultations with our NATO allies. Throughout the spring and summer of this 
year, NATO's special consultative group and high level group have been 
meeting regularly to establish a common alliance view on the threat we 
face, NATOs needs in the nuclear area, and our arms control objectives. 
These alliance consultations, of unparalleled intensity, will continue once 
U.S.-Soviet negotiations begin later this year, in order to insure that we 
pursue an agreement which is fully supported by the alliance and which 
enhances the security of all its members.

* July 14, ante.
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A Choice of Visions

Today I have tried to explain how, over 30 years, a viable alternative to 
Moscow's view of Europe as a second-class hostage to Soviet power has 
been fashioned. This Atlantic alternative is built upon ties of history, 
culture, and commerce. It shares a concept of man s place in society and of 
the manner in which intercourse between societies should be conducted. To 
survive, however, this alternative has had to create an alliance structure 
which can bridge the ocean which provides its name.

The Atlantic has been spanned by the commitment to strategic unity, 
through which each member accepts the risk of war in order to protect its 
allies and to secure its allies protection. It has been spanned by the integra
tion of conventional, theater nuclear, and strategic forces in a single spec
trum of deterrent power. It has been spanned by a strategy of flexible 
response, which commits the alliance to escalate a conflict as high as is 
needed to defeat any aggression, but permits it to confine a conflict to as 
low a level as possible consistent with that objective. And it has been 
spanned by a common commitment to seek meaningful and effective arms 
control.

The nuclear debate in Europe today has become a battle for the soul of 
Europe. The alternatives are clear. The West can reaffirm its faith in collec
tive defense, deterrence, and serious arms control and thus remain free. Or 
America can turn in upon itself, and Europe can rest its hopes for security 
and its prospects for freedom upon Soviet goodwill. For 30 years America 
has rejected isolationism. For 30 years Europe has rejected Soviet 
patronage. For 30 years the West has instead chosen unity, strength, and 
freedom. There is no other choice.

Statement by French Foreign Minister Cheysson Before the 
U.N. General Assembly: Regional Disarmament [Extract], 
September 23, 1981 ^

The development of regional co-operation has been so convincing in 
some parts of the world that we are tempted to set new goals. For historical 
and cultural reasons disputes may exist between neighbours, sometimes go
ing back several centuries. There are many of us in this Assembly who are 
worried that East-West rivalry may be superimposed on those differences. 
Mutual distrust between two neighbours may indeed lead to an arms race. 
The risk then becomes great that they will all of them come to depend on in
creasingly sophisticated and therefore more costly arms supplies. What will 
then remain of self-determination, independence and non-alignment, to 
which both parties are entitled?

’ A /36/PV .9, pp. 14-16.
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Can we not rather imagine that the group of countries most concerned by 
a confrontation of this kind among two or more neighbours might have the 
wisdom to limit the effects of the dispute, establish a regional —or 
subregional system for the evaluation of military forces, and even to con
clude a genuine agreement on self-limitation of assessment in the region, ac
companied, of course, by appropriate means of control and verification?

France has been shocked, as have so many others, by the dispropor
tionate efforts that so many third world countries must devote to arms and 
defence; we are disturbed by the growing dependence that this evolution in
evitably entails, and we fervently hope that the attempts that have already 
been made to slow this trend will be encouraged by our Organization and 
supported by world public opinion.

Whatever the interests in a regional approach to arms limitation, the ef
fort should, of course, culminate in this Organization. Nothing durable or 
solid can be built without the endorsement of an institution whose role it is 
to be universal. There is hardly a domain that is outside its jurisdiction, and 
the wholly democratic structures it possesses serve to guarantee the value of 
its decisions. On this rostrum from which I am speaking, every speaker and, 
therefore, every country is equal.

Statement by the Department of State: Negotiations Between 
the United States and the Soviet Union on Intermediate- 
Range Nuclear Forces in Europe, September 24, 1981'

At their meeting on September 23, 1981, the U.S. Secretary of State, 
Alexander M. Haig, Jr., and the U.S.S.R. Foreign Minister, Andrei A. 
Gromyko, exchanged views regarding arms control involving those nuclear 
arms which were earlier discussed between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. 
representatives in Geneva.

They agreed on the need to hold formal negotiations on such arms and on 
behalf of their governments agreed to begin these negotiations on November 
30 in Geneva, Switzerland. The U.S. side will be represented at the negotia
tions by a delegation headed by Ambassador Paul Nitze, and the Soviet side 
will be represented by a delegation headed by Ambassador U.A. Kvitsinsky.

Both sides believe in the importance of these negotiations for enhancing 
stability and international security and pledged to spare no effort to reach 
an appropriate agreement.

' Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 1981, p. 5.
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Resolution Adopted by the General Conference of the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency: Military Attack on Iraqi 
Nuclear Research Center and Its Implications for the Agen
cy, September 26, 1981 ^

The General Conference,
(a) Having considered the agenda item "'Military attack on Iraqi nuclear 

research centre and its implications for the Agency'',
(b) Recalling the resolution adopted by the Board of Governors on 12 

June 1981 on the same subject, which —inter alia — strongly condemned 
Israel for this premeditated and unjustified attack on the Iraqi nuclear 
research centre and recommended to the General Conference that it con
sider all the implications of the attack, including suspending the exercise by 
Israel of the privileges and rights of membership,^

(c) Taking note of resolution 487 (1981) adopted by the Security Council 
of the United Nations on 19 June 1981, which strongly condemned the 
military attack by Israel as a clear violation of the Charter of the United Na
tions and the norms of international conduct and which called upon Israel 
urgently to place its nuclear facilities under Agency safeguards,®

(d) Taking note further of the resolution adopted at the United Nations 
Conference on New and Renewable Sources of Energy in Nairobi on 20 
August 1981, which warned against the danger of joint Israeli and South 
African military nuclear activities.

(e) Bearing in mind the statements made by the Director General of the 
Agency to the Board of Governors on 9 and 12 * June and 6 July 1981, and 
in the Security Council on 19 June 1981,

(f) Considering that Iraq has fully subscribed to the Agency's safeguards 
regime and is a party to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons ® and has fulfilled its obligations thereunder,

(g) Noting further that Israel has neither adhered to the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons nor accepted Agency safeguards on 
all its nuclear facilities,

(h) Alarmed by the increasing information and evidence regarding 
Israel's activities aiming at the acquisition and development of nuclear 
weapons,

(i) Gravely concerned that Israel's military aggression against a 
safeguarded nuclear research facility has caused considerable damage to the 
safeguards regime and could seriously jeopardize the development of 
nuclear energy for peaceful purposes,

(j) Expressing indignation at the loss of life and damage to nuclear 
facilities caused by this wilful act,

(k) Deploring the rejection by Israel of the repeated calls, including that
' GC (XXV)/RES/381, Oct. 19, 1981.
" Ante.
 ̂ Ante.

* Ante.
’ The treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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of the Security Council on 19 June 1981, to place its nuclear facilities under 
Agency safeguards, and

(1) Recalling the provisions of Article XIX.B of the Statute of the 
Agency/

1. Considers that the Israeli act of aggression against the safeguarded 
Iraqi nuclear installations constitutes an attack against the Agency and its 
safeguards regime/which is the foundation of the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons;

2. Decides to suspend immediately the provision of any assistance to 
Israel under the Agency's technical assistance programme;

3. Also decides to consider at its twenty-sixth regular session the suspen
sion of Israel from the exercise of the privileges and rights of membership if 
by that time it has not complied with the provisions of Security Council 
resolution 487 of 19 June 1981;

4. Calls upon the Member States of the Agency to end all transfer of fis
sionable material and technology to Israel which could be used for nuclear 
arms;

5. Reaffirms its confidence in the effectiveness of the Agency safeguards 
system as a reliable means of verifying peaceful use of a nuclear facility; and

6. Reaffirms further the inalienable right of all Member States to develop 
nuclear energy for peaceful purposes under internationally accepted 
safeguards.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Davis) to the General 
Conference of the International Atomic Energy Agency: 
Resolution Condemning Israel for Attack on Iraqi Nuclear 
Facility, September 26, 1981 ^

I wish to explain the opposition to resolution 653/Rev. 2 * by my 
Government and our negative vote:

The United States Government voted against this resolution because it 
opposed operative paragraphs 1, 2, 3 and 4. We cannot support the view 
that the Israeli action constituted an attack on the agency and its safeguards 
regime or that it caused damage to that regime as described in preambular 
paragraph (1). My Government disagrees with those international 
observers who have concluded that the international safeguards system is 
ineffective. We have confidence that the system, while not perfect, will con
tinue to be improved to take into account recent technological 
developments.

We oppose suspension of technical assistance to Israel as a sanction con
trary to the statute. Israel as a member of the agency is entitled to par
ticipate in the IAEA's technical assistance program. Technically sound pro-

‘ TIAS 3873; BUST 1093.
’ ACDA files.
 ̂ I.e., the draft resolution in document GC (XXV)/653/Rev. 2 of Sept. 25. The General 

Conference adopted the draft resolution as GC (XXV)/RES/381, supra.
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posals and available resources, not political considerations, have been and 
should continue to be the Agency's criteria under this program.

We must most vigorously oppose paragraph 3 which asks the new 
general conference to consider the suspension of Israels privileges and rights 
of membership if by that time it has not complied with U.N. Security Coun
cil Resolution 487.^ Given the recommendation of the June Board of Gover
nors we must assume that the resolution s sponsors decided to defer the mat
ter for another year because they realized that a significant number of 
member states are opposed to suspension. This delay will only prolong this 
divisive issue and continue to distract the agency from its regular duties. 
This is another example of this technical body being turned into a forum for 
debating political issues. This pattern of abusing the U.N. system to carry 
on political vendettas is corrosively dangerous. The politicization of 
specialized international organizations such as the IAEA must cease.

Speaking for my government we find no basis in the statute for such 
suspension of membership and believe it would in any case be harmful to 
the objectives of this Agency and to peace and security in the Middle East.

Let me explain why my Government finds no legal basis for such suspen
sion. Article XIX.B of the statute * specifically deals with this question. 
First, that article provides that suspension of membership may be voted 
only when "a member . . . has persistently violated the provisions of this 
statute or of any agreement entered into by it, pursuant to this 
statute . . . ." Although Security Council Resolution 487 (1981) con
demned Israels raid on the Iraqi nuclear reactor, the Israeli action did not 
violate any specific term of the IAEA statute or any agreement entered into 
by Israel pursuant to the statute. The attack therefore provides no proper 
basis for a resolution of suspension under Article XIX.B.

Second, even if the Israeli attack on the Osirak reactor in June itself could 
be deemed a violation of the IAEA statute, it could not be properly con
sidered to represent the kind of "persistent" violation required for suspen
sion. The adjective "persistent" obviously contemplates a course of conduct 
occurring over an extended period of time and involving repeated separate 
incidents. Further, the term "persistent" also involves the noting of willful 
continuation of disregard of opposition or warning. Here we have only a 
single act that clearly does not involve a course of conduct which would 
justify application of Article XIX.B.

Suspension of Israel from IAEA membership would also be inconsistent 
with Security Council Resolution 487 (1981), adopted unanimously on 19 
June. First, the resolution contains no recommendation to withdraw 
privileges or rights of membership in the IAEA to Israel. It did, however, 
contain a specific provision calling upon Israel "urgently to place its nuclear 
facilities under IAEA safeguards." This latter provision recognizes that it is 
in the interest of the community of States to encourage Israels maximum 
participation in the safeguards activities of the IAEA. Suspension would 
thus run counter to the considered judgment of the United Nations organ

’ June 19, ante.
‘ TIAS 3873; 8 UST 1093.
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specifically charged with responsibility for the maintenance of international 
peace and security, a responsibility recognized by the IAEA in Article 1(3) of 
its relationship agreement with the United Nations. It would be improper 
and inappropriate therefore for this Agency to attempt to enforce a decision 
made by another U.N. body.

Acceptance of safeguards is not a condition of membership in the IAEA 
nor is its absence a grounds for suspension under this Agency's statute. 
Several IAEA members do not accept safeguards on all of their nuclear 
facilities.

Now we are being told by those supporting this resolution that the 
primary legal basis for suspension is Article IV.B. which relates to the con
sideration of new members to be accepted into the Agency. This article 
quite clearly only applies to the consideration of a new member. Even if we 
were to accept this criteria we could not conclude that the Israeli action in 
June was grounds for suspension. Military action across national boun
daries involving members of the United Nations has occurred in every con
tinent since the founding of the United Nations and yet no nation has been 
suspended for failure to act in accordance with the purposes and principles 
of the charter of the United Nations.

Aside from our objections to the resolution on legal grounds, we believe 
that it is not in the interests of the international community to deprive Israel 
of the rights of membership from the one Agency designed to promote 
peaceful uses of nuclear energy as well as the broad extension of interna
tional safeguards. My government has and will continue to urge Israel to 
sign the Non-Proliferation Treaty,® to accept IAEA safeguards on all of its 
nuclear facilities, and to work towards a nuclear free zone in the Middle 
East. Any hope of progress in these endeavors would be severely damaged 
by Israels suspension from IAEA membership.

My Government immediately condemned the Israeli air strike on the Iraqi 
nuclear research center ‘ and joined with others on the Security Council to 
adopt resolution 487. Such acts of violence undermine the stability and well 
being of the area. The problem of recurring violence in the troubled Middle 
East is a political one, as our Ambassador to the United Nations said in her 
address to the Security Council on June 19.  ̂ The solution lies outside the 
mandate of this agency, and is indeed being addressed in other fora.

Before concluding, Mr. President, I want to make clear our grave concern 
over the proposal to suspend Israels privileges and rights of membership in 
the agency. The suspension of Israel from any United Nations body could 
have serious consequences for our continued participation and would 
jeopardize continued United States support.

® Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
* See statement of June 8, ante.
 ̂ Ante.



ROSTOW REMARKS, SEPTEMBER 29 457

News Conference Remarks by ACDA Director Rostow 
[Extracts], September 29, 1981'

• • • • • • •

I should stress what youVe all heard, which seems not to have been 
universally understood either in the United States or in Europe. President 
Reagan has made no pre-conditions for the resumption of the SALT 
negotiations, the START negotiations, or for the opening of the TNF 
negotiations. We have not delayed in any way those negotiations in order to 
complete or even to make great advances in the process of the United States' 
rearmament. We think the inherent strength of the United States and its 
allies should be sufficient to obtain the attention of the Soviet Union 
without massive rearmament in advance; nor have any political conditions 
been made. We have not said we won't talk until the Soviet Union has 
withdrawn from Afghanistan or gotten the Vietnamese out of Cambodia. 
Quite the contrary. Secretary Haig has said that certain kinds of political ac
tivity by the Soviet Union constitute linkage in fact. We could not open the 
SALT talks with the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia. But apart from 
that, the delays in the opening of the talks have been entirely due to the task 
of preparation.

We are serious about these talks, very serious about these talks, and it 
would have been cynical, political theater for us, to go into them un
prepared. Our time and energy and efforts have been devoted to a reap
praisal of the problems, to determine what is necessary and what is 
desirable by way of theory, approach, and structure in order to decide what 
we're trying to obtain from these negotiations. After all, we're in a period 
where the external situation is entirely different from the external situation 
in 1971-72 when SALT I * was negotiated. The approach used there was 
perfectly acceptable and did not threaten in itself the deterrent capability of 
the United States, whereas today the growth, the prodigious growth of the 
Soviet nuclear arsenal coupled with the growth of Soviet conventional 
forces raises a question which the alliance, of course, has been trying to 
answer. How to restore, confirm, fortify our deterrent capacity so far as the 
United States is concerned, so far as NATO is concerned. Our nuclear 
weapons exist to deter, to retaliate if necessary, and to contribute to stabil
ity. Those three aims, therefore, must be the three dominant aims of any 
arms control agreement that we can accept as fair, balanced and verifiable. 
We have no objection to affording the Soviet Union the same privilege of 
deterrence. Our highest goal is that nuclear weapons not be used in world 
politics, but we cannot condone, and we will not condone an approach to 
arms control which would permit the Soviet Union to build up a coercive 
nuclear power, that might detach the United States from its allies and weaken 
the nuclear guarantee.

Those are the essential ideas with which we are working and now trying 
to devise approaches and scenarios for the agreement. We're making

’ ACDA files. The conference was held at NATO.
* The SALT I agreements may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff.
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studies. Were consulting with computers. Were doing all the things one 
would do by way of serious preparation for very serious and important 
talks. We have every confidence that we will be ready within the time frame 
I have mentioned to you.

I should add one more element to this opening statement for you before 
opening myself up to your questions. That is, the emphasis which the Presi
dent has placed and rightly placed on there not being a double standard. We 
cannot accept either Soviet military superiority, which is the obvious goal 
of their enormous arms buildup, nor can we accept a world political system 
operating according to a double standard. As Secretary of State Haig said 
recently in a speech in New Orleans, 'The rules of the United Nations 
Charter with respect to the international use of force will lose all their in
fluence in world politics if the Soviet Union continues its path of 
aggression."® There cannot be a double standard. Since the scale and size 
and structure of nuclear arsenals has a profound effect on the capacity of 
states to use conventional force, and therefore on the state of world politics, 
we approach the problem of limiting nuclear arms as the most important 
single question in world politics — the question which has to be solved above 
all others, before we can hope to get back to a situation of general peace, 
where the rules are reciprocally accepted and widely enforced. Thank you, 
ladies and gentlemen.

Q: In Western Europe, there is a widespread feeling expressed in news
papers that the new American administration is not looking for parity but 
for superiority. What do you answer to that?

A: It s not in the least true, as you can see from our defense figures. What 
we re seeking is to confirm and fortify our deterrent capacity, our second- 
strike capability, and above all, to make absolutely certain that the doubts 
that have arisen in recent years about the American nuclear umbrella, the 
viability of the American nuclear guarantee for Western Europe and for 
other vital interests of the United States, is absolutely beyond doubt or 
challenge. To do that, after what s occurred, is the first principle of our ap
proach to rearmament. Youll notice that were talking about restoring 
deterrent capacity, not seeking superiority or even rough equivalence or try
ing to use any of those words which have become so freighted with confu
sion.

The important thing is to make certain that the Soviet Union understands 
that the vital interests of the United States, which certainly include the 
political independence and territorial integrity of Western Europe, will be 
defended throughout the range of threat, including the use of nuclear force if 
necessary. Europe has been defended since World War II ultimately by the 
American strategic forces located within the United States, or on the seas. 
There's no way in which that fact will be altered or can be altered. The

’ Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 1981, p. 12.
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Reagan Administration is moving heaven and earth to make certain that 
that is thoroughly understood everywhere.

Now that means we want agreements that permit that to continue, to per
mit deterrents on both sides, and we want agreements that will be veri
fiable. You have perhaps noticed that we have already begun substantive 
talks with the Soviet Union on arms control issues. We have proposed in
formal exchanges dealing with problems of verification, the provision of 
data, and certain other issues that run through a great many arms control 
areas. We haven't yet received a Soviet response to that inquiry, but we 
have proposed in any format that the Soviets wish, informal exchanges on 
these underlying problems. We feel that the complexity and growth of the 
problems in the nuclear field and the nature of problems in some other 
fields, like chemical and biological weapons, are such as to require 
cooperative measures of verification, to impose upon both the Soviet Union 
and the United States the necessity to work together to make sure that peo
ple have confidence in compliance with arms control measures.

There is no escape, in our judgment, from the necessity to cooperate 
because national means of verification, remarkable as they are, cannot 
answer all the questions. They cannot tell us, for example, what was hap
pening in Sverdlovsk, and other similar problems about the biological 
weapons to which Secretary Haig called attention in his speech in Berlin the 
other day.^

We have begun arms control discussions with the Soviet Union about a 
month ago on these fundamental issues which run through the entire spec
trum of arms control problems. We hope to begin the formal negotiations, 
as I say, at the end of November and early in the Spring. We emphasize that 
what were after are very carefully considered arms control agreements 
which will permit both sides to sustain deterrence at lower levels of arma
ment, begin the process of building confidence, and of course, inevitably 
rest on a foundation of verification. I carefully took the word adequate" 
out of the phrase; its not adequate verification; were after verification. 
There can be no further ambiguity on that subject.

Interview With Pakistani Foreign Minister Agha Shahi: 
Pakistani Nuclear Policy [Extract], Early October 1981'

Question: The United States is imposing some conditions for helping

* Sept. 13, ante.

’ London Al-Hawadith in Arabic, Oct. 9, 1981; FBIS Daily Report, Oct. 20, 1981, voL VIII, 
p. F2. The interview was conducted in New York during the session of the U.N. General 
Assembly.
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Pakistan. For example, it has asked you to stop obtaining sophisticated 
"equipment" that you are reportedly getting from Turkey.

Answer: You mean that conditions will be placed on the so-called Paki
stani nuclear program? We challenged the world to produce evidence that 
Pakistan is manufacturing the so-called "Islamic bomb" and no one could 
prove it. Our nuclear program is concerned with the peaceful use of nuclear 
energy. It is a cause of pride to us that we are on our way to possessing very 
advanced nuclear technology. However, this has been done through our 
own efforts, and our objective is peaceful. We have said that we will not 
manufacture nuclear weapons, and we are prepared to endorse a plan to 
prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons. We are opposed to the pro
liferation of nuclear weapons.

• • • • • • •

News Conference Remarks by President Reagan: Nuclear 
War and Strategic Arms [Extract], October 1, 1981'

Nuclear War and Arms Reduction Talks

Q. Mr. President, there's been talk about limited nuclear war. Do you 
believe that either the Soviet Union or the United States could win a nuclear 
war?

The President. It s very difficult for me to think that there's a winnable 
nuclear war, but where our great risk falls is that the Soviet Union has made 
it very plain that among themselves, they believe it is winnable. And believ
ing that, that makes them constitute a threat, which is one of the reasons 
why I'm dedicated to getting them at a table not for arms limitation talks, 
but for arms reduction talks.

Yes, Sam [Sam Donaldson, ABC News].*

Strategic Weapons: Window of Vulnerability

Q. Sir, on that same subject, that same general subject. Can you reassure 
our European allies and anyone else —[inaudible] —that you're not seeking 
military superiority over the Soviet Union or, in fact, is that the policy?

The President. We're seeking whatever is necessary to ensure that that 
window of vulnerability" I've spoken of has been closed and that the risk 

has been reduced of there being a war at all. And I think our allies, largely in 
Europe, do know that. I also do think that there is —or there are groups 
among our allies, as there is here in America, who are increasingly vocal in 
carrying their own message, and it is one there of pacifism and neutrality

' Weekly Compilation of  Presidential Documents, Oct. 5, 1981, p. 1068. 
’ These and following brackets are in the source text.
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and so forth. I think they're very unrealistic, and if we listen to them, I think 
we'd all be in trouble.

Announcement by President Reagan: Strategic Arms 
Program, October 2, 1981'

Announcement

The President. As President, it s my solemn duty to ensure America s na
tional security while vigorously pursuing every path to peace. Toward this 
end, I have repeatedly pledged to halt the decline in America's military 
strength and restore that margin of safety needed for the protection of the 
American people and the maintenance of peace.

During the last several years, a weakening in our security posture has 
been particularly noticeable in our strategic nuclear forces — the very foun
dation of our strategy for deterring foreign attacks. A window of 
vulnerability is opening, one that would jeopardize not just our hopes for 
serious productive arms negotiations, but our hopes for peace and freedom.

Shortly after taking office, I directed the Secretary of Defense to review 
our strategy for deterrence and to evaluate the adequacy of the forces now 
available for carrying out that strategy. He and his colleagues, in consulta
tion with many leaders outside the executive branch, have done that job 
well. And after one of the most complex, thorough, and carefully conducted 
processes in memory, I am announcing today a plan to revitalize our 
strategic forces and maintain America's ability to keep the peace well into 
the next century.

Our plan is a comprehensive one. It will strengthen and modernize the 
strategic triad of land-based missiles, sea-based missiles, and bombers. It 
will end longstanding delays in some of these programs and introduce new 
elements into others. And just as important, it will improve communica
tions and control systems that are vital to these strategic forces.

This program will achieve three objectives:

— It will act as a deterrent against any Soviet actions directed against the 
American people or our allies;

— It will provide us with the capability to respond at reasonable cost and 
within adequate time to any further growth in Soviet forces;

— It will signal our resolve to maintain the strategic balance, and this is 
the keystone to any genuine arms reduction agreement with the Soviets.

Let me point out here that this is a strategic program that America can af
ford. It fits within the revised fiscal guidelines for the Department of Defense 
that I announced last week. And during the next 5 years, the entire

’ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Oct. 5, 1981, pp. 1074-1076.
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cost of maintaining and rebuilding our strategic forces will take less than 15 
percent of our defense expenditures. This is considerably below the 20 per
cent of our defense budget spent on strategic arms during the 1960 s, when 
we constructed many of the forces that exist today. It is fair to say that this 
program will enable us to modernize our strategic forces and, at the same 
time, meet our many other commitments as a nation.

Now, let me outline the five main features of our program.
First, I have directed the Secretary of Defense to revitalize our bomber 

forces by constructing and deploying some 100 B-1 bombers as soon as 
possible, while continuing to deploy cruise missiles on existing bombers. We 
will also develop an advanced bomber with "stealth" characteristics for the 
1990s.

Second, I have ordered the strengthening and expansion of our sea-based 
forces. We will continue the construction of Trident submarines at a steady 
rate. We will develop a larger and more accurate sea-based ballistic missile. 
We will also deploy nuclear cruise missiles in some existing submarines.

Third, I've ordered completion of the MX missiles. We have decided, 
however, not to deploy the MX in the racetrack shelters proposed by the 
previous administration or in any other scheme for multiple protective 
shelters. We will not deploy 200 missiles in 4,600 holes, nor will we deploy 
100 missiles in 1,000 holes.

We have concluded that these basing schemes would be just as vulnerable 
as the existing Minuteman silos. The operative factor here is this: No matter 
how many shelters we might build, the Soviets can build more missiles, 
more quickly, and just as cheaply.

Instead, we will complete the MX missile which is much more powerful 
and accurate than our current Minuteman missiles, and we will deploy a 
limited number of the MX missiles in existing silos as soon as possible.

At the same time, we will pursue three promising long-term options for 
basing the MX missile and choose among them by 1984, so that we can pro
ceed promptly with full deployment.

Fourth, I have directed the Secretary of Defense to strengthen and rebuild 
our communications and control system, a much neglected factor in our 
strategic deterrent. I consider this decision to improve our communications 
and control system as important as any of the other decisions announced to
day. This system must be fool-proof in case of any foreign attack.

Finall]/, I have directed that we end our long neglect of strategic defenses. 
This will include cooperation with Canada on improving North American 
air surveillance and defense, and as part of this effort, IVe also directed that 
we devote greater resources to improving our civil defenses.

This plan is balanced and carefully considered — a plan that will meet our 
vital security needs and strengthen our hopes for peace. It s my hope that 
this program will prevent our adversaries from making the mistake others 
have made and deeply regretted in the past — the mistake of underestimating 
the resolve and the will of the American people to keep their freedom and 
protect their homeland and their allies.

Now, I can only remain here for a few minutes. And I will do so for just a 
few questions that might deal with the statement or with policy. But for all



REAGAN ANNOUNCEMENT, OCTOBER 2 463

the technical matters, I am going to turn you over to Secretary [of 
Defense] * Cap Weinberger.

Yes, Helen [Helen Thomas, United Press International].

Questions

Q. On that, would we be ready to use these new systems as bargaining 
chips in arms talks with the Soviets?

The President. Oh, I think everything having to do with arms, Helen, 
would have to be on the table.

Q. Mr. President, when exactly is this window of vulnerability?" We 
heard yesterday the suggestion that it exists now. Earlier this morning, a 
defense official indicated that it was not until '84 or '87. Are we facing it 
right now?

The President. Well, I think in some areas we are, yes. I think the im
balance of forces, for example, on the Western front, in the NATO line —we 
are vastly outdistanced there. I think the fact that right now, they have a 
superiority at sea.

Q. Mr. President, if there is or will be a 'window of vulnerability," why 
is the MX any less vulnerable if it s in silos, the location of which the Soviets 
presumably already know, unless we were going to launch on their attack?

The President. I don't know but what maybe you haven't gotten into the 
area that I'm going to turn over to the Secretary of Defense.

I could say this: The plan also includes the hardening of silos so that they 
are protected against nuclear attack. Now, we know that is not permanent. 
We know that they can then improve their accuracy, their power, and their 
ability, but it will take them some time to do that, and they will have to 
devote a decided effort to doing that.

Q. So this is a way then of buying time, sir?
The President. In a way, of narrowing that 'window of vulnerability."

Q. Mr. President, some people already are saying that your decisions are 
based to a large extent on politics, domestic politics, so let me ask you about 
two points: One, that you never considered the racetrack system because it 
was proposed by Jimmy Carter, and you didn't want to have anything to do 
with something that he had proposed; and, two, that you're not basing the 
MX in Utah and Nevada because of opposition from the Mormon Church 
and your good friend. Senator Paul Laxalt.

The President. Sam [Sam Donaldson, ABC News], I can tell you now, 
no, the entire study of the basis for basing —I got tangled up there with two 
words that sounded so much alike —the MX missile was a very thorough 
study of all those proposals that had been made. And actually, I could refer 
you to the Town's Commission, their study and their report that we would 
not have an invulnerable missile basing by doing that; that all they would 
have to do is increase the number of targeted warheards on that particular 
area and take out the whole area; and while it would force them to build ad
ditional missiles, we would be just as vulnerable as we are in the present 
Minutemen.

’ These and following brackets are in the source text.
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Q. Laxalt didn't persuade you, sir?
The President. No, no.

Q. Mr. President, your predecessor killed the B-1 manned bomber 
because he said it couldn't penetrate Soviet air defenses. The Soviets can 
make a lot of progress in radar between now and 1986. Can you guarantee 
that the B-1 could penetrate Soviet air defenses, and is it the best plane as a 
cruise missile launch platform?

The President. I think, again, you're getting in —I think that my few 
minutes are up —[laughter]—and Tm going to turn that question over to 
Cap. I think I know the answer to it, but I do believe that you are getting in
to the kind of questions that he is properly —

Q. Well, could you tell us why you decided to build the B-1 as opposed 
to your predecessor's decision not to build it? Do you think it can penetrate 
Soviet air space?

The President. We have to have it, because between the aging B-52 and 
the bomber we are developing, the newer bomber, there is too long a time 
gap in there and would leave us a very lengthy, vulnerable period. And the 
B-1 is designed not just to fill that gap, but it will then have a cruise missile 
carrying capacity later, in which it will still be worth the cost of building 
and worth having.

But now. I'm going to turn it over to Cap here for the rest of the ques
tions.

Senate Joint Resolution: Participation of the United States in a 
Multinational Force and Observers To Implement the Treaty 
of Peace Between Egypt and Israel, October 7, 1981 '

S.J. R e s . 1 0 0

Whereas the treaty of peace between Egypt and Israel signed on March 
26, 1979,* calls for the supervision of security arrangements to be under
taken by United Nations forces and observers; and

Whereas the United Nations has been unable to assume those respon
sibilities; and

Whereas a protocol initialed on July 17, 1981, by the Government of the 
Arab Republic of Egypt and the Government of the State of Israel provides 
for the creation of an alternative multinational force and observers to imple
ment the treaty of peace; and

Whereas the Government of the Arab Republic of Egypt and the Govern
ment of the State of Israel have requested that the United States participate 
in the multinational force and observers: Now, therefore, be it

' Congressional Record (daily), Oct. 7, 1981, p. S11337.
* International Legal Materiab, vol. 18, pp. 362-393.
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Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the President is authorized to 
assign, under such terms and conditions as he may determine, personnel of 
the Armed Forces of the United States to participate in the multinational 
force and observers to be established in accordance with the protocol be
tween Egypt and Israel initialed July 17, 1981, relating to the implementa
tion of the security arrangements of the treaty of peace. The President is also 
authorized to provide, under such terms and conditions as he may deter
mine, United States civilian personnel to participate as observers in the 
multinational force and observers. The status of United States Government 
personnel assigned to the multinational force and observers shall be as pro
vided in section 629 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended.®

S e c . 2. The President is authorized to agree with Egypt and Israel that the 
United States will contribute a share of the costs of such multinational force 
and observers in accordance with the protocol, subject to the authorization 
and appropriation of necessary funds.

In accordance with the agreement among the United States, ^gypt, and 
Israel, effected by an exchange of letters signed August 3,1981,^ such United 
States share shall not exceed 60 per centum of the budget for the expenses 
connected with the establishment and initial operation of the multinational 
force and observers during the period ending September 30, 1982, and shall 
not exceed 33 Va per centum of the budget for the annual operating expenses 
of the multinational forces and observers for each financial year beginning 
after that date.

S ec . 3. There are authorized to be appropriated to the President to carry 
out chapter 6 of part II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, in addition to 
amounts otherwise available to carry out that chapter, $125,000,000 for the 
fiscal year 1982 for contributions as authorized by section 2 of this resolu
tion. Amounts appropriated under this section are authorized to remain 
available until expended.

S e c . 4. (a) Any agency of the United States Government is authorized to 
provide administrative and technical support and services to the multina
tional force and observers without reimbursement and upon such terms and 
conditions as the President may direct when such provision of support or 
services would not result in significant incremental costs to the United 
States.

(b) The President is authorized to provide military training to the armed 
forces of other countries participating in the multinational force upon such 
terms and conditions as the President may direct.

S ec . 5. Nothing in this resolution shall affect the responsibilities of the 
President or the Congress under the War Powers Resolution (Public Law 
93-148) nor does this resolution authorize the use of United States Armed 
Forces or civilian personnel in circumstances or for purposes beyond those 
specified in the protocol with the Governments of Egypt and Israel signed on 
August 3, 1981.

® P.L. 96-533; 94 Stat. 3131.
 ̂ Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 1981, pp. 44-50.
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S e c . 6. It is the sense of the Congress that the President should give careful 
consideration to assigning responsibility for the coordination of United 
States support of the Multinational Force and Observers to the Director of 
the United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency consistent with 
his statutory responsibilities.

Address by the Assistant Secretary of State for European 
Affairs (Eagleburger): Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces 
and Confidence-Building Measures [Extract], October 15, 
1981 ^

The fourth principle of our security is our desire for serious arms control 
negotiations combined with our recognition that results will only come if we 
negotiate from a basis of equality, strength, and confidence. The evidence 
for this proposition is overwhelming. The alliances decision to modernize 
its theater nuclear forces caused the Soviets to reverse their refusal to negoti
ate and for the first time to offer limits on their own theater forces. Let me 
repeat this. The Soviets would not even agree to negotiate until we decided 
to move ahead with our own deployments. We now face a hard and pro
bably lengthy negotiation. The prospects for success depend, above all, on 
whether the Soviets believe us when we say that our program can be af
fected only as a result of an equal and verifiable arms control agreement.

Ironically, the real enemies of arms control are those who often are the 
loudest in its support. Those who undermine the common commitment to 
both tracks of TNF, in fact, are undermining any hope of success in arms 
control. There is an inescapable logic to this position which no amount of 
rhetoric can obscure.

My government is applying to strategic arms limitations the same com
pelling approach that the alliance adopted with respect to TNF. We are in
suring that our strategic programs give us a solid base from which to 
negotiate serious reductions. President Reagan is committed to significant 
strategic arms reductions; we hope to be able to begin negotiations 
sometime during the first half of next year. We don't want unregulated com
petition. But the Soviets must be convinced — and I think are being con
vinced—that Americans have the resolve to reverse the trends that have 
favored the Soviet Union for more than a decade and to establish an overall 
balance.

The principle of negotiation from confidence, unity, and strength also has 
been vividly demonstrated in the Madrid CSCE [Conference on Security

' Department of State Bulletin, Jan. 1982, p. 39. Mr. Eagleburger spoke before the North 
Atlantic Assembly in Munich.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 814-816. The term "theater nuclear forces" (TNF) 
was subsequently changed to "intermediate-range nuclear forces" (INF).
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and Cooperation in Europe] ® follow-on meeting. Through cohesion, firm
ness, patience, and a strong negotiating position, we have brought the 
Soviets some distance toward our proposals for a meaningful European 
disarmament conference and an equally significant outcome on human 
rights. For example, they have come closer to agreeing that confidence- 
building measures should apply to Soviet territory up to the Urals and thus 
to all of Europe. This would be a development of historic political impor
tance and substantial benefit to our security. If, in the end, the Soviets 
refuse, they will in effect be saying that their part of Europe should be ex
empt from the rules they would apply to the rest of the Continent. Since the 
Soviet Union is the threat to European security, the need for confidence- 
building measures is nowhere greater than on Soviet territory. The only 
way to get the Soviets committed to a European disarmament conference 
genuinely aimed at enhancing security is to convince them that we won't 
agree to a conference without such a mandate nor to an outcome in Madrid 
which slights human rights.

The Harmel report of 1976 [1967] proclaimed that military security is "the 
necessary condition for effective policies directed towards a greater relaxa
tion of tensions." That observation was made when hopes were highest that 
the East could be brought to share our commitment to moderation and 
restraint. By the time of the Rome ministerial meeting, some 14 years after 
the Harmel report, hope had given way to disappointment and frustration. 
In the intervening period, growth in Soviet military capabilities was spec
tacular, while we in the West failed to heed Harmels wise prescription. We 
have not abandoned the goal of constructive relations with the East, but we 
must now realize that we haven't given the Soviets enough incentive to pur
sue this same goal.

Remarks by President Reagan: MX Missile and Nuclear 
Policy [Extracts], October 16, 198T

MX Missile System

Q. Mr. President, let me bring up the MX issue if I might. Since your pro
posals were announced. General Jones and Senator Tower, among others, 
have questioned the survivability of missiles even in super-hardened sites. 
Since strategic weapons really get down to a question of perceptions in in
ternational affairs, is there a danger that this kind of reaction could undercut

’ Brackets in source text.
' Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Oct. 26, 1981, pp. 1154, 1159-1161. The 

President's remarks were made at a working luncheon with out-of-town editors.
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the credibility of your MX program with the rest of the world, particularly 
with Moscow?

The President. No, I don't believe so, because, first of all, the Air Force 
itself— there's been, I know, a lot of reporting of General Jones opposition 
to this, his favoring the multiple shelters—but the Air Force is divided on 
that. Now, I agree that there is a vulnerability even in the hardened silos, 
but there is also the same vulnerability in the multiple shelters. It's as simple 
as this: What we're buying is some time while we try to narrow that window 
of vulnerability.

The Soviet Union — it will take them a few years to improve the accuracy 
and the power of their missiles, enough to make them vulnerable in those 
hardened silos. By the same token, if we put them in the multiple shelters, 
all they'd have to do there is build enough warheads to cover the whole area 
of shelters. They wouldn't try to pick out which one's got the missiles in it. 
They'd just destroy them all.

So, in either way, there is an ultimate vulnerability to either system. We 
feel that the other was so costly and so destructive, you might say, of the 
countryside and all, that as long as it was also going to be vulnerable, that 
we would proceed with this one which will buy us the time to, as I say, nar
row the gap.

The only real defense so far that either side has with regard to intercon
tinental ballistic missiles is the threat that we both represent. In other words, 
if we balance them enough that they know that our retaliation could be 
more than they want to afford, then they'll restrain from a first strike. And I 
suppose the same thing holds with us, although we've never taken a position 
that we'd ever make a first strike.

In the meantime, we really mean that we're going to go forward with 
them and try to persuade them into a program of not limitation, but a pro
gram of actual reduction of these strategic weapons.

We will start in November the negotiation on theatre nuclear forces. 
Now, that doesn't mean the tactical weapons that will be used, soldiers 
against soldiers. Those are the theatre nuclear weapons like their SS-20s, 
that are targeted in on every city in Europe. And there's no defense and 
nothing comparable on the NATO side to that.

So, we're hopeful that maybe some of the systems, the very systems we're 
talking about, won't ever have to be completed. But right now, all we've 
committed to is 36 — those missiles going into the old Titan silos and some of 
the Minuteman 3 silos. And we're still studying what might be the way to 
use the other 64 or the way to base them. And we haven't ruled anything out 
or anything in on that.

Strategic Nuclear Weapons

Q. Mr. President, I'd like to take you back to strategic weapons in 
Europe again, a couple of things you said. I guess I think that some of the 
people in Europe who are opposed to some of our policies are afraid that
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they may wind up as kind of proxy victims in a war between us and the 
Soviet Union, which —a fear that may be a little more, seem a little more 
plausible because of all the conversation about integrated battlefields and 
limited use of nuclear weapons. And I wonder —you must think about 
this —do you believe that there could be a limited exchange of nuclear 
weapons between us and the Soviet Union, or that it would simply escalate 
inevitably?

The President. I don't honestly know. I think, again, until 
someplace — and I know that all over the world there's research going on to 
try and find the defensive weapon against strategic nuclear weapons. There 
never has been a weapon that someone hasn't come up with a defense. But 
except in this one, the only defense is, "Well, if you shoot yours, we'll shoot 
ours." And if you still had that kind of stalemate, I could see where you 
could have the exchange of tactical weapons against troops in the field 
without it bringing either one of the major powers to pushing the button.

The intermediate thing — and this is to call your attention to where SALT 
was so much at fault —is that we have our allies there who don't have an 
ocean between them, so it doesn't take intercontinental ballistic missiles, it 
just takes ballistic missiles of the SS-20 type. Well, the SS-20's will have, 
with what they're adding, 750 warheads —one of them capable of pretty 
much leveling a city. And they can sit right there and that's got all of 
Europe, including England and all, targeted. And the only comparable thing 
that has come along is now our proposal. And this is what's at argument 
there, is to provide and put on European soil the Pershings and the cruise 
missiles, so that, again, you've got this same kind of a stalemate, although, 
even so, ours do not have the range to really reach the depths of Russia. 
Russia's too far expanded, and the rest of Europe is too concentrated, so 
they can destroy where we can't.

And the SS-20's were not even considered a strategic weapon, because 
they didn't cross an ocean. In that SALT treaty there was no restriction on 
them, just as there was no restriction where they called our old B-52's 
strategic bombers, they didn't call their Backfire bombers, and we agreed to 
that in that treaty.

But these are the weapons, these —now what I call strategic, these theatre 
weapons, that are in the theatre of war, potential war, but would be used 
strategically, that we want to limit, and that's what we're going to start talk
ing about on November 20th. This does not touch upon the actual tactical 
weapon, the thing that's fired out of one of our 8-inch guns, a shell that 
would be fired. And there we would kind of be on the other side of the 
fence, because the conventional supremacy of the Soviet Union is so great at 
this point that if — and I wouldn't be surprised if they would throw this at us 
in the negotiations — that if they should say, "Well, let's do away with the 
tactical weapons, too," then what's to stop them? You know they out
number us in every conventional weapon, thousands of tanks, more than 
the NATO defense can have. At the moment, the only stalemate to them is 
the tactical nuclear weapon that would be aimed at those tanks, if they ever 
started to roll forward.



470 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1981

Q. Do you think there could be a battlefield exchange without having 
buttons pressed all the way up the line?

The President. Well, I would —if they realized that we —if we went back 
to that stalemate, only because our retaliatory power, our seconds, or our 
strike at them after their first strike would be so destructive that they 
couldn't afford it, that would hold them off.

I do have to point out that everything that has been said and everything 
in their manuals indicates that, unlike us, the Soviet Union believes that a 
nuclear war is possible. And they believe its winnable, which means that 
they believe that you could achieve enough superiority, then your opponent 
wouldn't have retaliatory strike capacity.

Now, there is a danger to all of us in the world as long as they think that. 
And this, again, is one of the things that we just want to disabuse them of. I 
feel very strongly about the negotiations for reduction. But I also feel that

i
one of the things that's been lacking in the last several years in any negotia
tions was they sat on their side of the table and had nothing to lose. And we 
had nothing to threaten them with. Now, I think that we can sit down and 
maybe have some more realistic negotiations because of what we can 
threaten them with.

There's one thing sure. They cannot vastly increase their military produc
tivity because they've already got their people on a starvation diet as far as 
consumer products are concerned. But they know our potential capacity in-

I
dustrially, and they can't match it. So we've got the chip this time, that if we 
show them the will and determination to go forward with a military buildup 
in our own defense and the defense of our allies, they then have to weigh, do 
they want to meet us realistically on a program of disarmament or do they 
want to face a legitimate arms race in which we're racing.

1 But up until now, we've been making unilateral concessions on our side, 
/ allowing ours to deteriorate, and they've been building the greatest military 
machine the world has ever seen. But now they're going to be faced with 
[the fact] that we could go forward with an arms race and they can't keep up.

Address by British Prime Minister Thatcher: Nuclear 
Deterrence [Extract], October 16, 198r

But the best schools, and the best housing and the best education will 
avail us nothing if we lack the means or the resolve to defend the way of life 
of our people. For abroad, this is a time of danger. We face in the Soviet 
Union a power whose declared aim is to 'l ûry" Western civilization. Ex
perience has taught us that threats such as we now face do not disappear

’ ACDA files. Mrs. Thatcher was addressing the Conservative Party Conference at 
Blackpool.
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unless they are met calmly and with ingenuity and strength. We cannot de
fend ourselves, either in this island or in Europe, without a close, effective 
and warm-hearted alliance with the United States. Our friendship with 
America rests not only on the memory of common dangers jointly faced and 
of common ancestors. It rests on respect for the same rule of law and 
representative democracy. Our purpose must be not just to confirm but to 
strengthen a friendship which has twice saved us this century.

Had it not been for the magnanimity of the United States, Europe would 
not be free today. Nor would the peace have been kept in Europe for what is 
now 36 years. Assuming we hold this peace for eight more years we shall 
then have enjoyed a longer time free from European war than for two cen
turies. What a triumph for the Western alliance.

One thrust of Soviet propaganda is concerned to persuade the world that 
the West, and the United States in particular, is the arms monger, not the 
Soviet Union. Nothing could be further from the truth. But it is not surpris
ing that the Russians have found a ready audience for none of us has any il
lusions about the horror of nuclear war and we all shrink from it. However, 
that should force us to consider what is the most likely way of securing 
peace. It is precisely because I believe that the unilateralists make war more 
likely that I seek another way.

Should we more easily get the Soviet side to the table to negotiate disar
mament if we ourselves had already renounced nuclear weapons? Why 
should they negotiate if we had already laid down our arms? Would they 
follow our example? There are no unilateralists in the Kremlin. Until we 
negotiate multilateral disarmament we have no choice but to retain suffi
cient nuclear weapons to make it clear to any would-be aggressor that the 
consequences of an attack on us would be disastrous for them.

To those who want us to close down the American nuclear bases in this 
country let me say this. We in Britain cannot honorably shelter under the 
American nuclear umbrella and simultaneously say to our American 
friends, 'You may defend our homes with your home-based missiles, but you 
may not base those missiles anywhere near our homes." The cost of keeping 
tyranny at bay is high but it must be paid, for the cost of war would be in
finitely higher and we should lose everything that was worth while.

It is in this dangerous world that Britain must live. She cannot escape it or 
retreat into an island bunker. Yet that is precisely what the Labor Party pro
poses. It has become the "getout" party —to get out of our defense obliga
tions, get out of our NATO nuclear commitments, and get out of the Euro
pean community.
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Report by the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations: Addi
tional Protocol I to the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America [Extracts], October 19, 1981 '

The Committee on Foreign Relations, to which was referred the Addi
tional Protocol I to the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in 
Latin America, also known as the Treaty of Tlatelolco, signed on behalf of 
the United States of America on May 26, 1977,^ having considered the 
same, reports favorably thereon with understandings and recommends that 
the Senate give its advice and consent to ratification thereof.

COMMITTEE ACTION

The Committee first heard testimony on the Protocol on August 15, 
1978,® but took no action due to a procedural dispute with the administra
tion. The Committee again heard testimony from the administration on 
September 22, 1981.'* Eugene Rostow, Director of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency;® Davis R. Robinson, Legal Advisor, Department of 
State;* Sheila Ruckley, Director for Multilateral Negotiations, Office of the 
Secretary of Defense; and Rear Admiral Robert C. Austin, United States 
Navy, Deputy Director for International Negotiations, Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
All witnesses expressed their full support for the Protocol.

The Committee voted 15-0 on September 29, 1981, to report the Treaty 
favorably to the Senate. Voting in the affirmative were Senators Percy, 
Baker, Helms, Hayakawa, Lugar, Mathias, Kassebaum, Pressler, Pell, 
Glenn, Sarbanes, Zorinsky, Tsongas, Cranston, and Dodd.

MAJOR ISSUES CONSIDERED BY THE COMMITTEE

(1) Rights of Transit and Transport. — The United States and the Soviet 
Union have taken different positions on rights of transit and transport of 
nuclear weapons. In an unofficial translation of the Soviet statement upon 
signing Protocol II on May 20 [18], 1978, the Soviet stated.

The final act of the preparatory commission for the declaration of 
Latin America as a nuclear free zone interprets the treaty in the sense 
that granting permission for transit of nuclear weapons at the request 
of states not adhering to the treaty is within the competence of each

' Ex. Rept. No. 97-23, 97th Cong., 1st sess., pp. 1, 3-6. The report accompanied Ex. I, 
96-2.

’ The treaty and its protocols may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 
69-83.

’ Treaty of Tlatelolco: Hearing Before the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States 
Senate, Ninety-fifth Congress, Second Session on Ex.I, Additional Protocol I to the Treaty for 
the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco), Aug. 15, 1978.

* Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America: Hearing , Sept. 22, 1981.
* Ante.
‘ Ante.
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contracting party. With respect to this, the Soviet Union affirms its 
position that permission for transit of nuclear weapons in any form 
would contradict the goals of the treaty, according to which, as is 
specifically stated in the preamble, Latin America should be complete
ly free of nuclear weapons, and would be incompatible with the non
nuclear status of the contracting parties and with obligations defined 
in Article I of the Treaty/

This issue was discussed at length by the Committee at the 1978 hearing. 
In response to a request from the Committee, the Department of State pro
vided a legal analysis of the U.S. position that the transit or use for 
transport of United States vessels and aircraft carrying nuclear weapons 
through the zone of application (including port visits and aircraft landings) 
will not be affected by the provisions in the treaty relating to the possession 
of nuclear weapons.® The State Department witnesses during the September 
22, 1981 hearing confirmed that the present Administration fully supported 
the 1978 legal analysis.

The State Department concluded:

The Treaty of Tlatelolco does not prohibit the contracting Parties 
from granting transit and transport privileges to States not Parties to 
the Treaty. It is clear from the negotiating history that the grant or 
denial of such privileges remains solely within the competence of each 
of the Contracting Parties. This view is strongly reinforced by the con
sistent State practice under the Treaty and by the statements of inter
pretation that have been given by Parties to the Treaty and its Pro
tocols.

The Soviet statement of May 19 [18], 1978 has no legal significance. 
If that statement were repeated in connection with Soviet ratification 
of Protocol II, it would not constitute a reservation. Nevertheless, it 
would be desirable for the United States to minimize the implications 
of the Soviet statement by reiterating its own views when the Soviets 
ratify Protocol II and also when the United States ratifies Protocol I. 
United States ratification of Protocol I would enable the United States 
to participate directly in the implementation of Article 1 of the 
Treaty.’

The Soviet Union did not repeat their earlier statement when, they 
ratified Protocol II ,al though they made reference to that statement. Sub
sequently, the U.S. notified the parties of its contrary position.

To clarify the issue, the Department of State recommended in 1978 that 
certain declarations and understandings be adopted by the Senate in its 
resolution of ratification. The Reagan Administration agrees with the earlier 
declarations and understandings with a minor change of five words. The 
recommended declarations and understandings with the additional Reagan 
Administration language italicized, are as follows:

’ Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 310-311.
• Treaty of Tlatelolco: Hearing . ,  Aug. 15, 1978, pp. 45-55.
’ Ibid., pp. 51-52.
'® The Soviet statement made upon ratification of Protocol II is printed in Documents on 

Disarmament, 1978, pp. 709-710.
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That the understandings and declarations attached by the United 
States to its ratification of Additional Protocol II apply also to its 
ratification of Protocol I;

That the provisions of the Treaty made applicable by this Addi
tional Protocol do not affect the exclusive power and legal competence 
under international law of a State adhering to this Protocol to grant or 
deny transit and transport privileges to its own or any other vessels or 
aircraft irrespective of cargo or armaments.

That the provisions of the Treaty made applicable by this additional 
Protocol do not affect rights under international law of a State adher
ing to this Protocol regarding the exercise of the freedoms of the seas, 
or regarding passage through or over waters subject to the sovereignty 
of a State.

The understandings and declarations attached to Protocol II which would 
be repeated in ratifying Protocol I made the following points:

(1) United States ratification cannot be construed as an acceptance by the 
United States of the unilaterally asserted territorial boundary claims of the 
parties to the treaty (e.g., territorial seas).

(2) United States military transit and transport privileges will not be af
fected by ratification.

(3) The pledge not to use nuclear weapons against a contracting party 
would not prohibit a United States nuclear response in the event of an 
armed attack by a party with the assistance of a nuclear weapon state.

(4) Contracting parties are prohibited from acquiring nuclear explosives 
for peaceful purposes, but the United States could carry out nuclear explo
sions for peaceful purposes on their behalf and reaffirms its willingness to do 
so on the same terms as under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.

(5) The United States will act with respect to Latin American territories of 
Protocol I adherents just as Protocol II would require us to act with regard 
to contracting parties.

2. Joint Chiefs Support. — Following the Committee hearing in 1978, it 
was disclosed in an Evans and Novak column that Mr. Zbigniew Brzezinski, 
President Carters National Security Advisor, had written to Secretary of 
Defense Brown instructing the Joint Chiefs of Staff to give complete and 
unequivocal support to Protocol I to the Treaty of Tlatelolco". In response to 
an inquiry. General David Jones, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
wrote the Chairman, Senator Sparkman, that the Joint Chiefs had decided 
months prior to the Brzezinski memo to support the Protocol. The National 
Security Council staff subsequently refused Committee requests by Senators 
Sparkman and Church for the memo. Given the change in administrations, 
provision of the memo appears to be moot at this point, and the Committee 
did not request it.

During his testimony on September 22, 1981, Admiral Austin, speaking 
for the Joint Chiefs of Staff, unequivocally stated that the Joint Chiefs had 
arrived at their decision to support Protocol I independently:

The Joint Chiefs of Staff support additional Protocol I of the Treaty 
of Tlatelolco as limiting the spread of nuclear weapons to areas hither-
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to free of them. It is their understanding that additional Protocol I and 
the accompanying supplemental statements will not affect the rights of 
the United States under International Law regarding the exercise of 
freedom of the seas or regarding passage through or over water subject 
to the sovereignty of the state.”

Mr. Rostow also stated on behalf of the Administration that the in
dependence of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in arriving at a common position and 
communicating it to the Congress should not be in doubt.

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS

The Preamble states that the signatories are convinced that the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco represents an important step towards ensuring the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons, which is not an end in itself but a means of 
achieving general and complete disarmament. The signatories express their 
desire to contribute to the end of the armaments race, especially in nuclear 
weapons, and thereby agree to the articles of the Protocol.

Article 1 is the heart of the Protocol. It provides that all signatories who 
have either de jure or de facto international responsibility for territory in 
Latin America undertake to comply with articles 1, 3, 5 and 13 of the Trea
ty, which exclude nuclear weapons from those territories.

Article 2 provides that the duration and terms of ratification and denun
ciation shall be the same as in the Treaty.

Article 3 provides that the Protocol shall enter into force for the States 
which have ratified it on the date of the deposit of their respective in
struments of ratification.

Entry Into Force

Protocol I will enter into force with the Treaty of Tlatelolco. The Treaty 
will come into force when the following conditions are met: (1) Ratification 
by all Latin American states in existence in 1967; (2) adherence to additional 
Protocols I and II by all states eligible to adhere; and (3) conclusions of 
safeguards agreements with IAEA. However, states that have ratified the 
Treaty are given the option to waive these requirements and thereby 
become bound before the requirements are met.

At present, 22 Latin American states have waived the requirements of the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco: Bahamas, Barbados, Bolivia, Colombia, Costa Rica, 
the Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Grenada, Guatemala, 
Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, 
Surinam, Trinidad/Tobago, Uruguay, and Venezuela. Chile and Brazil 
have not waived the requirements and will only become bound upon full en
try into force.

There are several remaining conditions for full entry into force of the 
Treaty:

United States ratification of Protocol I;
French ratification of Protocol I;

" Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America: Hearing. Sept. 22, 1981, p. 11.
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Argentine ratification of the Treaty itself;
Cuban signature and ratification of the Treaty.

N ote . — Ratification by Guyana, whose territory is the subject of dispute, 
is not required.

Remarks by President Brezhnev: Nuclear War, 
October 20, 1981 '

Question: President Ronald Reagan of the United States said
recently that the Soviet Union, supposedly judging by conversations 
of its leaders 'among themselves", considers that victory in a nuclear 
war is possible.* Thereby he tried to justify his course of the accelerated 
build-up of the U.S. nuclear arsenal.

What could you say, Leonid Ilich, concerning this statement of the 
American President?

Answer: While leaving on Mr. Reagans conscience his remark 
that he supposedly knows what Soviet leaders are talking about among 
themselves, I will say the following concerning the substance of the question.

The thoughts and efforts of the Soviet leadership, just as of the 
Soviet people as a whole, are directed at preventing nuclear war 
altogether, at eliminating the very danger of its outbreak.

Among ourselves we are saying the same that was stated by me 
publicly from the rostrum of the 26th Congress of the CPSU,® name
ly that it is a dangerous madness to try to defeat each other in the 
arms race and to count on victory in nuclear war.

I shall add that only he who has decided to commit suicide can 
start a nuclear war in the hope of emerging a victor from it. No mat
ter what might the attacker possesses, no matter what method of 
unleashing nuclear war he choses, he will not attain his aims. 
Retribution will ensue ineluctably.

Such is our principled viewpoint. It would be good if the President 
of the United States, too, would make a clear and unambiguous 
statement rejecting the very data of nuclear attack as a criminal one.

Why should not the United States, may I ask, support the pro
posal made by the Soviet Union at the current session of the United 
Nations General Assembly concerning ones not being the first to use 
nuclear arms?^

For if there is no first nuclear strike then, consequently, there will 
be no second or third nuclear strikes. Thereby all talk about the

' Moscow TASS in English, Oct. 20, 1981; FBIS Daily Report, Oct. 21, 1981, vol. 
Ill, p. A l.

* Oct. 1, ante.
’ Feb. 23, ante.
* Sept. 22, ante.



SCHMIDT STATEMENT, OCTOBER 21 477

possibility or impossibility of victory in nuclear war will become 
pointless — the question of nuclear war as such will become point
less—the question of nuclear war as such will be removed from the 
agenda of the day.

And this is exactly what all peaceloving people on earth strive for, 
what the Soviet Union and its leadership are consistently working 
for. So now it is up to the United States and its leadership.

Statement by President Reagan: U.S. Strategic Policy, 
October 21, 198V

In the past few days, the Soviet Union has issued several pro
paganda statements that seek to drive a wedge between the United 
States and some of our closest friends in Europe. I do not intend to 
let these gross distortions of our policies go unchallenged.

American policy toward deterring conflict in Europe has not 
changed for over 20 years. Our strategy remains, as it has been, one 
of flexible response: maintaining an assured military capability to 
deter the use of force — conventional or nuclear —by the Warsaw 
pact at the lowest possible level.

As all Presidents have acknowledged, any use of nuclear weapons 
would have the most profound consequences. In a nuclear war, all 
mankind would lose. Indeed, the awful and incalculable risks 
associated with any use of nuclear weapons themselves serve to deter 
their use.

The suggestion that the U.S. could even consider fighting a nuclear 
war at Europe's expense is an outright deception. The essence of U.S 
nuclear strategy is that no aggressor should believe that the use of 
nuclear weapons in Europe could reasonably be limited to Europe. 
Indeed it is the joint European-American commitment to share the 
burden of our common defense which assures the peace. Thus, we 
regard any military threat to Europe as a threat to the U.S. itself. 
Three hundred seventy-five thousand U.S. servicemen provide the 
living guarantees of this unshakable U.S. commitment to the peace 
and security of Europe.

Statement by FRG Chancellor Schmidt: Nuclear 
Deterrence, October 21, 1981 ^

For more than 30 years it has without change been the strategy of 
the North Atlantic Alliance to deter an attack against Western 
Europe by threatening the use of all appropriate military means. 
There was never any basis, and there never will be any basis, for

’ ]Neekly Compilation o f Presidential Documents, Oct. 26, 1981, pp. 1180-1181.
2 ACDA files.
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misinterpreting this strategy of deterrence as preparation for waging 
war in Europe. President Reagan has neither put in doubt nor 
weakened this valid strategy of deterrence.

The President has not in any detail brought it (the strategy of 
deterrence) into question. This is made plain by the full text of his 
statements.

Neither in the past nor in the now beginning negotiations phase or 
afterwards was or is conceivable a military conflict on European ter
ritory from which the military potential of the United States would 
be excluded. To prevent concerns in this respect and to prevent the 
development of such ideas in the Soviet Union, which is a security 
partner, large numbers of troops and weapons have been stationed 
on the territory of the Federal Republic of Germany ever since the 
formation of the North Atlantic Alliance, about 240,000 men of the 
American army and air force in the Federal Republic of Germany 
alone at this time. The presence of these American soldiers always 
had, and always will have, in addition to its military mission, the 
profound political meaning of linking firmly together security and 
peace of all the countries which belong to the Western alliance.

An approximate military equilibrium is the best guarantee that 
deterrence would remain effective against threats of aggression in the 
event of a crisis.

This equilibrium ought to be stabilized on as low as possible a 
level by an effective limitation of armaments. This is in the interest 
of all countries concerned but especially in the interest of the divided 
German nation.

This is why the Federal Government has been pressing energeti
cally both within its own alliance and in its dealings with the Soviet 
Union, for negotiations aiming at a reciprocal limitation of 
armaments in the field of intermediate-range weapons. It is to our 
credit as well that these negotiations will begin next month. The Federal 
Government states with satisfaction that President Reagan made the same 
statement on this matter in the press talk he was quoted from. In the view 
of the Federal Government, the ideal result of such negotiations would be 
a zero solution on both sides, which means that both sides renounce 
intermediate-range weapons which have lethal strategic meaning for the 
peoples in both Eastern and Western Europe.

The forthcoming visit to Bonn of the Soviet Secretary Brezhnev is 
also of great importance in connection with the forthcoming negotia
tions between the Soviet Union and the United States. We also inter
pret this visit as an expression of the security partnership also realized 
and acknowledged by the Soviet Union. That is, the need for neighborly 
behavior on both sides to preserve and strengthen the common peace.
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Communique of the NATO Nuclear Planning Group, 
October 21, 198r

1. The NATO Nuclear Planning Group (NPG) held its thirtieth 
ministerial meeting at Gleneagles in Scotland on 20th and 21st 
October, 1981. Ministers discussed a wide range of security matters 
involving nuclear weapons and arms control, including the status of 
nuclear forces of NATO and the Warsaw Pact, NATOs theatre 
nuclear force posture and progress in the implementation of the 
December 1979 two-track decision * on long-range theatre nuclear 
force modernization and arms control.

2. Ministers affirmed that the strategy of deterrence is the surest 
way of preserving peace. This strategy is working today as it has 
worked for the last thirty-six years. Ministers recalled that this 
strategy is based on maintaining adequate forces to convince any 
potential adversary that the risks involved in initiating aggression 
against NATO would be out of all proportion to any conceivable 
gains. To be effective a deterrent must be credible; thus, NATO must 
be seen to have both the capability to respond effectively and the will 
to use that capability. In view of the existing Soviet threat and the 
need to avoid the danger of Soviet miscalculation, a credible range of 
forces — conventional theatre nuclear and strategic —is required for 
deterrence. Theatre nuclear forces in NATO Europe provide the 
crucial link between the conventional defence of NATO Europe and 
the United States strategic nuclear forces, the ultimate guarantee of 
Western security.

3. Ministers welcomed a briefing by the United States Secretary 
of Defense on the recent United States decisions to modernize, to 
strengthen, and to improve the survivability of its strategic nuclear 
forces. They expressed their support for the determination of the 
United States to ensure the deterrent capability of its strategic forces, 
whose importance to the overall defence of the Alliance is crucial 
since the full spectrum of the military power of the United States is 
committed to it. Ministers supported the commitment of the United 
States to arms control efforts to achieve substantial, balanced and 
verifiable reductions in strategic weapons. In that connection, they 
also noted that these United States efforts are intended to maintain 
an adequate and stable balance of forces at the lowest possible level 
and do not represent an attempt to achieve strategic superiority.

4. Ministers examined the continuing development of Soviet nuclear 
power across the spectrum of weapon systems —from strategic missiles to 
nuclear artillery. They expressed particular concern about the rapid rate 
with which Soviet nuclear forces are being deployed. In particular, the 
deployment of the modem SS-20 missile has upset the overall military situa

’ Department of State Bulletin, Dec. 1981, pp. 55-56.
 ̂ See Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 814-816.
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tion in Europe and has created a potential source of instability and political 
pressure. Ministers noted that the Soviets have currently deployed more 
than 250 SS-20 missiles, carrying more than 750 warheads, along with about 
350 SS-4 and SS-5 missiles, for a total of more than 1,100 missile warheads 
altogether. They have also begun to introduce into their operational forces 
new generations and short and medium-range nuclear missiles such as the 
SS-21 and SS-22, and large numbers of improved nuclear-capable aircraft. 
In stark contrast to the overall qualitative and quantitative increase of the 
Soviet theatre nuclear forces, NATO has not increased the numbers of its 
warheads; indeed, the United States unilaterally withdrew 1,000 warheads 
from Europe as an integral part of the 1979 decision.

5. Ministers agreed that recent claims by the Soviet Union that there is 
currently parity in long-range theatre nuclear forces had no basis in fact. 
Such figures and ratios as have been quoted by the Soviet Union to back up 
these claims have been achieved by a process of selective inclusion and ex
clusion. Regardless of the criteria chosen, any objective comparision be
tween systems of similar operational capabilities reveals a wide and growing 
disparity of nuclear systems in the European theatre in favour of the Soviet 
Union.

6. Ministers noted that the trends in Soviet armaments are discussed in a 
comprehensive public report on "Soviet Military Power" published recently 
by the United States.® They welcomed this report, prepared in response to 
Ministers' requests at the April 1981 NPG meeting for more information to 
be made publicly available. This is a useful contribution towards informing 
the public about the realities of Soviet nuclear and conventional capabilities. 
Ministers therefore also welcomed the fact that a report will be prepared 
within the Alliance as soon as possible, which would compare, for the infor
mation of the public, NATO and Warsaw Pact forces.

7. Ministers noted with concern that the imbalance in long-range 
theatre nuclear forces has not only continued but has worsened. Against this 
background they emphasized that NATO will continue to move ahead with 
the December 1979 two-track decision on long-range theatre nuclear force 
modernization and arms control and took stock of progress on the im
plementation of both aspects.

8. With regard to the modernization aspects. Ministers noted the signifi
cant progress both in the development of Pershing II and ground-launched 
Cruise missiles and in preparations for basing them in Europe. They stressed 
that these deployments were intended to retain a credible NATO capability 
in this essential area of its deterrent strategy against the background of the 
large-scale deployments of new mobile, longer range and more accurate 
Soviet theatre nuclear forces. Ministers reiterated that NATO's planned 
deployments (which will not begin until the end of 1983 and which are not 
intended to match the Soviet Union weapon-for-weapon) will not increase 
the Alliance's reliance upon nuclear weapons nor change NATO's strategy. 
Ministers continued by stating that NATO does not seek military superiori-

“ Sept. 1981.
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ty, but that, for deterrence to be maintained, NATO must have credible and 
effective nuclear capabilities. NATO's deployment of modernized long- 
range theatre nuclear forces is meant to ensure that the Soviet Union can
not assume that it could regionalize a conflict in Europe to exclude its ter
ritory or impair the strategic unity of the Alliance. Ministers concluded by 
re-emphasizing that the fundamental role of NATOs nuclear weapons is 
and will remain deterrence.

9. Ministers re-affirmed the importance of continuing high level group 
work examining the precise nature, scope and basis of the adjustments 
which would be required by long-range theatre nuclear force deployments 
as well as possible implications of these deployments for the balance of roles 
and systems in NATOs nuclear armoury as a whole.

10. With regard to arms control, Ministers welcomed the recent an
nouncement by the United States Secretary of State and Soviet Foreign 
Minister on the opening of theatre nuclear force arms control negotiations in 
Geneva on November 30th. They noted that the firmness and determination | 
maintained by Allied goverrunents in implementing both tracks of NATO s • 
12th December 1979 decision have been key factors in convincing the Soviet | 
Union to negotiate and will remain essential in reaching concrete results, i 
They noted the substantial progress made by the United States in prepara
tion of these negotiations and fully endorsed the close consultations that are 
taking place in NATO, including NATO's Special Consultative Group. In 
this connection. Ministers discussed two reports produced by NPG High 
Level Group, that had been requested by NATO Foreign and Defence 
Ministers at their spring 1981 meetings, which present an updated assess
ment of the threat facing NATO and discuss the fimctional requirements for 
NATO's theatre nuclear forces. Ministers agreed that these papers meet the 
requirements set by NATO Ministers at their May meetings and expressed 
their view that the United States can rely on these papers as an important 
and essential contribution to the basis for the forthcoming negotiations on 
theatre nuclear force arms control with the Soviet Union.

11. Ministers fully supported the United States commitment to achieve 
equitable and verifiable agreements, within the SALT framework on theatre 
nuclear forces at the lowest attainable levels. On the basis of reciprocity, the 
zero level remains a possible option under ideal circumstances. They called 
on the Soviet Union to live up to the pledge "to spare no effort to reach an 
appropriate agreement." Ministers welcomed the United States dedication to 
negotiate and achieve concrete results that enhance security and secure the 
peace.
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Statement by ACDA Director Rostow Before the First Com
mittee of the U.N. General Assembly [Extract], October 
21, 1981 '

It is a privilege for me to address the First Committee in order to present 
the views of my Government on arms control and disarmament, both the 
major items on the arms control agenda of the United Nations and some 
related problems as well.

If you will permit me a personal note, I have long been involved in the 
affairs of the United Nations. I served in the Secretariat years ago and look 
back to that experience with pride. A considerable part of my scholarly 
work has been devoted to the study of the United Nations as a peace
keeping institution.

The people and Government of the United States have always viewed the 
Charter and the institutions of the United Nations as critically important 
elements of the world political system. The American people know that the 
United Nations is part of the skeleton and the central nervous system of 
world politics, and they look to it with hope. The Charter embodies an 
agreed code of values which define the necessary terms of international co
operation — the rules which should guide and animate the behaviour of 
States and unite the Members of the United Nations, for all their differences, 
into a single society and polity. The code of the Charter has grown out of 
nearly 200 years of trial and error in the long struggle of the enlightenment 
to conquer, or at least to tame, the aggressive instincts of man. If the 
Charter rules, and especially its rules dealing with the international use of 
force, should finally disappear as an influence on the behaviour of States, 
world public order would collapse into anarchy and general war would in
evitably ensure [ensue].

The First Committee is the designated forum for discussions of arms con
trol, disarmament and international security issues. Its authority derives not 
only from its mandate, but from the distinction of its past achievements. It 
is surely the premier forum in which the nations can consider what they 
should do to lift the crushing burden of arms and the threat of war from the 
backs and minds of their people.

The United States approaches the problems of arms control not as 
isolated abstractions, but as components of the larger problems of interna
tional security and stability. After all, arms control initiatives are mean
ingless unless they are viewed as aspects of a comprehensive strategy to 
achieve and to maintain peace. The traditional discussion of many hardy 
perennials on the United Nations armaments control agenda often has an air 
of unreality, to say the least. The reason for this tone of unworldliness at the 
United Nations is that it has become a habit among us not to talk about the 
central issue in any examination of the problem of peace. The declining in

' A /C .1/36/PV .6, pp. 16-35.
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fluence of Article 2, paragraph 4 of the United Nations Charter on the 
behaviour of States. Article 2, para. 4 reads:

All Members shall refrain in their international relations from the 
threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political in
dependence of any State, or in any other manner inconsistent with the 
purposes of the United Nations.

The last two decades have witnessed a rising tide of threats to the peace, 
breaches of the peace and aggressions, actions which involve the use or the 
threat of force against the territorial integrity or the political independence 
of States.

Far too often in the United Nations and elsewhere we write and we talk as 
if peace could be secured through the adoption of an aseptic formula for 
limiting or abolishing nuclear tests, controlling international arms transfers, 
or declaring our undying faith in the principles of universal disarmament. 
We make such speeches and we draft such resolutions while the manufac
ture of arms sets new records every year as the leading growth industry 
throughout the world, while State after State around the world is under 
threat or under attack, while unprovoked invasions occur without even the 
pretense of the excuse of self-defence, and while armed bands and terrorists 
cross international frontiers to assault the political independence of States.

As the fever of aggression spreads, the world community does less and 
less to vindicate the basic principles of Article 2, paragraph 4, the principle 
of the equality and integrity of all States, the rock on which the Charter and 
the State system rest.

As a distinguished American scholar has commented, the world com
munity now treats such events with "normative silence" which is "deafening" 
and ominous. As a result, more and more States live in fear and trembling. 
They turn to arms, even to nuclear arms, to assure their survival, and 
somehow or other they find arms despite our rules. Unless we confront these 
facts and restore general and reciprocal respect for the principles of Article
2, paragraph 4, of the Charter, the slide towards anarchy will engulf us all.

Achieving peace is not a simple matter to be settled on the cheap and 
without tears. Peace requires more than the drafting of the treaties and 
resolutions, however worthy. Until we take effective steps to see to it that 
the Charter, the arms control treaties and the legally binding decisions of the 
Security Council are obeyed, until we can verify and ensure compliance 
with their terms, much of what passes for arms control will be a sterile exer
cise at best and often, alas, no more than a charade.

My first point today, therefore, is to assure you that in this forum and in 
all other forums my Government will urge that we examine the problems of 
arms control and disarmament on our agenda in the full light of reality. To 
that end we shall propose and support a series of initiatives designed to 
focus attention systematically on the principal problems of establishing 
peace.

The underlying cause of the declining influence of Article 2, paragraph 4 
in world affairs and the underlying cause of the corresponding eclipse of
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arms control is the expansionist policy of the Soviet Union and the extraor
dinary military build-up on which it is based. The Soviet Union does not in
itiate all the turbulence in the world; a great deal occurs because of other 
factors. What the Soviet Union does is to exploit and manipulate regional 
turbulence in the interest of enlarging its own sphere of dominance.

I make this comment not to engage in idle polemics, but simply to state a 
self-evident fact known to everyone in this room. It is a fact of critical im
portance, which is fundamental to the decisions which my Government has 
had to take and which other governments are taking as well — decisions to 
restore the balance of power, to deepen the solidarity of our alliances and 
other friendly relations of security co-operation, and to allow the commu
nity of nations to live in peace.

In our relations with the Soviet Union, we must insist on the only possible 
rule of true detente: that of scrupulous and reciprocal respect for the provi
sions of the United Nations Charter regarding the international use of force.

Over the past decade, the world has endured the shock of the Soviet 
Unions accelerating drive for dominance based upon an extraordinary 
allocation of its resources for military purposes. That drive is a clear and 
present danger to world peace and to human freedom. The goal of the 
Soviet Unions military build-up is to attain military superiority — superio
rity in both the destructive power of its nuclear forces in the global reach of 
its conventional forces.

As the British and American Governments pointed out some years ago, 
and as all the independent studies done on the subject agree, the Soviet 
military build-up cannot be explained solely in terms of defense, however 
broadly the concept of defense is interpreted. The record speaks for itself, as 
my colleague Ambassador Adelman pointed out yesterday.

Soviet expansionism is aimed at destroying the world s balance of forces 
on which the survival of freedom depends. That drive is being carried on by 
methods openly in violation of the principles of the United Nations Charter. 
The instabilities thus created have impelled many developing nations to seek 
and to acquire weapons with which to protect their perceived national in
terests.

Thus far, I have recalled only the visible manifestations of the Soviet 
drive for power in the third world: its quest for client States and strategic 
positions and its tendency to take advantage of every opportunity to enlarge 
its domain by the use of proxy forces, military assistance, subversion or ter
rorism.

I shall now say a few words about the issue of nuclear arms and nuclear 
arms control, which are at the centre of Soviet strategic doctrine. The 
United States views the effort to bring nuclear weapons under international 
control as the most important task of those who seek to realize the promise 
of peace. Without success in that effort, no other success in the field of arms 
control will be possible. A basic dilemma has haunted nuclear arms control 
negotiations from their beginnings in 1948 [1946] with the American pro
posal of the Baruch Plan.* For many years, the United States assumed that

* See Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 7-16.
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the Soviet Union shared its view that the objective of arms control negotia
tions should be to allow each side the same right to maintain deterrence, a 
retaliatory capacity and stability. There have been occasions when East and 
West have had the same approach to an arms control problem, for example, 
on the question of nuclear weapons proliferation. The Non-Proliferation 
Treaty of 1968 demonstrated how real gains in security can result when the 
Soviet Union recognizes its fundamental national interest in the stability of 
the State system.®

It is no longer possible to assume a mutuality of interests. The United 
States and the Soviet Union have different policies with regard to nuclear 
and conventional weapons. Therefore, they have different objectives in 
negotiating to limit the spiral of nuclear and conventional arms accumula
tion.

SALT is a case in point. The United States nuclear doctrine is clear: our 
goals are deterrence and stability. Our nuclear arsenal exists to make certain 
that neither the Soviet Union nor any other country uses or threatens to use 
nuclear weapons for aggressive purposes or threatens the ultimate interests 
of the United States by any other means. Our purpose is to maintain a credi
ble second-strike capability so that the United States, its allies and its in
terests can be protected at all times. Facing an assured American second- 
strike capability, no potential nuclear aggressor will feel free to use military 
force against the United States, against our NATO allies, the nations of the 
Western hemisphere, Japan or any other strategically critical nations, and 
we could not be deterred from using conventional force in defense of our 
interests if it became necessary to do so.

That is and must remain the goal of our nuclear arsenal and therefore our 
minimal goal in nuclear arms control negotiations. The Soviet Union has 
not yet adopted a parallel position; on the contrary, the mission of its 
nuclear forces is intimidation and coercion and, if necessary, victory in 
nuclear war. I need not recite the list of the new weapons deployed by the 
Soviet Union in the past 10 years. The Soviet Union has been and is still 
adding inter-continental ballistic missiles (ICBM's), large medium-range 
missiles, nuclear-weapon submarines and bombers to its arsenal in an ob
vious effort to create and maintain a nuclear advantage.

The Soviet strategic build-up is aimed not at achieving and preserving 
strategic stability but at creating and aggravating strategic instability. Soviet 
strategic programmes are designed to threaten the survivability of our 
strategic forces. That emphasis in Soviet military doctrine and action is in 
itself a repudiation of the doctrine of mutual assured destruction resting on 
mutual vulnerability which many Americans thought both sides had 
adopted in 1972.'*

The Soviet lead in heavy and accurate ICBM's capable of destroying a 
large part of our ICBM force in a first strike undermines the basis for stabil
ity and reciprocal restraint in a crisis. Such a situation is a recipe for nuclear

® The treaty text may be found ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
 ̂ I.e., through the SALT I ABM Treaty; see ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.
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blackmail. We cannot emphasize too often that the principal danger facing 
the world is not nuclear war alone, but political coercion based on the credi
ble threat of nuclear war.

In that situation, what is the position of my Government towards arms 
control negotiations with the Soviet Union? The profound changes in the 
strategic environment since 1972 have required the United States to review 
its arms control policies which have failed and to devise new policies 
adapted to the world as it now is. That process of review is proceeding 
rapidly and at a high level.

Apart from those indispensable preparations and the effort they require, 
the United States has established no preconditions for arms control negotia
tions with the Soviet Union. We are not waiting for a military balance to be 
restored before we parlay with the Soviet Union, and we are setting no 
political conditions either, despite our deepest concern regarding the Soviet 
invasion of Afghanistan and their activities in other parts of the world.

The United States is, of course, taking steps to restore its deterrent 
capability, both nuclear and conventional. These steps are indispensable in 
themselves from the point of view of security. In the world of reality, fair 
and balanced arms control agreements would be inconceivable without a 
firm American commitment to maintain a credible deterrent. We shall be 
seeking arms reduction and arms control agreements which would ensure an 
equal deterrent capacity for both sides at lower levels of armaments, a deter
rent capacity which will require both sides to co-operate in assuring com
pliance.

We have already begun the first phase of substantive talks on nuclear 
arms control issues with the Soviet Union. In August, we proposed informal 
talks on problems of verifying compliance with arms control agreements, on 
the provision of data and on certain other general subjects which would 
arise in arms control negotiations. We told the Soviet Union that we 
thought co-operative procedures would be necessary to supplement national 
technical means in a number of areas, and we invited Soviet ideas about 
how best to proceed: through diplomatic channels, through special meetings 
of experts or through the negotiations themselves. We have not yet had a 
response to this proposal.

The United States-Soviet negotiations on intermediate-range nuclear 
forces will begin in a few weeks, on 30 November. We welcome the com
mencement of these talks. We expect to be ready to propose that the com
panion talks on the reduction of strategic nuclear forces should begin early 
in 1982.

I should like now to turn to the specific subjects under discussion in this 
Committee and at the Committee on Disarmament. Let me state at the 
outset that the United States Government is strongly committed to the work 
of the Committee on Disarmament. I intend to take a sustained personal in
terest in the matters to be discussed here and in Geneva, despite the 
demands of the nuclear arms problem. I expect that during the months 
ahead the United States will propose a number of initiatives in the Commit
tee on Disarmament in order to take full advantage of the Committees 
capacity for seriously considered and deliberate action.
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One area in which we hope and expect this Committee and the Commit
tee on Disarmament to take a strong lead is in addressing the questions of 
monitoring and verifying compliance with arms control agreements, new 
and old. New procedures are needed to make verification processes more 
thorough and more reliable. The cause of peace cannot be advanced if the 
nations have little confidence that arms control agreements are being com
plied with. In certain areas, those concerned with nuclear, biological or 
chemical weapons, for example, compliance can be quite literally a matter 
of life and death. No nation can be expected to respect an arms control 
agreement unless it can be sure that other signatories are also complying 
with it.

In this perspective I should mention here again the use of lethal and in- 
capacitant chemical agents in South-East Asia, Afghanistan and elsewhere. 
This is a matter of deep and continuing concern to my Government. The use 
of chemical agents and toxins in South-East Asia makes clear the need for 
concrete international action to restore confidence in the 1925 Geneva Pro
tocol,® the biological weapons Convention and associated rules of 
customary international law. The United States supported General 
Assembly resolution 35/144 C, which initiated the ongoing investigation 
by the Group of Experts to investigate reports on the use of chemical 
weapons.‘ We regret that some nations feel obliged to oppose it. We do not 
understand such opposition. The new evidence concerning the use of toxins 
makes the work of the Group of Experts all the more important. My 
Government looks forward to the findings of the Group of Experts in the 
light of all the evidence before it, including the new evidence. This issue is a 
matter of critical importance in many dimensions. It requires the full atten
tion of this Committee and of the General Assembly, both because of the 
implications for the relevant international prohibition on the possession and 
use of such weapons and because of the broader issues raised by their use.

People are dying. This is not an East-West issue, nor is it a North-South 
issue. Rather, it is an issue that concerns the security, present and future, of 
all nations alike. Once more, such weapons are being used, weapons regard
ed with loathing and revulsion throughout the world. These weapons are 
not being used on animals, but on human beings in small, defenceless coun
tries. If the nations are not willing or able to take concrete and effective ac
tions to deal with this problem and enforce compliance with the 1925 
Geneva Protocol and the biological weapons Convention,^ then the pro
spects for any arms control initiative will be seriously undermined.

I wish to emphasize two of the principles which will guide our thinking on 
problems of verification in both bilateral and multilateral negotiations. 
First, we shall not confine ourselves to negotiating only about those aspects 
of a problem which can be resolved by resorting to national technical 
means. In the case of the negotiations with the Soviet Union, we shall begin

* The text of the protocol has been reprinted ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.
‘ See General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-fifth Session, Supp. No. 48 (A/35/48), p. 

61.
 ̂ For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 133-138.
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by offering substantial limitations that are strategically significant and then 
construct a set of measures necessary to ensure verifiability. These may well 
include co-operative procedures between the United States and the Soviet 
Union, such as detailed data exchanges and provisions to enhance the con
fidence of each side in data obtained by national technical means.

Secondly, we shall seek verification provisions which not only ensure 
that actual threats to our security resulting from possible violations can be 
detected in a timely manner, but also limit the likelihood of ambiguous 
situations devdoping. Ambiguity can never be eliminated entirely from 
documents drafted by men, but we shall do our best to keep it to a 
minimum. Ambiguous provisions result in compliance questions, and 
compliance questions lead to compliance complaints which, even if 
ultimately resolved, strain the atmosphere for arms control negotiations.

Given the importance of verification for the viability of arms control 
across the board, Soviet willingness to consider co-operative measures to 
improve the verifiability of specific limitations may be the best test of its 
commitment to serious arms limitations on both a bilateral and a 
multilateral basis.

Let me turn now to the important issue of nuclear non-proliferation. The 
position of the United States is clear. President Reagan has identified this 
problem as one of the most critical challenges faced by the world communi
ty. It is the premise of the Non-Proliferation Treaty that a halt to the pro
liferation of nuclear weapons serves the interests of all countries, nuclear 
and non-nuclear alike. It is manifest that in a world where many nations 
have nuclear weapons, international politics would be nearly unpredictable 
and volatile to the point of explosiveness. President Reagan has recognized 
that political instability can be a cause as well as a consequence of nuclear 
proliferation. He has pointed out that global and regional stabilization are 
necessary, although they are not sufficient, conditions for success in the ef
fort to carry out the policies of the Non-Proliferation Treaty. In addition, 
both supplier and consumer nations must work together to ensure that 
peaceful nuclear co-operation, an essential factor in meeting global energy 
needs, is not misused.

In the context of regional approaches to non-proliferation, I am pleased to 
announce that the Senate Foreign Relations Committee has favourably 
reported Protocol I of the Treaty of Tlatelolco, and the Senate is expected 
shortly to give its advice and consent for ratification. President Reagan will,
I am sure, move promptly thereafter to deposit our instrument of ratifica
tion.® This Treaty was a far-sighted initiation of Latin American countries 
that has contributed significantly to hemispheric security. While the regime 
envisioned by the Treaty is not yet complete, we hope all the nations in the 
region will make every effort to ensure the full success of this important 
achievement.

“ The text of the treaty and its protocols may be found ibid., 1967, pp. 69-83. The committee 
submitted its report Oct. 19, extracts of which are printed ante. The Senate gave its advice and 
consent Nov. 13, 1981. U.S. ratification was deposited Nov. 19, 1981.
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The First Committee has on its agenda items relating to the establishment 
of other nuclear-weapon-free zones. The United States Government has 
taken a keen interest in supporting the Egyptian initiative to establish a Mid
dle Eastern nuclear-weapon-free zone. The proposal has great promise 
which can be realized only if the States in the regions work together to fulfil 
it. Many problems will have to be solved by those States before the dream 
of the Middle East as a nuclear-weapon-free zone can become a reality. The 
United States stands ready to assist the States of the region, if they wish such 
assistance, in studying these thorny issues and in resolving them. We hope 
that this session of the General Assembly will encourage the project and give 
it further impetus.

The United States is prepared also to participate constructively in the 
work of the Committee on Disarmament, with a view of concluding suc
cessfully the negotiation of a convention prohibiting radiological weapons. 
We also believe that the important work of that body in the area of chemical 
weapons should be continued.

Holding nuclear tests has been an issue before this Committee, the Com
mittee on Disarmament and its predecessors for many years. High hopes 
have been attached to the proposal, and no one can question the goal it is 
designed eventually to achieve. Of course, the United States Government 
supports that long-term goal. But a test ban cannot of itself end the threat 
posed by nuclear weapons. We shall co-operate fully in appropriate pro
cedures to examine the problems which the proposal presents. However, in
ternational conditions have not been propitious and are not now propitious 
to immediate action on this worthy project.

As we consider the question of a nuclear test ban, we should keep in mind 
that, in order for such a ban ultimately to be effective, it must be verifiable 
and it must be concluded under conditions which ensure that it will 
enhance, rather than diminish, international security and stability.

The Committee is discussing the possibility of further arms control 
measures for outer space, a question which the Committee on Disarmament 
might wish to discuss further. The United States has supported efforts to 
control arms in space in the past, through such major international 
agreements as the outer space Treaty ’ and the limited test-ban Treaty.’® 
Moreover, the United States military use of space has been non-aggressive 
in nature and has been conducted with great restraint. Further steps in space 
arms control are greatly complicated by the fact that the Soviet Union has 
for many years been testing an anti-satellite weapon, a space system de
signed for the sole purpose of attacking other nations satellites, and that it 
maintains a continuing operational capacity to use this weapon.

As the First Committee conducts its work, it is important to keep in mind 
that pious rhetoric and vacuous resolutions do not constitute arms control. 
Moreover the United States is firmly opposed to allowing arms control 
negotiations, which are the most serious issue any nation can address, to be

’ Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 38-43.
Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
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abused for purposes of political warfare. The serious effort to deal with mat
ters of concern to this body or to the specialized agencies of the United Na
tions must not become the victim of political disputes which can be con
sidered on their merits in other appropriate United Nations bodies. I hope 
that members of this Committee will reject propaganda resolutions which 
tend so often to frustrate our deliberations about serious matters. This 
would provide a better atmosphere next year for the second special session 
of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament. I wish to emphasize the 
strong support of the United States Government for the special session and 
to pledge our co-operation to ensure its success.

Let me conclude by returning to the theme with which I began, that arms 
control is not a magic formula through which differing views of the interna
tional scene can be reconciled. Without fundamental agreement on the basic 
premises which underly the Charter, the prospects for substantial success in 
arms control will be dim indeed. Limitations on nuclear arms will not have 
much chance until the Soviet Union accepts the view that it too must abide 
by Article 2, paragraph 4.

This century, bloody as it has been, has in most areas of the world seen 
the rise of a state system in which self-determination and a tolerance for dif
ferent political and social systems has become the norm. Most dreams of 
militarism, empire and expansionism have been abandoned. The great ques
tion which remains to be answered is whether the last remaining traditional 
colonial empire is prepared to join with the rest of us in seeking the new and 
better world order anticipated by our Charter. In the nuclear age there can 
be no doubt that peace is indeed indivisible, as a celebrated Soviet Foreign 
Minister said many years ago. The world community cannot and will not 
long accept a double standard, as President Reagan has pointed out. We in 
the West have been patient and we are slow to anger, but no one should 
take our patience for blindness or passivity. Secretary of State Haig summed 
up the position of the United States a few months ago in these terms:

What do we want of the Soviet Union? We want greater Soviet 
restraint in the use of force. We want greater Soviet respect for the in
dependence of others, and we want the Soviets to abide by their 
reciprocal obligations, such as those undertaken in the Helsinki ac
cords. These are no more than we demand of any State and these are 
no less than are required by the Charter and by international law. The 
rules of the Charter governing the international use of force will lose 
all of their influence on the behaviour of nations if the Soviet Union 
continues its aggressive course.”

The United States and the Soviet Union, possessing very large nuclear 
forces, are locked into an extraordinary relation. In a famous article it was 
once characterized as the relation between two scorpions in a bottle. I prefer 
another metaphor. There are marriages of love and marriage of conven
ience; there are also marriages of necessity. The Soviet policy of expan
sion, fueled by the extraordinary growth of the Soviet armed forces, and

" Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 1981, p. 12.
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particularly of its nuclear forces, has produced a situation of growing ten
sion and instability in the world political system. The efforts of the Soviet 
Union to split the West and to prevent Western improvement of its defences 
will surely fail. As a consequence, the Soviet Union should join the United 
States and its allies and accept the necessity of co-operation as the only way 
out of the dilemma which both camps now confront. Only on that footing 
can they hope to achieve conditions of peaceful co-existence, as Secretary of 
State Haig defined the concept in the speech from which I have just quoted.

As President Reagan sees it, the bilateral nuclear arms control negotia
tions, which have already begun and which will soon enter their more for
mal state in Geneva, should, if successful, be a long step towards the goal of 
restoring world public order. Our work here and in the Committee on 
Disarmament is equally important and, if conducted in a spirit of realism, 
can also contribute greatly to that end.

Statement by the Assistant Secretary of State for Inter- 
American Affairs (Enders) Before Subcommittees of the 
House Committee on Foreign Affairs: U.S. Policy on Arms 
Transfers to Latin America, October 22, 1981 ^

On July 8, [1981],* President Reagan signed a directive on our worldwide 
policy on conventional arms transfers,® which replaced Presidential Direc
tive 13 of May 1 3 ,1977.* The central thrust of the new policy was expressed 
in a single sentence: Trudently pursued, arms transfers can strengthen 
us" —by strengthening our friends and allies.

That is also the thrust of our Latin American arms transfer policy. We are 
committed, both by longstanding policy and by the Rio treaty,® to join with 
our Latin American allies in "mutual assistance and common defense of the 
American republics." In the Presidents words, the United States 'will accord 
high priority to requests from its major alliance partners and to those na
tions with whom it has friendly and cooperative security relationships." We 
are also committed to pursue that objective prudently, with full regard for 
the guidelines and caveats established by legislation and in President 
Reagan s directive itself.

Principal Considerations for Requests

The directive listed seven factors as the principal, but not the only, con
siderations that would be addressed with regard to each request for arms. 
These were:

' Department of State Bulletin, Dec. 1981, pp. 72-73. The statement was made before the 
Subcommittees on International Security and Scientific Affairs and on Inter-American Affairs. 

’ Brackets in source text.
’ See White House announcement of July 9, ante.
* See Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 328-329.
’ 62 Stat. 1681; TIAS 1838; 4 Bevans 559.
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• The degree to which the transfer responds appropriately to the military 
threats confronting the recipient;

• Whether the transfer will enhance the recipients capability to par
ticipate in collective security efforts with the United States;

• Whether the transfer will promote mutual interests in countering exter
nally supported aggression;

• Whether the transfer is consistent with U.S. interests in maintaining 
stability within regions where friends of the United States may have differ
ing objectives;

• Whether the transfer is compatible with the needs of U.S. forces, 
recognizing that occasions will arise when other nations may require scarce 
items on an emergency basis;

• Whether the proposed equipment transfer can be absorbed by the reci
pient without overburdening its military support system or financial 
resources; and

• Whether any detrimental effects of the transfer are more than counter
balanced by positive contributions to U.S. interests and objectives.

Each of these factors, and others, will be considered by the Administra
tion with regard to every Latin American request for arms. Obviously some 
of the factors may be more or less important in the Latin American context 
than they would be in other regions, and they may have greater or less ap
plicability to some countries within the region than they do to others. For 
this reason all requests are considered on a case-by-case basis; there are no 
automatic rules that can be applied mechanistically to every country in 
every circumstance.

Factors for Evaluating Requests

Among the factors of particular importance and concern in evaluating 
Latin American requests are these:

• Whether the transfer will strengthen a friendly government in areas of 
particular security concern to the United States, such as the Caribbean Basin 
and the South Atlantic, and whether the arms in question would help deter 
the threat of aggression or subversion by our mutual adversaries in those 
areas;

• Whether the transfer is consistent with our interest in maintaining 
regional peace and stability, or whether it could inadvertently contribute to 
tensions or disputes among countries of the region;

• Whether denial of the transfer would lead the purchaser to turn to 
sources of supply and enter into security relationships that are detrimental 
to the United States and U.S. interests in Latin America;

• Whether approval or denial of the transfer would best promote "the in
ternational recognition and protection of human rights and freedoms," to 
cite the language and the preamble to the Rio treaty; and

• Whether, given the fact that all nations of the region are developing 
countries, the transfer would absorb resources that should, instead, be 
devoted to development or would impact adversely on the purchaser s abili
ty to meet its economic as well as its defense needs.
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Latin America has traditionally not been a heavily armed part of the 
world, nor, with the exception of the increasingly sophisticated arsenal in 
Cuban hands, is it heavily armed today. Military expenditures were only 
1.6% of the regions GNP from 1976 to 1978 and only 10.2% of central 
government expenditures, down from 13% and 14% in the early 1970s. 
Comparable figures for the developing world as a whole are more than 5% 
of GNP and more than 20% of government expenditure. Latin Americas 
arms imports from 1976 to 1978 were only 7% of all developing countries' 
arms imports. U.S. arms sales to Latin America constitute only about 2% of 
our arms sales worldwide, and only about 3 % of our sales to developing 
countries.

I do not expect these regional figures to change significantly, although as 
individual countries become targets of externally supported insurgencies or 
feel the need to deter Cuban expansionsim, their arms expenditures will 
necessarily increase. Except where such a security threat is present, we do 
not encourage or seek an increase in Latin American defense spending. 
However, we do have a direct U.S. interest in the direction and orientation 
of that spending.

U.S. Policy: Past and Present

During 1973-76, the United States supplied almost one-fourth of Latir 
America s arms imports, excluding Cuba. During 1977-80, the United States 
supplied only 7%. From the regions largest supplier, in 1974, we droppec 
steadily until, in 1980, we were fifth, after West Germany, France, Israel 
and Italy. I submit to you that that was not in the U.S. interest. It is not ir 
the U.S. interest for the military services of our closest neighbors anc 
hemispheric allies to be predominantly equipped by other countries. It is no 
in the U.S. interest to have Latin Americas military advice and training 
come increasingly from other countries, and yet advisers, technicians, anc 
trainers are most likely to come from major suppliers of military equipment

There are circumstances in which we will decide not to make a particula 
arms transfer, and that is explicit in our policy. When a proposed transfe 
does not meet our criteria, we will turn it down, and we cannot very wel 
complain if the purchaser then turns to another supplier. But the majo 
Latin American countries have demonstrated that they can operate, sup 
port, and finance modern military equipment and that regardless of other; 
views, including our own, they intend to have modern equipment. In mos 
cases, they have not sought ultrasophisticated weaponry but, rather, th 
prudent standard for the armed forces of medium-sized countries.

In the 1960s, we decided that the F-5 was an inappropriate aircraft fo 
Latin American requirements. Whatever the merits of that decision at th 
time, the consequence was simply that most of Latin America by-passed th 
F-5 and went to higher performance French, British, and Soviet aircraft. W 
did not succeed in keeping supersonic aircraft out of Latin America; we di 
not even delay their arrival. We only succeeded in weakening our ow 
security relationships with an area of vital security interest to us.
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Conclusion

In making its arms transfer decisions, this Administration will try to 
avoid telling the Latin Americans what it is in their interest to do. We believe 
they can do a good job of deciding that for themselves, especially when free 
of outside pressures and intervention. We will, instead, concentrate on 
determining what is in our interest —our interest in the security of the 
region, in its economic development, in political stability and the reduction 
of international tensions, in the protection of human rights. That is, of 
course, a process in which we seek and welcome the active participation of 
the Congress.

Statement by the Department of State Bureau of Politico-Mili
tary Affairs Director (Burt) Before Subcommittees of the 
House Committee on Foreign Affairs: U.S. Policy on Arms 
Transfers to Latin America, October 22, 1981 '

I welcome the opportunity to join Ambassador Enders in appearing 
before both subcommittees to discuss with you the President s conventional 
arms transfer policy and its relevance to Latin America.

In his statement. Ambassador Enders reviewed many of the ingredients of 
the policy.* It should be clear that the Administration cannot have an arms 
transfer policy based on global abstractions. Rather, U.S. arms transfer 
policy must be attuned to, and tailored for, the particular circumstances of 
individual countries and regions.

Soviet Influence

The world we face today is considerably less comfortable from our view
point than that of a decade or so ago. The strategic balance is far more 
precarious, and Soviet conventional military strength has increased relative 
to our own. Vital American interests are challenged in almost every region 
of the world as our adversaries continue to seek opportunities to expand 
their influence and control, usually at our expense and the expense of friends 
and allies.

• Soviet forces continue to occupy Afghanistan threatening other states 
in that region.

• Cuban troops in Ethiopia and military advisers in South Yemen 
threaten U.S. and Western interests in the Arabian Peninsula and the Indian 
Ocean. Its troops in Angola are complicating a Namibia settlement and 
peaceful evolution in southern Africa.

• The assassination of Anwar Sadat, a key friend and supporter of peace 
in the Middle East, added an element of uncertainty to this traditionally 
volatile region.

• Libyan troops occupy Chad and threaten moderate African states.

' Department of State Bulletin, Dec. 1981, pp. 73-75. The statement was made before the 
Subcommittees on International Security and Scientific Affairs and on Inter-American Affairs.

* Supra.



BURT STATEMENT, OCTOBER 22 495

• A Vietnamese puppet government still rules in Kampuchea, and Vietna
mese forces remain at the Thai border.

• The centerpiece of the Soviet Union s efforts to extend its influence in 
the Third World has been massive arms transfers to its proxies and allies. 
These transfers made the Soviet Union the largest arms supplier to Third 
World countries last year, particularly for major weapons systems. The in
crease in the flow of Soviet arms to the Third World has been matched by 
an upgrading of the quality of the arms proffered. Indeed, in some cases, the 
Soviets have offered top-of-the-line equipment to their Third World 
customers even before it moves into the inventories of other Communist 
countries.

Cuba

Some of the most disturbing developments have occurred close to our 
shores. The growth of Cuban influence with the Governments of Nicaragua 
and Grenada is a source of major concern to us. The Government of El 
Salvador is fighting for survival against a Cuban-backed insurgency. Cuba's 
continued training and logistical support of guerrillas in Central and South 
America and its unrelenting military buildup is altering the politico-military 
balance in Central America and the Caribbean and threatening the security 
of our friends in the region. So far this year, for instance, Cuba has received 
about 50,000 tons of Soviet arms, the largest inflow of arms since 1962. 
They have added advanced MiG-23 aircraft to their inventory and have 
recently taken possession of a Koni-class frigate. Latin America was once 
relatively sheltered from the activities of the Soviets and its proxies. This is 
clearly no longer the case.

U.S. Policy

In Latin America, then, as elsewhere in the world, our conventional arms 
transfer policy, together with our security assistance program, must serve as 
an essential complement to the enhancement of our defenses and as an in
dispensable component of our foreign policy.

Given the limits of our resources, the United States cannot defend all its 
interests worldwide by itself. We cannot be the world's policeman. At the 
same time, we can ill afford the luxury of standing aside, asking others to do 
alone what, in fact, we can only do together. In no way is this Administra
tion trying to recreate the so-called Guam doctrine of a decade ago.

Instead, the arms transfer policy we have devised steers a middle course — 
helping others to defend themselves against regional threats recognizing that 
we may have to assist more directly to deter certain challenges. In the pro
cess, we must put aside some past views of arms transfers, and in particular 
the view that arms transfers are inherently negative, and restraint a worthy 
end in itself— while other suppliers exercise no such restraint.

We formulated the policy to serve U.S. interests in a number of ways. It 
will:

• Enhance the state of preparedness of our allies and friends and thereby 
help deter aggression;
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• Demonstrate to all that the United States has an enduring and 
legitimate interest in the security of its friends and partners and that it will 
not allow them to be put at a military disadvantage;

• Improve the ability of the United States, in concert with its friends and 
allies, to project power swiftly and effectively to meet threats posed by 
mutual adversaries; and

• Help to foster regional and internal stability and contribute to peaceful 
resolutions of disputes. As Ambassador Enders indicated, often the price of 
inattention to the security requirements of friendly states has been a 
weakening in our bilateral relationships and decreasing ability to influence 
them in areas important to us.

Many of the factors which we would consider in making decisions on 
potential arms transfers have already been mentioned. Let me stress several:

• A sober assessment of U.S. interests and the threat imposed to them;
• The impact of a transfer on the recipient. We want nations to be able to 

absorb a system and to use, maintain, and support it properly. We will also 
look carefully at the effect purchases have on a nation s budget, particularly 
its development programs;

• The legitimate concerns many of you have regarding requests by na
tions with poor human rights records. Under both law and policy, this Ad
ministration will continue to promote the advancement of human rights and 
will factor a country's record into our decisionmaking process on arms 
transfers. I would like to emphasize, however, that arms transfers are not 
the enemy of human rights. We will not look at human rights performance 
in a vacuum; rather, we weigh all relevant factors in determining transfers; 
and

• The impact of the proposed transfer on our overall relationship with 
the country in question.

Conclusion

Considerations such as these affect all our arms transfer decisions. There 
will be circumstances —owing to the nature of the threat, the ability of a 
country to absorb a system both militarily and economically, and our 
political relationships — in which U.S. national interests will be best served 
by the sale of our most advanced weapons. In other cases, a less costly and 
complex system will be more appropriate. In order to be effective, our arms 
transfer policy must possess ample political flexibility, programs expanding 
the range of available options, such as the intermediate export fighter pro
vide us the complementary technological flexibility.

I do not want to leave you with the impression that American sales will be 
unrestrained. What we are trying to do is avoid a framework of artificial 
ceilings, arbitrary prohibitions, discriminatory treatment against friends, 
and self-defeating unilateral actions. We are seeking, instead, to be respon
sive and responsible. U.S. interests in Latin America and the world demand 
an arms transfer policy that is both.
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Statement by the Chinese Representative (Liang Yufan) to the 
First Committee of the U.N. General Assembly [Extract] 
October 22, 1981̂

At present, disarmament negotiations are faced with even greater dif
ficulties because the two super-Powers have started a new round of arms 
race. That super-Power, which has professed that "it has never sought, nor 
does it now seek, military superiority" has obtained after years of painstak
ing efforts superiority over the other super-Power in some fields. Moreover, 
its arms expansion is gaining momentum all the time. In this regard, ample 
proof can be found in the detailed figures released by world-renowned 
research institutions and in the facts contained in the Secretary-Generals 
report, "A Comprehensive Study on Nuclear Weapons".* In these cir
cumstances, the other super-Power, not to be outdone, is trying very hard 
to catch up. It has made a major readjustment of its military policy and in
creased its military expenditure. Recently it has also announced its decision 
to produce neutron bombs and a strategic plan of strengthening its nuclear 
forces. All the facts mentioned above should leave no doubt as to where the 
responsibility should lie for the lack of progress in disarmament negotia
tions. If the super-Powers are sincere about disarmament, they should come 
up with concrete actions, such as adopting effective disarmament measures, 
reducing the size of their enormous arsenals, decreasing the military threat 
against the other countries and withdrawing their aggressor troops from 
foreign soil. They should stop deceiving the world with empty words.

I will now turn to some of the disarmament questions on the agenda of 
this Committee.

First, as to the question of nuclear disarmament, the people of the world 
at present are seriously concerned and disturbed by the intensification of the 
nuclear arms race and the increased danger of a nuclear war. In view of the 
continued increase of nuclear armaments in the already enormous nuclear 
arsenals of the super-Powers, more and more countries have come to realize 
the need for the super-Powers to take the lead in the disarmament process. 
In this regard, the non-aligned countries have put forward a series of ideas 
and specific proposals at this year s session of the Committee on Disarma
ment. They have pointed out in clear terms that countries with the most im
portant nuclear arsenals bear a special responsibility for nuclear disarma
ment. They have called on these countries to stop the development and pro
duction of all types of nuclear weapons and to reduce by stages their nuclear 
warheads and means of delivery. This is completely reasonable.

In view of the tremendous destructive power of nuclear weapons, the 
Chinese Government has always been in favour of tackling the question of 
nuclear disarmament on a priority basis. Taking into account the present

' A/C.1/36/PV.8, pp. 31-37.
* Disarmament Study Series No. 1 (U.N. Sales No. E.81.1.11).
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world situation in terms of nuclear armaments and where the threat of a 
nuclear war would come from, we have come to the conclusion that the on
ly way to reduce and remove the danger of a nuclear war is to halt the 
nuclear arms race between the two super-Powers and to demand a drastic 
reduction of their enormous nuclear arsenals. Of course, other nuclear 
countries, including China, also have a share in the responsibility for 
nuclear disarmament. After the super-Powers have taken effective measures 
for nuclear disarmament, the other nuclear countries should then join them 
in the reduction of nuclear weapons until such weapons are completely 
destroyed. As a developing country engaged in a modernization pro
gramme, China fervently hopes for the early achievement of complete pro
hibition and total destruction of nuclear weapons.

Many countries are calling for an early cessation of nuclear weapon tests 
with a view to halting the nuclear arms race and preventing the proliferation 
of nuclear weapons. A nuclear test ban, in our view, is an integral part of 
the whole process of nuclear disarmament. It must be linked with other 
measures such as a ban on the development, production and use of nuclear 
weapons and the reduction and destruction of these weapons before it can 
help to end the nuclear arms expansion of the super-Powers, or reduce and 
remove the danger of a nuclear war.

Faced with the nuclear threat of the super-Powers, the small and medium
sized countries have been for years vigorously demanding interim measures 
before the realization of nuclear disarmament, such as a ban on the use of 
nuclear weapons, especially on the use or the threat of use of these weapons 
against the non-nuclear-weapons countries. We support their legitimate de
mand. Since many of the non-nuclear-weapon countries are facing the 
serious threat of nuclear weapons, the nuclear-weapon countries should un
conditionally guarantee not to use or threaten to use such weapons against 
these countries and should stop procrastinating under various pretexts.

Secondly, while the race for nuclear superiority between the super- 
Powers is being stepped up, the pace in the conventional arms race has also 
quickened. The rapid development of military technology has led to a con
tinuous rise in the destructive power of modern conventional weapons. This 
has become a serious and real threat to international peace and security. All 
the wars of aggression launched indirectly or directly by the super-Powers 
have been fought with conventional weapons. More and more countries 
have, therefore, become aware of the importance of the question of conven
tional disarmament. It is of positive significance that, on the initiative of a 
number of small and medium-sized countries, the United Nations Disarma
ment Commission considered this question at its last session. In order to 
safeguard world peace and defend the independence and security of States in 
the face of ever-increasing military threat from the super-Powers, it is not 
only necessary to oppose nuclear war and to strive for nuclear disarma
ment, but also to oppose wars of aggression fought with conventional 
weapons and to seek corresponding progress in conventional disarmament. 
Of course, due attention paid to conventional disarmament does not in any 
way detract from the importance and priority given to nuclear disarma-
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ment. We are in favour of giving the question of conventional disarmament 
the attention it deserves and of proceeding with it in conjunction with 
nuclear disarmament.

The conclusion of the Convention on Prohibition or Restrictions of Use of 
Certain Conventional Weapons Which May Be Deemed to Be Excessively 
Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate Effects and the related Protocols would 
help to limit the use of these weapons by the aggressors for massacring the 
military and civilian victims of their aggression.® China actively supports, 
and has already signed, this Convention. We hope the inadequacies that 
now exist in the Convention and Protocols, such as the failure to provide for 
the control and verification of violations, can be rectified in due time.

Thirdly, the question of complete prohibition of chemical weapons has 
long been of concern to the people of the world. Despite the fact that the 
1925 Geneva Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating 
Poisonous or other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare  ̂has 
entered into force for so many years, the super-Powers are still engaged in 
the development and stockpiling of chemical weapons, and regard these 
weapons as an important means of warfare. Recently, there have been 
numerous reports about chemical weapons being used in large-scale 
massacres of victims of aggression and oppression. Therefore, the early con
clusion of a convention on the complete prohibition and total destruction of 
chemical weapons has become an even more urgent task.

We are happy to note that progress has been made by the Committee on 
Disarmament in formulating the elements of the future convention. Some 
countries are of the opinion that the scope of the future convention should 
cover not only the development, production, stockpiling, acquisition and 
transfer but also the use of these weapons. The main reason is that, although 
the use in war of chemical weapons is prohibited by the 1925 Geneva Pro
tocol, continuous developments and changes over the last 50 years in the in
ternational situation, methods of warfare and military technology have 
made it necessary to supplement and strengthen the provisions of the Pro
tocol. In fact, the Protocol itself contains references to other treaties on the 
prohibition of use. It all goes to show that to supplement existing interna
tional instruments with new ones would only serve to strengthen, and not 
weaken, the former. Since the prohibition of the use of chemical weapons is 
the heart of the question of prohibiting such weapons, we hope that the 
Committee on Disarmament will proceed speedily with the negotiations for 
the formulation of a convention on the complete prohibition and total 
destruction of chemical weapons, including a ban on the use of such 
weapons.

In the recent past, reports and information about the use of chemical 
weapons in Afghanistan, Cambodia and Laos have continued to surface. 
This has incurred the strong indignation and condemnation of the interna
tional community. In order to facilitate the early verification of these

® For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1980, pp. 440-452.
" Ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.
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crimes, the work of the Expert Group established in pursuance of last year s 
General Assembly resolution to investigate the use of chemical weapons 
should be supported and strengthened. The Group should be given an 
opportunity to inspect all victims, on the spot, and no one should be 
allowed to obstruct on any pretext.

Fourthly, for years many countries have been calling for the establish
ment of zones of peace and nuclear-weapon-free zones in various regions of 
the world. The only one established, however, is the nuclear-weapon-free 
zone in Latin America; all the rest have remained unrealized. The basic 
cause for this has been the super-Powers rivalry for hegemony and their 
military expansion which, instead of coming to a halt, are in fact being in
tensified in those regions. Their military presence and fierce rivalry in the In
dian Ocean region, paricularly the armed invasion of a hinterland State by 
one super-Power, have made the establishment of this region as a zone of 
peace even more difficult. The main obstacle to the establishment of 
nuclear-weapon-free zones in Africa and the Middle East is the attempt to 
develop nuclear weapons by the South African racist regime and the Israeli 
expansionist regime. The flagrant Israeli bombing of a nuclear reactor in 
Iraq not long ago has created new difficulties for the establishment of a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East. The third-world countries 
have strongly condemned Israel for its crime of aggression and are firmly 
opposed to the possession of nuclear weapons by Israel and South Africa. 
We fully support their just position. It should be clear from the above that in 
order to establish such zones in various regions of the world, it is necessary 
to oppose the policy of aggression and expansion of the super-Powers, the 
racists and the expansionists, put an end to the interference, infiltration, ag
gression and expansion of the super-Powers, remove all forms of foreign 
military presence and withdraw all occupation forces.

Fifthly, the second special session on disarmament is scheduled to take 
place next year. In the absence of substantive progress in the field of disar
mament since the first special session on disarmament, many people are 
placing their hopes on next year s session. China, like many other countries, 
also hopes that next year s session will provide a new impetus for the disar
mament efforts. To this end, the second special session should review the 
over-all situation since the closure of the first session, analyse and assess the 
present international situation and find the root cause for the continued in
tensification of the arms race and the lack of progress in the field of disarma
ment, so as to set a correct course for our future disarmament efforts. We 
agree that the consideration and adoption of a "Comprehensive Programme 
of Disarmament" should occupy an important place on the agenda of that 
session. The Programme will facilitate the future disarmament process, 
because it provides for specific disarmament measures by stages on the basis 
of the armament situation of the present-day world. The Chinese delegation 
is prepared to co-operate with others and do our share for the proper 
preparation and the success of the second special session on disarmament.
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Statement by the U.S. Representative (Adelman) to the First 
Committee of the U.N. General Assembly, October 27, 
198r

On 21 October, Mr. Rostow presented the views of the United States in a 
most positive, realistic manner on the critical arms control issues before this 
Committee and the Committee on Disarmament.* On 23 October, the 
Soviet representative made his country's position known.®

As members of the Committee will see, the United States will be most 
positive here, as elsewhere. These issues are too important for empty 
polemics and tired rhetoric.

We agree with the statement made last Friday by the Soviet representative 
that this Committee must not be a "shop for second-hand goods". For this 
very reason, the United States representative stated in the General Commit
tee on 6 October 1981 that the Soviet so-called initiative on the "prevention 
of nuclear catastrophe" was a matter that "the Soviets ritualistically intro
duced", which has "ritualistically been met with the same response . . . .  
We feel disappointed that the Soviets return to the same tired pro
posals—however dressed up as 'new'— instead of more serious and practical 
proposals for real, effective and verifiable arms control".

Our sentiment remains the same. This Soviet item is not second-hand 
goods — it is not even third — or fourth-hand goods, for this issue has been 
introduced in the United Nations off and on over the past 20 years or more.

One of the most important features of United States policy is the convic
tion that we must introduce realism into our endeavours if we are to have 
any hope of success. Arms control and disarmament objectives are in
separable from national and international security objectives, and cannot be 
pursued in a vacuum. As the international situation changes, some arms 
control objectives may have to be modified, and may even lose their validi
ty, at least in the short term. This presents us with a real challenge to search 
for new approaches, approaches that will make a real contribution to inter
national security. It is not useful to waste time in this Committee, or in any 
other forum, on empty propagandistic proposals, proposals which are no 
longer relevant or proposals which have been rendered invalid by the ag
gressive actions of some States. Arms control is a serious matter which 
should not be treated as political theatre. To do so shows contempt for the 
work of this Committee. Let us have no more of that; we have had enough 
already, during our opening week.

In his statement before this Committee last Friday, the Soviet represen
tative saw fit to treat us to such an approach. His proposals for arms con
trol initiatives included many of the same shop-worn propaganda items 
that have been served up to this Committee for years, albeit sometimes 
dressed up in new finery. His assertions about the Soviet Union's devotion 
to disarmament, especially in the nuclear realm, are belied by the facts.

’ A /C .1/36/PV .14, pp. 7-17.
* Ante.
’ A /C .1/36/P V .9, pp. 22-47.
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For the Soviet Union has concentrated on nuclear weapons improvements 
steadily over the past 10 years, despite the fact that the United States, in 
the mid-1960s, began a decade-long strategic stall, basically abjuring new 
strategic initiatives. On this the record is clear. Since 1970, the Soviet 
Union has introduced at least 11 new or modified intercontinental ballistic 
missiles, compared to one for the United States. The USSR, since then, has 
introduced nine new or modified submarine-launched ballistic missiles, 
compared to two for the United States. Today, the Soviets have an open 
production line on both land-based missiles and manned bombers. The 
United States has an open production line on neither.

Last Friday, the Soviet representative accused the United States of 
preparing for nuclear war. Although the closed nature of Soviet society 
does not permit us the luxury of reading about strategic planning in that 
country, occasional articles emerge which cast a disturbing light on how 
Soviet military planners approach their task.

As early as 1962, the publication Soviet Military Strategy stated:

The basic means for armed combat in land theatres in a future world 
war will be the nuclear weapon used primarily with operational 
tactical missiles and also frontal aviation (bombers, fighter bombers 
and fighters). In addition, the strategic rocket troops and long-range 
aviation will deliver nuclear strikes against important objectives in 
the zone of offensive fronts . . . On the battlefields the decisive 
role will be played by fire of nuclear weapons. The other means of 
armed combat will utilize the results of nuclear attacks for the final 
defeat of the enemy.

Other articles on this subject from time to time since then have con
tinued to echo a similar theme. And just recently, in May of this year, 
writing in the Communist Party's theoretical journal, Kommunist, Lt. 
General P. Zhilin, referring to the Marxist-Leninist division of wars into 
just and unjust wars, rejected the idea that nuclear war was of itself unjust. 
He wrote:

War was and is a continuation of policy, policy entirely irrespective 
of the level of development and the means of armed struggle.

These writings are not the idle musings of private individuals. They 
were written by high-level Soviet military figures and appeared in official 
publications. As such, they provide insights into past and current thinking 
of key Soviet military strategists, and there emerges from them a frighten
ing picture of Soviet intentions.

Faced with this evidence, and the reality of Soviet actions, any reasoning 
person must come to the conclusion that the Soviet Union is now, and has 
been for some time, following a policy which does not exclude the use of 
nuclear force to achieve their goals. Moreover, they clearly indicate that 
the Soviet Union, despite its protestations, does not accept the concept of 
mutual assured destruction in a nuclear conflict, but rather believes that it 
can win a nuclear war, and that such a war could be limited.

The United States does not share these dangerous views. As President 
Reagan said on 21 October:
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As all Presidents have acknowledged, any use of nuclear weapons 
would have the most profound consequences. In a nuclear war, all 
mankind would lose. Indeed, the awful and incalculable risks asso
ciated with any use of nuclear weapons themselves serve to deter their 
use.'*

The Soviet initiative on non-first use should be judged in light of the 
considerations I have just outlined. It is instructive to note that the Soviet 
proposal does not reject the use of nuclear weapons. We should not be 
misled. The establishment of peace will come about only as the result of 
hard bargaining and mutual agreement on concrete measures which limit 
the manufacture and use of arms. Empty words have no utility in achiev
ing the results which we all seek.

I am sure most of us in this room well appreciate that it is essential for 
true and effective arms control that both sides in any negotiation must 
know the facts and figures of where they are—in terms of military budgets 
and armaments—in order to know from what level to reduce or disarm.

In the United States, we publish extensive data from the Defense 
Secretary's report to the Congress, and the report of the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, and a multitude of other documents. We make public 
the endless congressional budgetary data on military equipment, endless 
testimonies in open session by our highest military and civilian leaders, 
professional studies by the Congressional Budget Office, General 
Accounting Office, and so forth. All these are available to the American 
people, to the First Committee, and to the world at large.

V^ere, one must ask, are the similar military documents from the 
Soviet Union? Where is the open material on future defence spending, on 
current armaments or military doctrine, on intentions and performances? 
There are none. Precisely the lack of what the Soviet representative called 
the "compilation of information on arms" has hobbled arms control efforts 
over the past thirty years.

This closed nature of the Soviet Union also seems to contribute most 
heavily to the Soviet penchant for sweeping but meaningless arms control 
and disarmament proposals designed to obfuscate the real issues and for 
opposing modest but concrete measures that could be the building-blocks 
for real progress. For example, over the past few years the Soviets have 
opposed resolutions calling for the establishment of a standardized report
ing system for military expenditures, while the United States has sup
ported and promoted this effort. Without a common data base no progress 
can be made towards coming to grips with the problem of controlling 
spiralling military expenditures. As I have stated, the United States has 
long made information on its military budget and activities in other 
military areas, including research and development, available to the world 
at large. If the Soviet Union were to do the same, we would be much closer 
to establishing the basis for enduring agreements in the arms control field. 
Instead, the Soviets trot out such propagandistic proposals as their 
initiative for a ban on new weapons of mass destruction, a meaningless

 ̂Ante.
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proposal which addresses undefined and non-existent weapons and which 
would, in any event, be impossible to implement or to verify.

Another basic philosophical difference distinguishes the approaches of 
the United States and the Soviet Union to these issues. The United States, 
along with most countries, recognizes that the complexity of modern arms 
and armaments requires co-operative arrangements in furnishing 
verifiable data on the arms being limited or controlled. The Soviet Union 
apparently does not share this view, or if it does, the statements made by 
its representative here suggest otherwise.

To propose a dialogue on the general problem of verification, which is 
applicable to many types of situations, does not in any way compromise 
the principle that verification arrangements should be tailored to the par
ticular agreement at hand. To say, as the Soviet representative did, that 
the United States is using the issue of verification to paralyse the work of 
the international community on arms control is to suggest that this Com
mittee and other multilateral organs dealing with arms control and 
disarmament should not deal with this vital issue. We must deal with it.

All delegations in this chamber have recognized the vital role of effec
tive verification in constructing enduring arms control agreements. This 
recognition was embodied in the Final Document of the first special ses
sion of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament.*

The Soviet representative, in claiming that arms control negotiations in 
the 1970s have been undermined or blocked by the United States, conven
iently ignores the threats to the continued viability of the biological war
fare Convention,* as well as the Geneva Protocol of 1925,^ which most 
assuredly did not come from the United States. I was surprised that the 
Soviet representative even mentioned chemical weapons and negotiations 
at all. While he stated that the Soviet Union would like to accelerate 
negotiations on chemical weapons, the people of Asia would like to stop 
the use of chemical weapons. This will be a topic for careful deliberation 
later in the First Committee.

One wonders, however, why the Soviet Union is so sensitive to the in
vestigation by the United Nations experts of reports of the use of chemical 
weapons. If those reports are without foundation, then there is nothing to 
fear. If those reports are, as the Soviet representative suggested, "'irrespon
sible gossip", why should the Soviet Union not wish that to be firmly 
established? Our interest is in bringing the true facts to light, and this 
body, I am sure, will not ignore the urgency of this issue.

The Soviet representative's statement also ignores the USSR's rejection 
of the 1977 United States proposal for deep cuts in nuclear arsenals on 
both sides and the current United States Administration's approach to 
strategic arms reduction and its readiness to engage in negotiations to limit 
intermediate-range nuclear weapons—negotiations that will begin before 
this year's General Assembly finishes its work.

• Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 411-439.
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These negotiations will take place against the background of Soviet 
rhetoric on these matters. Having deployed 250 of its highly mobile, 
MIRVed long-range SS-20 missiles targeted at Western Europe, and 
continuing to deploy a new SS-20 missile at the frightening pace of more 
than one a week, the Soviet Union now attempts to prevent the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) from adopting the necessary 
counter-measures to safeguard the security of democratic States. We hope 
that these negotiations succeed.

There is a strange silence from the Soviet side about the practical work 
that this Committee has undertaken in several fields. The studies on 
confidence-building measures and regional arms control are two such 
examples. The United States has given its full support to these efforts, 
which it hopes will lead to further consideration by governments and co
operative arrangements that will reduce tensions in various parts of the 
globe.

Contrary to what the Soviet representative stated, Mr. Rostow dealt 
concretely with the United States position on some of the important issues 
before this Committee. He made clear our support for the continuing ef
forts in the Committee on Disarmament to advance its work on chemical 
weapons. He explained our views on a comprehensive test ban. He stated 
our hope that a radiological warfare convention would soon be achieved 
and suggested that the Committee on Disarmament might wish to take up 
the question of arms control in outer space.

While the Soviets are silent on a number of important matters, they are 
quite busy in terms of their relentless military build-up, now and for the 
future. Not only is the Soviet Union moving most assertively in terms of 
military production, as it currently spends three times as much as the 
United States on strategic forces and some one-third more on general- 
purpose forces, but it is also most active in terms of military infrastruc
ture, upon which future arms programmes are to be mounted, where it 
spends some 80 per cent more than the United States.

According to various evaluations, the Soviet military is increasing its 
share of highly skilled labour, even though perhaps more than one-half its 
research and development scientists and engineers are already thought to be 
working on military projects. Their impressive efforts, marshalling increas
ingly scarce roubles, signal a wish to persist in acquiring larger and more 
capable military forces. Such activities also propel the Soviet society and 
economy into additional military endeavours, thereby seeding arms-related 
institutions and spawning military-oriented activities that, over time, gain a 
momentum of their own.

Despite these facts in the world, the United States looks forward to a 
continuing dialogue on issues before this Committee later in the session. 
Let us not be diverted by the charges emanating from the Soviet delegation 
that the United States is standing in the way of achieving progress towards 
arms control. In that regard, I would like to reiterate what Mr. Rostow 
said here last week. After referring to President Reagan's hope that the 
bilateral nuclear arms control negotiations, which will soon enter their 
more formal stage in Geneva, would contribute to the restoration of world 
public order, he said:
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Our work here and in the Committee on Disarmament is equally im
portant and, if conducted in a spirit of realism, can . . . contribute 
greatly to that end.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) to the 
First Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Limitation 
of Nuclear Arms and Nuclear Disarmament [Extract], Octo
ber 28, 1981'

Quite obviously, there is hardly any need in this room to attempt to 
prove what a threat to peace and security for peoples is posed by the arms 
race and primarily the nuclear arms race. Under present-day conditions, 
when the nuclear arms race is increasingly becoming an instrument used 
by the United States to attain military supremacy and to undermine the 
approximate military and strategic balance which exists at the present 
time, that arms race is assuming the nature of a self-generating process 
which swallows up in giant gulps all that is best in mankind—knowledge, 
energy, material and intellectual resources. And, as with most such proc
esses, if it eventually got out of hand it might well end in an explosion that 
would wipe out mankind. At the same time, we are growing closer and 
closer to the threshold beyond which, as a result of technological perfec
tion and the sophistication of the new generations of nuclear weapons, we 
may even forfeit the possibility of getting this process under control, let 
alone reversing it.

It has been suggested here that the problem of nuclear disarmament 
should have been tackled at the very dawn of the atomic era. We cannot, 
of course, fail to agree with that. That was precisely the approach taken 
by the Soviet Union. May I remind you of a few facts, particularly since 
attempts have been made in this Committee to distort historical truth.

At one of the very first meetings of the United Nations Atomic Energy 
Commission, to be more precise, the meeting of 19 June 1946, the Soviet 
representative on the Commission, Mr. Gromyko, put forward a draft in
ternational convention to prohibit once and for all the production and 
utilization of nuclear weapons based on the use of atomic energy for pur
poses of mass destruction. It was proposed that all parties to such a con
vention would undertake not to utilize atomic weapons under any cir
cumstances, that they would prohibit the production and stockpiling of 
such weapons, and that within a period of three months they would 
destroy their entire stocks of manufactured and partially manufactured 
atomic weapons. It was proposed that the violation of the obligations 
undertaken should be declared a heinous crime against mankind. That 
would seem to be a very clear-cut proposal.*

The United States, however, rejected the proposal, naively believing 
that they would be able to keep their atomic monopoly.

' A /C .1/36/PV .16, pp. 44-62.
* See Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1956, vol. I, pp. 17-24.
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It was then that the ''Baruch plan" was put forward for the creation of a 
so-called international body to control the development of atomic 
energy.® That plan, which it is now attempted to present to us as a sort of 
panacea for mankind's nuclear problems, was simply intended to foster 
the creation of a world atomic pool in order to consolidate the American 
atomic monopoly. This was the leitmotiv of all the recommendations, 
drafts and documents, which were proposed by the American 
representatives in the United Nations.

As early as 1947 we and many others pointed out that if unlimited 
powers were to be vested in that body, and if it was to be given full charge 
and control over atomic enterprises, that could only be regarded as an at
tempt on the part of the United States to secure its world supremacy in the 
field of atomic power.

The Soviet Union favoured the prohibition of nuclear weapons even at 
that time when it did not yet possess such weapons and thereafter when it 
created its own nuclear potential. In subsequent years the Soviet Union 
put forward a number of other concrete proposals, the implementation of 
which could have meant an end to the manufacture of nuclear weapons, 
and to the stockpiling of such weapons. The reply to the proposals of the 
Soviet Union was the constant policy of the United States to accelerate the 
nuclear arms race based on what has turned out to be a completely 
unrealistic desire to preserve and to perpetuate American nuclear 
supremacy.

Recently we have had occasion to hear that matters of nuclear disarma
ment are intimately connected with the national-security interests of 
States, and that nuclear arms limitation talks should not be held without 
taking account of those interests. Naturally, we entirely agree with such 
an approach, and we ourselves have frequently had occasion to emphasize 
that the elaboration and implementation of measure to limit the arms race 
and to bring about disarmament in the nuclear field must be solidly linked 
to the strengthening of the political and international-legal guarantees of 
the security of States. However, it is inadmissible that the security in
terests should be used as a pretext to justify the further escalation of the 
nuclear arms race and the refusal of any negotiations on nuclear disarma
ment.

It is precisely that approach that is being proposed to the international 
community by the United States. By claiming that agreements on arms 
control cannot and do not guarantee peace, senior American represen
tatives conclude that arms control must be supplemented by military pro
grammes, and that they cannot allow matters of control over arms to in
fluence American strategy. Thus, any progress in nuclear disarmament is 
made to hinge directly on what strategic concept is preached by the United 
States. But this, as history has shown, simply leads all international efforts 
to solve the paramount problem of the present day to a deadlock and, 
moreover, steadily brings the world closer to the nuclear abyss.

Having acquired nuclear weapons, and in 1945 having realized their "e£-

* Ibid., pp. 7-16. The Baruch Plan was submitted on June 14, five days before the 
Gromyko proposal.
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fectiveness", the United States immediately proceeded to devise, at first in 
secret and then quite openly, plans and doctrines for their military ap
plication. Starting with the notorious doctrine of ''massive retaliation" and 
up to the most recent concepts of 'limited nuclear war", American 
strategic plans have always had a very clearly expressed aggressive 
tendency. Thus, the core of the doctrine of a "limited nuclear war" is that 
it will be possible to deliver selected nuclear strikes against such targets as 
missile-launching silos, troop concentrations, and centres of military and 
political administration.

It must be obvious to any specialist that if the plan were to deliver not a 
pre-emptive but rather a retaliatory strike as the representative of the 
United States has stated in our Committee, then for no reason whatsoever 
the target system would also include nuclear targets which had already 
launched their missiles. Furthermore, in the successful implementation of 
this strategy the element of surprise would be of paramount importance 
and, of course, could only be enjoyed provided one were the first to 
deliver a strike.

Thus, this doctrine is aimed at legalizing in one way or another the very 
idea of the acceptability of nuclear war and to force mankind to acquiesce 
in such a gloomy prospect. In fact, the very initiators of this concept, in
cluding the former United States Defence Secretary Mr. Brown have essen
tially recognized the invalidity of the argument that nuclear war can be 
kept to a restricted framework and will not in fact expand into a full-scale 
war. In this connexion I should like also to quote the words of the former 
Secretary of State of the United States, Mr. Rusk, who stated in one of his 
articles that:

Several hundred nuclear missiles aimed at "military" targets with 
their accompanying cones of deadly fallout and the fatal pollution 
of the earth's atmosphere cannot be distinguished from an all-out nu
clear strike except by playing with words unrelated to the real world. 
I have had enough experience with real crises to know that those 
carrying final responsibility are not going to confine themselves to 
scripts written in advance by think-tanks.

Obviously it would be difficult to question the opinion of those who by 
virtue of their past duties know full well what lies behind this kind of doc
trine.

As the report of the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute 
(SIPRI) notes, in 1981 the military and technological requirements for car
rying out a limited nuclear war are practically identical to those which 
would have to be met in order to deliver a pre-emptive first strike. Thus, if 
we strip off the verbal camouflage from the new American strategy—and I 
am referring to the announcements about the need to "restrain Moscow", 
to maintain the military and strategic balance and so forth—then it 
becomes clear that that strategy is a specific programme for preparing a 
qualitatively new material foundation for a preventive nuclear war in 
which the main thrust would be placed on battle-readiness and even the 
capacity of emerging victorious.
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In our time, unless we deliberately close our eyes to the realities of the 
present-day world, it must be abundantly clear that an increase in the ac
cumulation of nuclear devices can in no way help to preserve a peaceful at
mosphere and to prevent war. Doctrines and similar concepts of 
"restraint", '"deterence" and any varieties of these are simply capable—and 
this is perfectly obvious, as we have seen—of whipping up the arms race 
and of putting off indefinitely, if not completely blocking, any possibility 
of solving the most urgent and timely problems of the limitation of nuclear 
weapons and achieving nuclear disarmament.

In our view, the thirty-sixth session of the General Assembly should 
unambiguously condenm as contradictory to the wish to preserve peace 
and to prevent any progress in the arms race any varieties or models of the 
concept of '"deterence" and the doctrine of 'limited nuclear war" and 
loudly proclaim that not stockpiling nuclear arsenals but rather undertak
ing constructive negotiations to put an end to the production of nuclear 
weapons and talks on the gradual reduction of their stockpiles until they 
are completely eliminated is the rational way to ensure security and to 
remove the threat of thermonuclear conflict.

As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, it has always been and remains 
a staimch opponent of any doctrines and concepts which lead to a nuclear 
arms race.

In this connexion we have to describe the statement made by the United 
States representative on 27 October  ̂as an attempt to denigrate, clumsily 
and in an undignified way, the military doctrines of the Soviet Union. In
stead of reasonings and suppositions based on quotations taken com
pletely out of context, he should have paid rather closer attention to the 
official statements of the Soviet leaders.

The present military doctrine of the Soviet Union has been formulated 
at the highest political and military level of our State and has been done so 
with sufficient clarity and lack of ambiguity. It also contains a reply to the 
question of whether it is possible to achieve victory in nuclear war.

In this Committee we have already had occasion to quote the statement 
made by the Chairman of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the 
Soviet Union, the Chairman of the Council of Defence of the Soviet Union, 
Mr. Brezhnev, to the effect that "to attempt to beat each other in the arms 
race, to count on victory in a nuclear war, is dangerous folly".*

I shall also quote further words. The Minister of Defence of the Soviet 
Union, Marshal of the Soviet Union Ustinov said:

The essence of Soviet military doctrine is aimed, on the basis of the 
principles of Leninist foreign policy of peace and international secur
ity, at protecting the Soviet Union and other socialist countries and 
at preventing aggression. Soviet military doctrine finds alien to it any 
preventive or predatory wars of any kind or size and also the concept 
of any pre-emptive nuclear strike.

* bupra.
» A /C .1/36/P V .9 , pp. 23-25.
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That quotation states clearly and unambiguously what our doctrine is; 
there is no other doctrine.

Here the American representative tries to alarm representatives by 
quoting figures relating to a fictitious Soviet threat and to convince us that 
the Soviet Union apparently, as he suggested, traditionally tends to 
gravitate to arming itself. All of those figures are apparently taken out of 
thin air and are completely divorced from the realities of international life 
in the post-war period. They completely disregard the Americans' tremen
dous military potential, which is aimed from all directions at the Soviet 
Union and its allies. Those figures are obviously aimed at concealing the 
fact that the arms race is deeply rooted in American soil and that the 
Soviet Union has not been responsible for its recent spiralling.

If facts are necessary, by all means let us have them. After all, it is a 
historically acknowledged fact that it was the United States and no one 
else that unleashed rivalry in massive strike weapons in 1945, when it was 
the first not only to create but to use atomic weapons. The Soviet Union 
was obliged to respond by creating its own atomic bomb, four years after 
its proposal to prohibit the military use of atomic energy had been 
rejected.

The first thermonuclear explosion was caused by the United States in 
1952. A year later the Soviet Union was obliged to create its own thermo
nuclear weapon.

The United States was the first to manufacture atomic submarines with 
ballistic missiles on board. Four years later the Soviet Union introduced 
similar submarines into its fleet. In 1970 the United States equipped its in
tercontinental missiles with multiple warheads. The Soviet Union was 
obliged to develop its own similar system in response a few years later.

There is an even more recent example. A short time ago our country 
proposed that we prohibit the creation of the Trident naval ballistic 
system by the United States and the analogous system in the Soviet Union. 
That proposal was not accepted. As a result, a new American submarine, 
the ''Ohio", has been manufactured to carry Trident I missiles, and in the 
Soviet Union a similar system called Typhoon has been set up.

The same is true of the European continent. If there had been no 
American forward-based weapons in Europe and no medium-range 
nuclear missiles of other NATO countries, the Soviet Union would never 
have seen any need to create its own means of counterbalancing those 
missiles.

Those examples clearly show that it was the United States that started 
the nuclear arms race. The Soviet Union was in turn obliged to create its 
own military potential in order to ensure its own security and that of its 
friends. The Soviet Union has never allowed anyone to establish any 
military superiority over it, and I can assure the Committee that it will not 
permit that in the future either.

However, it is not the growing arms race but the process of reducing 
arms and reducing military confrontation that is our policy. In 1978 the 
Soviet Union put forward a proposal on the cessation of the manufacture 
of all forms of nuclear weapons and the gradual reduction of stockpiles of
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them until their complete elimination. A document to that effect was sub
mitted by the Soviet Union, together with the other members of the group 
of socialist countries, in the Committee on Disarmament/ That initiative 
was intended to make talks on nuclear disarmament completely com
prehensive, because the final purpose of the talks is to do away with 
nuclear weapons. We see that that approach is necessary if we bear in 
mind that the intention is completely to eliminate nuclear weapons.

At the same time, we did not preclude the possibility of the talks encom
passing other issues which would result in a genuine reduction or prohibi
tion of any forms of nuclear weapons and means of their delivery, on a 
mutually agreed basis—for example, the production of fissionable 
materials intended for weapons use, missile launching vehicles and other 
such matters.

The subject of such nuclear disarmament talks would naturally require 
additional agreement. As for the number of participants, the Soviet 
delegation re-emphasizes that the task of completely eliminating all 
nuclear weapons urgently requires the participation in talks on the matter 
of all nuclear States: the United Kingdom, China, the Soviet Union, the 
United States and France. Otherwise, we should have an extremely bizarre 
situation, with some nuclear Powers negotiating on the restriction and 
reduction of their arsenals while others are moving towards increasing 
their stockpiles of nuclear weapons. Therefore, the statement by the 
Chinese delegation to the effect that the only way to reduce and remove 
the threat of nuclear war is to put an end to the nuclear arms race between 
the two super-Powers is obviously intended merely to circumvent any 
serious discussion of this matter and to attempt to justify blocking the tak
ing of any substantive and comprehensive decision on it.

When making their proposal, the socialist countries held, as they hold 
today, that the task of eliminating nuclear weapons cannot be accom
plished overnight. Its accomplishment will necessarily involve a number 
of stages. Measures for nuclear disarmament should be implemented 
gradually, according to a predetermined order or in parallel, according to 
a timetable which would be subject to agreement and which would need to 
be backed up by political and international legal guarantees of State 
security.

However, each individual step should be organically part and parcel of 
an over-all programme of nuclear disarmament which would guarantee 
the necessary comprehensive approach to solving the problems of 
eliminating nuclear weapons. One should proceed from each step to the 
next only if all the components of the previous stage have been dealt with. 
Such an approach is in accordance with the recommendations of the first 
special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament. 
Paragraph 50 of the Final Document of that session (A /S-10/4) states that 
the achievement of nuclear disarmament should include agreement on:

‘ Probably the paper submitted Feb. 1, 1979, printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1979,
pp. 40-41.
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A comprehensive, phased programme with agreed time-frames, 
whenever feasible, for progressive and balanced reduction of stock
piles of nuclear weapons and their means of delivery, leading to their 
ultimate and complete elimination at the earliest possible tim e/

The various stages of nuclear disarmament may differ from each other 
not only according to the actual steps carried out but also according to the 
degree of involvement of individual nuclear steps in the proposed steps, 
that is, differ according to the actual range or scope of the measures 
undertaken.

In order constantly to reduce the level of nuclear arms and, at the same 
time, to keep inviolate the existing balance in the field of nuclear potential, 
account must be taken of the qualitative and quantitative significance of 
existing arsenals which belong to States possessing nuclear weapons and 
other States involved. Such an approach will guarantee the desired degree 
of balance in those steps taken to eliminate nuclear weapons. Undoubtedly 
an important requirement here is strict observance of the principle of not 
in any way damaging the security of States. That approach makes it poss
ible to take due account of the differences in the nuclear potentials of in
dividual States and also provides the necessary basis for talks among all 
nuclear States on this matter, provided, of course, that they have the 
political will to do so.

As was previously said in a statement made by the Soviet delegation in 
our Committee, the Soviet Union would be prepared as an initial step to 
proceed to discussions—for example, in the Committee on Disarma
ment—on the possible stages for nuclear disarmament and their approx
imate content, particularly the content of the first stage.® In our view, 
among those steps which would comprise the first stage it would be 
desirable to consider the question of putting an end to the designing and 
deployment of new forms and systems of nuclear weapons. We believe 
that such an approach could help to start a constructive discussion of the 
entire complex range of issues pertaining to nuclear disarmament. It would 
make it possible to increase international efforts devoted to solving that 
task. We would venture to hope that it is precisely that course, rather than 
attempts to distract the international community from the paramount 
tasks of the present day, which will win support during the present session 
of the General Assembly.

In his statement on 27 October the representative of the United States 
made an emotional appeal to us all to display a spirit of realism. We have 
nothing against that approach. Unfortunately, however, the spirit of 
realism as interpreted by the Americans took the form, at least in this ses
sion, of simply rejecting out of hand any proposals made by the Soviet 
Union solely because they emanated from our country. That spirit of 
realism, as shown by the statements of the United States representatives in 
our Committee, also takes the form of resisting any other concrete pro
posals that talks should be started on the elimination of nuclear weapons

 ̂ Ibid., 1978, pp. 420-421.
• Probably Oct. 23, 1981; A /C .1/36/P V .9, pp. 33-35.
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both on a bilateral and multilateral basis. Thus, obviously also in a spirit 
of realism, the United States blocked the idea of establishing two woi"king 
groups in the Committee on Disarmament, one on the question of nuclear 
disarmament and the other on the prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests.

We interpret a spirit of realism to mean something different. Realism, as 
we construe it, is first and foremost the taking of measures which are con
sonant with the demands which have been expressed by millions and 
millions of people throughout the world. One would indeed have to be 
deaf and blind not to be able to hear and see the giant wave of protest 
which has arisen against the nuclear arms race and the danger of a nuclear 
catastrophe, a wave which has swept through all continents, particularly 
the European continent. The peoples of the world are demanding that an 
end be put to confrontation and that negotiations be started. Thus, realism 
is essentially the holding of a constructive dialogue on the entire range of 
vital questions relating to restricting the arms race and bringing about 
disarmament and, of course, first and foremost disarmament in the 
nuclear field.

In putting forward specific proposals that talks be started to limit 
nuclear weapons, we do not in any way claim that we are the possessors of 
the absolute truth. We are putting forward those proposals precisely for 
them to be discussed. Realism, as we understand it, is a readiness to tackle 
the present-day problems whole-heartedly and substantively. We are con
vinced that only such a spirit of realism can in fact help to further the 
cause of disarmament and remove the threat of a nuclear catastrophe.

Statement by the Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
State for Oceans and International Environmental and 
Scientific Affairs (Marshall) Before a Subcommittee of the 
House Committee on Foreign Affairs: U.S. Nuclear Fuel 
Retransfer Policy Toward Japan, October 29, 1981 '

Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, it is indeed a great 
pleasure for me to testify before you today concerning the recently agreed- 
upon subsequent arrangement with the Japanese Government concerning 
the operation of the pilot-scale reprocessing facility at Tokai-Mura. I am 
confident that these hearings will clearly demonstrate that this is a good 
agreement which satisfies United States and Japanese interests in an effec
tive and appropriate manner.

In your letter of invitation you raised several questions concerning the 
agreement. I hope that my statement and that of the other executive 
branch witness, Mr. Bengelsdorf, will satisfactorily address the points you 
raised.

’ U. S. Nuclear Fuel Retransfer Policy: Requests by Japan and Switzerland: Hearings Before 
the Subcommittee on International Economic Policy and Trade . . Oct. 29 and Nov. 4, 
1981, pp. 2-6.
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I would like to do essentially three things in my statement: review the 
background and history of the Tokai-Mura situation, describe briefly the 
elements of the new arrangement, and provide some thoughts on the overall 
context of this arrangement.

BACKGROUND ON TOKAI-MURA

As you know, Japan, with full U.S. knowledge, decided a number of 
years ago to construct a pilot-scale reprocessing facility at Tokai-Mura. 
However, before completion of the plant, U.S. views concerning 
reprocessing underwent a significant change. In 1977, when the plant had 
been completed, the United States was launching an across-the-board ef
fort to discourage reprocessing worldwide. Japan at that time was seeking 
U.S. consent under our agreement for co-operation to reprocess U.S.-origin 
fuel in the facility.

The differences between U.S. policy and Japanese program direction pro
duced a sharp disagreement which imposed a severe strain on United 
States-Japan relations. At one point during that time, the then Prime 
Minister of Japan described the Tokai-Mura issue as the most disturbing 
element in United States-Japan relations. Ultimately a compromise was 
achieved in September 1977. Under its terms, the Japanese were permitted 
to operate the plant for a 2-year period and to reprocess 99 tonnes of spent 
fuel.*

This agreement has subsequently been extended and modified four 
times, including the granting of permission to reprocess a further 50 
tonnes, for a total of 149 tonnes, in January of this year. Under the cur
rently applicable extension, the plant may operate only through October 
31.

PRESENT NEGOTIATIONS

The President in July announced that the United States would not seek 
to inhibit reprocessing in countries with large nuclear power programs 
where it does not create a proliferation risk. The negotiation of the ar
rangement under consideration today took place with this new policy in 
mind. As a result, we have now negotiated a new arrangement with the 
Japanese which we expect to conclude on Friday.

It will permit Japan to operate the Tokai facility through the end of 1984 
and to reprocess U.S.-origin spent fuel up to the design capacity of the 
plant, which is 210 tonnes per annum. However, based on past experience, 
we anticipate that actual amounts reprocessed will fall far below this 
capacity.

In response to one of your questions, let me emphasize that both the 
terms of the arrangement itself and the entire history of these negotiations 
make it clear that the subsequent arrangement we are discussing does not 
extend beyond December 31, 1984. Japan could not continue to reprocess 
U.S.-origin spent fuel after that date unless a further arrangement is con-

* For the agreement, see Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 560-563.
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eluded. As the agreements also reflect, it is our intention to conclude a 
longer term arrangement for operation of the Tokai-Mura reprocessing 
facility during the period between now and the end of 1984.

The arrangement is contained in several documents.®
First, there is a joint communique which records various understandings 

which underlie the other major instrument, the joint determination. The 
communique points, for example, to Japan's impeccable nonproliferation 
credentials and to the special efforts Japan has made to develop new 
safeguards instrumentation and techniques applicable to reprocessing 
plants. The Tokai-Mura facility has been used to accomplish this effort.

The communique notes Japan's intention to continue to work with the 
IAEA and the United States to further improve those safeguards tech
niques and to apply them at Tokai. The communique records Japan's inten
tion to use the plutonium separated at the Tokai facility in its fast breeder 
and advanced reactor research and development programs.

In response to your second question, Japan could not use this plutonium 
for any other purpose without first consulting with the United States. This 
point has been made explicitly to them. Of course at all times the material 
must remain subject to the controls of the agreement for cooperation.

The communique reaffirms the continued deep commitment of both 
parties to nuclear nonproliferation. As noted earlier, it is consistent with 
the President's policy declaration on peaceful nuclear cooperation and 
nonproliferation of last July which states that the United States would not 
"inhibit or set back civil reprocessing and breeder reactor development 
abroad in nations with advanced nuclear power programs where it does 
not constitute a proliferation risk." Japan clearly meets these standards.

The present arrangement acknowledges, but does not give an approval 
for, Japanese plans to proceed with a commercial-scale reprocessing plant. 
In this regard, Japan will exchange views with us as plans for the new plant 
evolve. We expect them to design the facility to optimize the IAEA's abil
ity to apply s^eguards effectively.

The second document is the joint determination in which the two sides 
determine that safeguards may be effectively applied at the Tokai-Mura 
reprocessing facility for the period through the end of 1984. As the first 
paragraph of those documents records, this determination is made, bear
ing in mind the considerations contained in the communique. Thus, any 
material change in those considerations, such as the use of plutonium pro
duced at Tokai for other than the specified purposes, would call into ques
tion the continued validity of the joint determination.

In addition to the joint determination and the joint communique, the 
Japanese will be providing us with a letter which spells out in some detail 
the types of measures they intend to take to improve the effectiveness and 
efficiency of safeguards at Tokai-Mura. For our part, we will provide the 
Japanese with a letter acknowledging these efforts and confirming our 
willingness to continue to work with Japan and the IAEA in improving

* TIAS 10294, tor the joint communique and the joint determination.
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safeguards, both generally and as they apply specifically to the Tokai 
reprocessing plant.

Your letter of invitation to the Department raised two additional ques
tions that I would like to address.

APPROVAL DOES NOT APPLY TO FUTURE COMMERCIAL PLANTS

First, this approval does not constitute any determination as to whether 
safeguards can be effectively applied to the planned Japanese commercial- 
scale reprocessing plant. That plant has not been designed yet, and will 
probably not be ready to begin operation before sometime in the 1990's. 
Separate approval will be required before any U.S.-origin material could 
be reprocessed in that plant. Moreover, Japan has agreed to consult with 
us as the design effort progresses, giving us the opportunity to make sug
gestions to enhance the safeguardability of the plant.

SWISS MB-10 APPROVAL

The committee also asked if the administration plans to use the leverage 
provided in granting reprocessing and retransfer requests to encourage 
countries to cooperate with our nonproliferation goals and specifically 
asked about the recent MB-10 approvals granted to the Swiss 
Government.

First of all, let me say that Japan's record on nonproliferation coopera
tion is outstanding. Now, while the United States may possess some 
leverage in exercising its consent rights, it is easy to overstate its impor
tance. In the first place, such leverage is confined to the case of perhaps 
only one supplier nation.

We do not at this time have consent rights over reprocessing of 
U.S.-origin material supplied to any Euratom countries which, of course, 
include the major nuclear component and technology suppliers in the free 
world other than ourselves. We are continuing to seek to obtain such con
sent rights from Euratom. I should note that the manner in which we exer
cise U.S. consent rights has an impact on our efforts to secure them in 
other instances.

The supplier nations with whom we trade in nuclear commerce include 
our most valued friends and allies in the world. They fully share our con
cern about nuclear proliferation. They may, however, take somewhat dif
ferent approaches to the same end. Using the leverage provided by 
retransfer consent rights on a case-by-case basis to coerce nations into 
meeting our nonproliferation conditions will rarely be effective. As to the 
specific Swiss requests you cite, we have been consulting with the Swiss 
Government regarding export problems, and we are generally pleased 
with recent actions of Swiss authorities on nonproliferation matters.

But with all of that said, let me add that nations which wish U.S. con
sent for reprocessing or retransfer requests are obviously acutely aware of 
the requirement to secure U.S. agreement. One must assume that this fac
tor enters into their deliberations when considering U.S. nonproliferation 
requests.
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JAPAN'S CREDENTL\LS

Returning to Tokai-Mura, let me add a few points.
I think it crucial to bear in mind that Japan has outstanding non

proliferation credentials. Its constitution precludes its acquisition of 
nuclear weapons. Moreover, they have always displayed great sensitivity 
to nonproliferation questions and have been quite responsive upon those 
occasions when we have sought their assistance in export control matters.

We recognize the committee's concern about the effectiveness of 
safeguards at the Tokai-Mura facility. We fully share that concern. 
Safeguarding reprocessing plants is not an easy task. However, a number 
of reprocessing plants are currently operational in the world and more 
may come into operation in the future.

It is vitally important that effective and efficient means of safeguarding 
such facilities be developed and put into use by the IAEA. Thus, it is for
tunate that Japan has operated the Tokai facility as essentially a test bed or 
laboratory for developing more effective and efficient techniques that may 
be applied in safeguarding reprocessing plants. Moreover, this test bed is 
operated by a nation which has excellent nonproliferation credentials. 
However, the fact that we recognize that the safeguards at Tokai-Mura 
and elsewhere require continued improvement is clearly reflected in the ar
rangements you have before you.

The rather lengthy letter Japan will be providing to us detailing some of 
the steps they will be taking to improve safeguards at Tokai highlights our 
shared concern for continuing effort to improve safeguards at that facility.

Finally, let me say a few words about the political background to this 
arrangement. As I pointed out, in 1977 United States-Japanese relations 
were strained over the Tokai-Mura issue. The Japanese pointed out that 
the United States had known of their plans to proceed with the Tokai facil
ity well in advance. Moreover, the United States was their principal 
nuclear supplier because of their confidence in us, notably that we would 
act as a reliable nuclear supplier. Yet we sought to use the leverage pro
vided by the joint determination requirement in ways they felt were in
jurious to Japan's energy needs.

They also pointed out with some irritation that we did not have similar 
arrangements with our major European allies and they contended that 
Japan was being singled out and discriminated against.

In the present situation, both sides recognized that a repetition of the 
1977 confrontation would be very undesirable. However, failure to reach 
and sign an agreement by October 31 would have forced Japan to shut 
down the Tokai-Mura facility, with politically damaging consequences. 
Although the arrangement we reached is short of what Japan initially 
sought, we were able to reach an amicable settlement with a nation which 
is of vital importance to us.

In conclusion, I would like to say that we believe the outcome achieved 
is a good one. Both U.S. nonproliferation interests and Japan's legitimate 
energy concerns are well-served by it.
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Statement by the U.S. Representative (Kampelman) to the 
Madrid Conference of the Final Act of the Conference on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe: Warsaw Pact Military 
Exercises [Extract], October 30, 1981 '

It was our hope that the convening of this review meeting a year ago 
would produce evidence of a greater commitment to the Helsinki Final 
Act.* We looked for some sign of good faith in complying with its provi
sions, some glimmer of respect for the Madrid meeting. Instead, we have 
found defiance—85,000 Soviet troops remain in Afghanistan where they 
do not belong and where they have caused untold suffering to people who 
desire nothing more than to live in peace in their own land. We find grow
ing intimidation of Helsinki monitors and other human rights advocates, 
with new arrests and imprisonments taking place during the very period 
that we are in session. And this summer, Mr. Chairman, there was failure 
to comply with the Final Act in yet another area, that of military security. 
We can find no reasonable explanation for this failure, during a crucial 
phase of our Madrid negotiations while we're discussing a conference to 
deal with confidence-building measures (CBMs). We fear it may be an irir 
tent to demonstrate, in this area too, further disdain for the Act.

What we see is disdain for the individual, disdain for other states, and 
disdain for the Helsinki process.

And now about the military events of this summer. On August 14, the 
Soviet Union notified the participating states that it would hold a military 
maneuver between September 4 and 12 in the Byelorussian and Baltic 
military districts and in the Baltic Sea. The Final Act specifies that notifica
tion of major military maneuvers 'will contain information of the designa
tion" of such exercises. The Soviet notification gave none. We had to leam  
from press reports that its name was ZAP AD-81. The Final Act specifies 
that notifications will provide information on the "numerical strength of 
the forces engaged." The Soviet notification provided none. We had to 
learn from their press that "approximately 100,000" were engaged, after 
an initial press report that the numbers were "extremely limited." And this 
in spite of the provisions for the Act that notification should take place 
"through usual diplomatic channels." It is significant that in response to 
representations requesting the missing information, we were told that the 
provisions of the Act on notification of major maneuvers were, after all, 
only "guidelines," not requirements!

The maneuver notification, such as it was, was also unduly vague and 
unrevealing, not at all consistent with the very purpose of the CBM con
cept, which is to build mutual confidence among states. Rather than build

’ Dept, of State, Selected Documents No. 20, "Madrid CSCE Negotiations," pp. 31-33.
* The Final Act may be found in Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 1, 1975, pp. 323 ff. 

The arms control portions are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304-308.
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confidence, the apparent Soviet disdain for the notification requirement 
generated suspicion and mistrust. What we have seen in the ZAP AD-81 
maneuver notification is a sham. It leads us to strengthen our resolve that 
if we are, as we wish, to go forward with a conference on CBMs, the 
French proposal, which insists on firm and unambiguous criteria, must be 
its framework. We see no room, in the light of this year s experience, for 
voluntarism and vagueness in implementation.

Let me go on. Earlier this year, the Warsaw Pact engaged in another 
massive military exercise, SOYUZ-81. We previously referred to this 
military event as one which, in our view, had as one of its purposes the in
timidation of a neighboring state in violation of the Helsinki Final Act. It is 
appropriate now for us to look at it within the standards of the CBM 
requirements.

During our most recent recess I took the occasion to review texts of 
radio broadcasts describing the exercise, heard over the state-owned 
facilities of Warsaw Pact countries. What stands out in bold relief is that 
SOYUZ-81 was a major Warsaw Pact military exercise which lasted from 
March 17 to April 7, 1981.

Why were those maneuvers not announced under the CBM re
quirements? Two reasons were given: The first was that it was a routine 
"command/staff exercise"; and the-other, that the maneuvers did not in
volve more than 25,000 troops. Let us see what we have learned from of
ficial radio reports emanating from the very countries which participated in 
the exercise:

1. On March 21 the Polish press agency, PAP, explained that joint exer
cises of Polish, Soviet, Czechoslovakian, and G.D.R. troops would con
tinue on Polish territory "to test the attained level of training of each of the 
four armies as well as cooperation between them." That same day, the 
Warsaw Domestic Radio Service broadcast the voice of a comifiander in 
the field referring to reservists in action, an entire regiment in military 
operation, and helicopter activities.

2. That same radio service on March 22 and March 23 reported an am
phibious exercise involving the Soviet Baltic Fleet, and the live firing of 
rocket artillery followed by paratroopers jumping from 'successive waves 
of planes." A correspondent reports: "I witnessed a head-on clash between 
selected subunits from various tactical groups. . . . The seizure of a line 
suitable for the launching of an attack was assisted by a helicopter landing 
and air support. A similar helicopter landing was, of course, employed by 
the enemy. Today has been a busy day. At the moment I am at the rocket 
artillery firing post. I am waiting for the firing of the rocket . . . .  We can 
now hear the siren; the firing command is given . . . ." There was a 
reference to "many complex operations," on land, sea, and in the air, with 
Polish soldiers cooperating with units of the Soviet army in evacuating 
casualties from the battlefield.

3. On March 23, a correspondent from the Silesian military district is 
heard to say: "At this moment we are being approached from above the 
forest over there by transport helicopters, screened by assault
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helicopters. . . .  A moment ago we saw the gunship helicopter. . . . We 
have here a regular battlefield with shots being fired. . . an enemy and 
our troops." The same service reported that pontoon bridge-building units 
were operative.

4. On March 24, the voice of the G.D.R. domestic service referred to 
'mass air, land, and naval attacks by the assumed enemy."

5. On March 27 the East German international service reported the 
presence of motorized tank troops, artillery, signal units, engineers. That 
same news service, the next day, referred to motorized riflemen and gun
ners. Interesting also was a reference on the following day to the fact that 
many of the troops participating '^returned to their garrisons and were 
replaced by new units."

6. On March 29 the G.D.R. international service referred to 
'maneuvers . . . annihilating an assumed enemy," amphibious landings, 
the throwing of grenades, the firing of machine guns and antitank rifles, 
motorized infantry, tank and artillery soldiers, reservists, antisubmarine 
warfare, MIG aircraft, rockets, minesweepers, motor torpedo boats, 
reconnaissance troops—all were involved in what was described as "the 
concluding high point of the first half" of the 1980-81 training year.

7. On April 2, from G.D.R. international service: "On Thursday, 
the 'enemy' again tried to land troops on the coast. Fighter planes were 
ordered to foil the plan together with units of the ground forces and the 
People's Navy. . . . One after the other the MIGs dashed over the waves 
of the Baltic. A  brief flash under the wings and . . . the unguided rockets 
explode with a muffled roar in the target area. Swoop follows 
swoop. . . ."A  colonel then declares: "the operations during SOYUZ-81 
confirm that the pilots, technicians, mechanics, and other experts of the 
supporting staff are able under all circumstances to carry out their 
tasks. . . . "  This theme was expanded on April 5 with a reference to "the 
high level of combat readiness of the allied armies," while on April 3, a 
G.D.R. army general asserts that SOYUZ-81 "had a high political value" 
as well.

Mr. Chairman, I could go on with pages and pages of these broadcasts. 
We have the texts of more than 50 of them. But I have said enough to 
describe the extent, seriousness, and wide-ranging activity of the 
SOYUZ-81. Furthermore, many of us here saw on our television screens 
the pictures of large-scale troop movements and amphibious landings. Are 
we to believe that this was "a routine command/Staff exercise"? On 
March 24 there was a report that napalm was used. Against whom? The 
staff against their commanders?

The facts also seem quite clear as to the large numbers of troops used in 
these exercises. There can be no other conclusion from the Eastern 
broadcasts:

• Four armies were involved;
• Concurrent activities took place in three different military districts in 

Poland;
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• At least two amphibious landings were carried out, each involving 
waves of troops from three countries;

• There was at least a partial mobilization of reservists in both Poland 
and the G.D.R.;

• Airborne landings were practiced, as was antisubmarine warfare;
• Virtually every branch of the ground forces of the G.D.R. and Poland 

were exercised at the unit or subunit level;
• Infantry combat vehicles and tanks and personnel were used "in battle 

combat," frequently with the use of live ammunition and rockets;
• Soviet naval aviation, Polish tactical aviation, and East German air 

force units participated; and
• Casualties were evacuated and other rear service functions were 

exercised.

Mr. Chairman, it is clear that there is something wrong with a system 
under which military activities such as the kind I have described are either 
not reported or not required to be reported by technical definitions.

Furthermore, we find questionable articles in the Soviet press about 
CBM practice. A September 10 TASS article praises CBMs and asserts that 
the CSCE participating states in Madrid not only provide advance 
notification but also ' mvite . . . observers from other countries." The 
dear and erroneous message is that the Soviet Union engages in this 
confidence-building practice. But were observers from Western or neutral 
or nonaligned states invited by the Soviets to ZAP AD-81? They were not. 
In fact, the Soviet Union has invited observers to less than half of the 
major maneuvers it has announced since the Final Act was signed.

The threat or possible use of military force in a surprise military attack 
in Europe is of direct concern to all of us. Our role at Madrid is to help 
relieve that concern. Our goal is to diminish the danger that armed conflict 
might result from misunderstanding or misinterpretation of military ac
tivities. The record of ZAP AD-81 and SOYUZ-81 is not encouraging in that 
regard. We cannot accept a result which has most of us believing that 
notification provisions are requirements, while the Soviet Union dismisses 
them as mere guidelines. We cannot and should not accept a result under 
which a state can define the presence of 100,000 troops in the field as an "ex
tremely limited" number not worthy of proper disclosure in a notification. 
We cannot support a result where widespread and intense combined-arms 
military activity involving all military branches and specialists, during a 
period of pblitical tension, falls through the cracks of a CBM system because 
it can be billed as a "command and staff exercise." It is a charade to accept a 
result where the states participating in a CBM regime have no negotiated 
means to help verify the nature of military activities by other states about 
which they are concerned. We cannot accept a result where one power, the 
largest military power on the continent, engaged in the largest military 
buildup in the history of the world, benefits from an exemption that ex
cludes most of its European territory.
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Mr. Chairman, the United States and its friends earnestly desire here in 
Madrid to provide for a serious security conference, based on firm criteria, 
designed to achieve a more secure and militarily stable Europe. We wish to 
begin the process of devising new and effective confidence and security- 
building measures. We are determined to do what we can to achieve that 
objective. We intend to use our energies between now and mid-December 
to help achieve that goal as part of a necessary balanced result.

In July, our delegation presented to this conference an initiative de
signed to achieve that end. We hope that those who could not then accept 
the proposal can perhaps now do so. The proposal does not in any way 
threaten or weaken the integrity or the security of the national interest of 
any participating state here. It serves the interests of all of us.

Our goal in Madrid has been to strengthen the CSCE process and 
thereby meet the aspirations of all of us for security and cooperation and 
peace in Europe. That is why we continue to assert our unconditional will
ingness to agree now to meet again in a third review meeting to take place 
in 2 or 3 years after the conclusion of the Madrid meeting. We do not want 
the Helsinki process to be held hostage by us or any state. We again invite 
a positive response to that offer from the Soviet Union.

We want an agreement. And we can get an agreement. Agreement, 
however, requires mutuality, consent. It requires a commitment to the 
Helsinki Final Act and a good faith effort toward its observance. We have 
yet to see that. We hope that it will be forthcoming.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) to the 
First Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Verification 
of Disarmament Agreements [Extract], October 30, 1981'

• • • • • • •

With regard to the question of negotiations, I should like to touch on 
another matter as well. The entire history of international relations in the 
post-war period has shown that the best-beloved way of the opponents of 
disarmament talks to subvert those talks has been artificially to inflate the 
problem of verification. They have tried to divorce the examination of this 
question from the examination fo disarmament measures, and have even 
tried to hold separate negotiations on verification. To our mind, that ap
proach means only one thing: the replacement of efforts to curb the arms 
race with pointless talks. It is no accident that now the person who has cut 
off disarmament talks is precisely the one who has not permitted the 
establishment of working groups in the Committee on Disarmament and is 
at the same time threatening to give priority to abstract discussions on the 
problems of verification.

' A /C .1/36/P V .19, pp. 72-76.
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During the general debate in the First Committee, the problem of 
verification has been touched on by many delegations, and I should like 
briefly to speak to this subject.

The approaches of principle to the solution of the problem of verifica
tion have been enshrined in the Final Document of the first special session 
of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament. We agree with the pro
visions of the Final Document and consider them to be important and 
strictly balanced. Attempts to circumvent or revise those provisions will 
hardly promote a solution of the problems of control, which are already 
complicated, and will certainly not promote progress in the field of arms 
limitation and disarmament.

As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, it is no less interested than other 
States parties to the agreements on disarmament in seeing the provisions 
of all those agreements fulfilled unswervingly by all. To that end, during 
the negotiations we have been consistently calling for the elaboration of 
such methods of verification which, giving due account to character, 
scope and specific nature of the concrete disarmament measures that have 
been discussed, would reassure States that all provisions of the Final 
Document are being implemented.

In our approach to the problem of verification, we take as a basis the 
following fundamental principles: first, there can be no verification 
without disarmament. Verification should proceed from a clear-cut agree
ment on measures on arms limitation and disarmament. Secondly, the 
scope and form of the verification should be commensurate with the scope 
and form of the concrete obligations established by the various agreements 
on arms limitation and disarmament. Thirdly, implementation of verifica
tion should in no way infringe the sovereign rights of States or allow in
terference in their internal affairs. Therefore, international forms of 
verification are limited. Fourthly, a detailed all-round elaboration of 
verification provisions is possible only after agreement has been reached 
on the scope of the ban.

We believe that States will become parties to a convention not in order 
to violate, but in order strictly to abide by the obligations they assume 
thereby. Therefore, verification should not be devised according to the 
principle of complete distrust among States. They should not be turned 
into global suspicion, and should not be used for a hostile, slanderous 
campaign by one State against another. They should not serve as a means 
of complicating international relations. Provisions relating to verification 
can only be a link—albeit a very important link—in the chain of other 
measures which serve as guarantees that all parties are abiding by the 
convention.

We decisively object to the elaboration of control measures divorced 
from the practical content of any specific measure having to do with the 
limitation of armaments or disarmament, its character and significance in 
the broader context of disarmament, divorced from the fact of the possible 
existence of other international norms or agreements which guarantee 
compliance with such a measure and not taking into account the sensible 
balance between the danger of non-observance of this measure and the
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negative consequences of undue interference in the peaceful activities of 
States and the discovery of commercial and technical secrets in various in
dustrial spheres. In other words, we are against making control absolute, 
making a fetish of control. We are against its being reduced ad absurdam. 
We are in favour of sensible, balanced control, no more, no less.

A realistic and honest approach to questions of control, taking due ac
count of the legitimate interests of all sides and complying with the prin
ciple of undiminished security, is the true path to the resolution of even the 
most complicated aspects of this problem. Our experience in disarmament 
talks tells us that when the participants adopt such an approach, 
strengthened by the political will to reach agreement, the elaboration of 
the control mechanism does not give rise to any insuperable difficulties. 
Thus, notwithstanding the difficulties connected with resolving com
plicated technical problems relating to control, it was, for example, poss
ible to conclude treaties between the USSR and the United States on 
limiting strategic weapons and on peaceful nuclear explosions which con
tain provisions concerning control.

The bilateral and multilateral treaties in force, which now number 
several dozen, provide the most varied methods of control: national 
means, international procedures, consultations, the establishment of con
sultative organs, various types of monitoring, including on-site monitor
ing, and so on. Our experience of these agreements reaffirms that these 
control mechanisms are effective instruments, and that is not our conclu
sion alone. These conclusions have been reached repeatedly by par
ticipants in various conferences which have examined the different treaties 
and conventions relating to the limitation of the arms race and 
disarmament.

Interview With President Brezhnev [Extract], 
November 2, 1981 '

Question: East-West relations have seriously complicated nowadays. 
How do you evaluate the situation in the world and, the destiny of 
detente, which seemed almost irreversible to many politicians?

Answer: There is no quiet in the world today. "Hot spots" are emerging in 
different parts of the world. The race of death-carrying weapons is continu
ing. New types of them are created, which are particularly dangerous 
because they, as experts say, lower the threshold of nuclear, i.e. make its 
outbreak more probable. Under these conditions the speculation of some

’ TASS in English, Nov. 2, 1981; FBIS Daily Report, Nov. 2, 1981, pp. G2-G11. The in
terview appeared initially in German in Der Spiegel, Nov. 2, 1981.
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strategists and politicians in the West on the admissibility of some 'limited" 
nuclear war and the possibility to win a victory in it looks particularly in
sidious.

Maybe somebody really hopes that it will be possible to confine nuclear 
war to the territory of Europe, and considers it to be an acceptable variant 
for himself. Needless to say that such a variant very little suits the Euro
peans. To them it would be death, a catastrophe, that would lead to the 
destruction of entire nations and their many centuries' old civilisation.

As a matter of fact, there can be in general no "limited" nuclear war. If a 
nuclear war breaks out, whether it be in Europe or in any other place, it 
would inevitably and unavoidably assume a world-wide character. Such is 
the logic of the war itself and the character of present-day armaments and 
international relations. One should clearly see and understand it.

So, those who possibily hope to set fire to the nuclear powder keg, while 
themselves sitting snug aside, should not entertain any illusions.

Recently your magazine published an interview with a scientist who is 
described as the "'father" of the American neutron bomb. He let fall a 
phrase: all people are monsters. His daughter, who was present then, 
asked: then are you a monster too? Yes I am, he answered, and added that 
war is in man's very nature. Here is a striking specimen of human-hating 
psychology of those who are today zealously whipping up the nuclear 
arms race.

In so doing, they are apparently bidding hope on lulling the vigilance of 
the Europeans, on getting them accustomed to assessing the same neutron 
weapon as a usual thing, a 'defence' means, in a word, something like a 
bayonet or a grenade. Meanwhile, things stand quite differently. Since, as 
experts say, several neutron charges will be enough to destroy every living 
thing in such a city, say, as Hamburg.

All this is unpleasant talk, but the truth concerning all should be pro
nounced loudly and straightforwardly. It should be said, before it is too 
late, while it is possible yet to prevent the calamity. It is no problem to 
create the neutron weapon. The real problem is a political and 
humanitarian one—how to prevent the emergence and use of such a 
weapon. Once the Europeans have succeeded in doing so, they can cope 
with it nowadays too.

It is claimed in some capitals of the NATO countries that the Soviet 
Union is allegedly responsible for the clouds gathering over the world. But 
if one rejects the propagandist chimeras and turns to facts, it will become 
clear that this is a malicious invention.

The Soviet Union does not threaten anybody, is not planning to attack 
anyone. Our military doctrine is of a defensive character. It rules out 
preventive wars and the 'first strike' concept. I can also say with all 
responsibility that the Soviet Union will under no circumstances use the 
nuclear weapon against the states which have renounced its production 
and acquisition and do not have it on their territory. We are ready to give 
contractual guarantees of it to any country without a single exception.

Our striving to prevent a nuclear holocaust has been convincingly ex
pressed at the current session of the UN General Assembly where the
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USSR has put forward a new important and constructive initiative.^ The 
main thing about it is to ensure that nobody should ever be the first to use 
the nuclear weapon. And if nobody is the first to use it, this, consequently, 
means that it will not be used at all.

As it came to the Soviet Union's stand on the issues of war and peace, let 
me remind you something else, [sentence as received] “

We, as is known, have signed with the United States and were ready to 
implement honestly the second treaty on the limitation of strategic offensive 
arms, SALT-II.^

We propose to reach agreement on ending not only all and every nuclear 
weapons tests, but also their further production in order to limit and then 
to liquidate their stocks in general.

We propose that the development and creation of any new types of 
mass destruction weapons be prohibited contractually.

We have put forward proposals on specific, weighed and fair measures 
for lessening tensions and eliminating seats of conflicts on vast expanses 
from central Europe to the Far East, including the Middle East, the Persian 
Gulf and Indian ocean zone.

Unfortunately, the leading powers of the West, above all, the NATO  
bloc, do not show so far a serious interest in talks on all of these questions 
that are vital to mankind and its peaceful future. Some people there are by 
far more willing to speak not on detente, but on confrontation; not on 
peaceful mutually beneficial cooperation, but on the use of trade to 
military-strategic ends; not on agreements on the basis of equality and 
equal security, but on diktat from the positions of military supremacy; not 
on the elimination by joint efforts of seats of conflicts, but on the creation 
of ever new military bases, on the build-up of their military presence in 
various parts of the world; not on curbing the arms race, but on 'rearma
ment'; not on a limitation or prohibition of some or other types of 
weapons, but on the creation of ever new, even more destructive means of 
mass annihilation of people.

This way, unfortunately, they not only speak, but also act in practice. 
You, certainly, understand that I have in mind, above all, the policy of the 
present U.S. administration, the way it was manifest both in statements by 
high-ranking statesmen of that country and, which is even more impor
tant, in their practical deeds.

All of it is actually an opposite to detente, blunt disregard for the striv
ing of all peoples for lasting peace. And it is, certainly, profoundly 
deplorable that the leaders of one of the world's biggest powers have 
deemed it possible to build their policy on such a basis.

As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, as I have repeatedly had occa
sion to say, we sincerely strive for normal relations with the USA based on 
mutual respect and consideration for each other's rights and interests. 
Moreover, we would like to have good, friendly relations with the USA in 
the name of strengthening peace on earth.

* Aug. 11, ante.
® Brackets in source text.
* Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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Soviet-American talks on the limitation of nuclear weapons in Europe 
lie ahead, I will later speak about it. And some time following which, as 
we hope, SALT talks will start. We will conduct both talks fairly and con
structively, striving for a fair agreement with due regard, of course, for the 
security interests of the Soviet people, its friends and allies.

President Reagan has recently expressed the readiness of the USA to 
discuss with the Soviet Union also other problems, which cause differences 
between the two countries. We welcome such readiness, as we have 
always considered talks to be the most appropriate method of resolving in
ternational problems. The main thing, of course, is that appropriate prac
tical deeds should be matched to correct words.

And it would be better to abandon dreams of ensuring military 
supremacy over the USSR. If necessary, the Soviet people will find oppor
tunities for making any additional efforts, for doing everything necessary 
to ensure their country's reliable defence. It is by far more sensible and 
realistic to speak of preserving the parity, which already exists, and, as ex
perience has shown, is quite a good basis for preserving peace.

Europe is, of course, called upon to play a special role in strengthening 
peace and deepening detente, at least because it is the most crowded and 
fragile of all of mankind's 'homes,' which would inevitably be a victim of 
nuclear conflagration. The final act of the Helsinki conference * is 
evidence of the fact that the European states realize the value of peace and 
danger of military threat. Is it not also seen from the spontaneous anti-war 
and anti-missile movement, which is unfolding nowadays in a number of 
NATO coujitries as an answer to the dangerous militaristic policy of that 
bloc's leaders?

But the point is not only the wave of popular protest against adven
turism. The Europeans make an inestimable contribution to strengthening 
peace by their day-to-day creative activity, by permanently broadening 
and strengthening fruitful peaceful ties between the peoples of the con
tinent—the economic, scientific-technical and cultural ties, contacts be
tween parliaments, public organizations and municipal bodies, etc. As in 
spite of the chilling minds and destructive calls, which come from the 
camp of the enemies of detente, the material structure of peaceful coopera
tion in Europe continues strengthening and enriching. One cannot but 
recall once again the words which Lenin said almost 60 years ago in con
nection with the relations between young Soviet Russia and the bourgeois 
states:

" . . .  We may argue, we may quarrel, we may disagree on specific 
combinations—it is highly probable that we shall have to 
disagree—this fundamental economic necessity will, nevertheless, 
after all is said and done, make a way for itself . . . regular trade 
relations between the Soviet Republic and all the capitalist countries 
in the world are certain to continue developing." (Lenin, Collected 
Works, English edition, vol. 33, page 265) Life has borne out and 
continues bearing out the wisdom of this pronouncement.

® Printed in Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 1, 1975, pp. 323 ff. The arms control por
tions may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304-308.
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As far as the role of the Federal Republic is concerned in the creation of 
this fabric of peaceful ties in Europe and the significance in this respect of 
relations between our two countries, I have already spoken about it.

Question: A  new stage in the arms race is imminent. The problem of 
medium-range nuclear weapons, both of Soviet and American ones, has 
become one of the most acute for Europe. Do you see an opportunity to 
halt such a development?

Answer: I have more than once had occasion to say: We feel that there 
is no such field of disarmament and no such type of weapon on which 
agreement could not be reached. The problem of medium-range nuclear 
means in Europe can also be resolved in the interests of all European na
tions. Can and must be. But it will be possible to do so only provided all 
sides treat the construction of lasting peace as a common task.

What does it mean in specific terms? Your magazine is called (in transla
tion) Mirror. And may this mirror reflect the real picture.

Let us recall first how the events, which in the long run brought about 
the present situation with nuclear weapons in Europe, were unfolding. 
Since the fifties the USA deployed in Europe and the seas washing it 
nuclear weapons for delivering strikes against vital centers of the USSR 
and its allies. These weapons began to be called "'forward-based means," 
and the doctrine of ''brinkmanship." Then, or a little later, nuclear 
weapons appeared in Western Europe also in some other NATO member- 
countries.

Imagine yourself in our position. Could we indifferently regard how 
they were besieging us on all sides with military bases, how increasing 
numbers of carriers of nuclear death, irrespective in what form—missiles 
from the sea or land, air bombs, etc. were targeted from various areas of 
Europe on Soviet cities and mills? The Soviet Union had to create means 
for its own defence, and not for threatening anyone, Europe least of all. It 
created and deployed them on its territory in numbers balancing the 
respective arms of those who declared themselves to be our potential 
enemies.

Neither then nor now have we considered nuclear confrontation, 
especially in Europe, to be the best solution. Many times the USSR pro
posed that at least a limit be put to rivalries in that field, but it has never 
come to real talks. Why? Neither in the sixties, nor in the seventies, the 
U.S. administrations wished that their medium-range systems, i.e., the so- 
called forward-based means, should also be a subject of talks and possible 
agreements should apply to them. In all evidence, the balance of medium- 
range nuclear forces which took shape suited the Americans then.

The subject of "Soviet menace" to Western Europe has been whipped up 
in Western propaganda in recent years, and reports began often to be 
published on "SS-20" missiles. We proposed in the autumn of 1979 that 
representatives of the USA and USSR should meet without delay to ex
amine the situation and reach agreement on a parity even at a lower level
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than has taken shape by that time. An answer to the Soviet initiative was 
NATO's '"twin-track" decision of December 1979 on '"rearmament." *

But let us see what is after all the balance of nuclear forces in Europe.
If among the medium-range means are included the main missile and 

aviation nuclear weapons of the NATO countries, which are capable of 
reaching targets on the Soviet Union's territory from the territory of the 
West European countries and the water basins washing Europe, with a 
range (radius) of action of 1,000 kilometers and more (but less, of course, 
than intercontinental range) and the respective Soviet arms of similar 
range stationed in the European part of the USSR, there is presently a 
rough balance as regards such weapons between NATO and the USSR in 
Europe. The NATO countries have here 986 of such carriers. Among them 
the USA has more than 700 (F-111, FB-111, F-4 aircraft, planes on board 
aircraft carriers on the seas and oceans washing Europe). On top of it, the 
British potential includes 64 ballistic missiles and 55 bombers. France has 
144 units (98 missiles and 46 bombers).

The Soviet Union has 975 units of similar weapons. The situation has 
not become different even after the USSR began replacing the "SS-4" and 
"SS-5" missiles, whose service life has expired, with the more advanced 
"SS-20." When deploying one new missile, we replace one or two old 
missiles and scrap the latter together with the launcher.

It is true that "SS-20" can carry three warheads. But their summary 
yield is less than that of one old warhead. Consequently, in the process of 
replacement of obsolete missiles, the total number of our carriers was 
decreasing, and simultaneously was reducing the aggregate yield of our 
medium-range nuclear potential.

But the NATO medium-range means are permanently perfected and in
creased. In Britain, for example, modernized ballistic missiles with six 
warheads (instead of three now) are installed in Polaris submarines. In 
France it is planned to replace ground- and sea-based missiles with a 
monoblock warhead with missiles with seven warheads. The number of 
French missile-carrying submarines also increases.

And this is at a time when as regards the number of nuclear charges fired 
against a target in one salvo, which is a highly essential indicator, NATO 
already now has a fifty percent advantage.

The above-cited data are a reflection of reality and clearly show how 
far-fetched is the clamour raised by NATO about the "intolerable 
superiority" of the USSR as regards the medium-range weapons and the 
"necessity of rearmament." To be frank, it is sooner the Soviet Union 
which should have raised the question of rearmament.

If another almost 600 new American missiles are additionally deployed 
in Western Europe, NATO will receive a fifty percent advantage as 
regards carriers, and almost a one hundred percent advantage as regards 
nuclear charges.

‘ For the decision, see ibid., 1979, pp. 814-816.
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Is not it clear that it would seriously upset the existing, considering all 
factors, rough balance, create a serious threat to the security of the USSR 
and its allies?

Remember how the United States reacted to a possibility of the deploy
ment two decades ago of several tens of Soviet missiles in Cuba at the re
quest of the Cuban Government. Washington clamoured [claimedl, 
clamored!] that mortal threat overhanged [sic] the United States.

And it is sought to convince us that U.S. forward-based nuclear means 
situated along the perimeter of our western frontiers is a theme that is for
bidden, that is not to be discussed. All our activity to neutralize the 
existing threat is proclaimed to be ''beyond the limits required by the 
USSR's defence," while the intention to deploy at our door-step hundreds 
of the latest U.S. missiles over and above the existing ones is presented as 
an "act of defence." What is this—cynicism or the loss of an elementary 
sense of proportion?

An arrangement has now been achieved with the United States to 
resume the talks on medium-range nuclear means. They will start one of 
these days in Geneva. The USSR welcomes this arrangement, just as it is 
welcomed by governments and millions of people in other countries who 
wish that the threat of new war be lessened, that the tension be eased, that 
peace be durable.

But there is a thing one cannot avoid mentioning. As the talks are draw
ing nearer, claims are being made ever more often by the U.S. side (and at 
a rather high level, at that) for a "special approach" to the United States. 
Rather peculiar preliminary conditions are being formulated: U.S. 
forward-based means should not be mentioned, nuclear weapons of the 
United States' allies in NATO should not be included in any balance, the 
scope of the talks should be limited to Soviet medium-range missiles, 
which should be dismantled "in return" for U.S. missiles planned to be 
deployed in Europe.

It is difficult to understand on what logic this attitude is based. In any 
case, it has nothing to do either with objectiveness or with realism. Those 
in the United States who are advancing this sort of "proposals" apparently 
themselves do not expect in a second that the Soviet Union might agree to 
them. Not a single state that is concerned about the security of its people 
would agree to this in our place.

Most probably the authors of such "proposals" really have no wish for 
talks, the least so successful talks. What they want is to disrupt the talks as 
a sort of justification for the continuation of the planned arms race, for 
turning Western Europe, as planned, into a launching pad for new U.S. 
missiles trained on the USSR. They are designing in advance the deadlock 
of the talks so as to say: Look, the USSR has no regard for the West's 
opinion, so the United States can do nothing but deploy the missiles. . . .

This should be borne in mind by all who are truly concerned about the 
present dangerous situation in Europe and the world, who work sincerely 
for fruitful talks and nuclear arms limitation in Europe.

Everything in the official explanations of the plans for the deployment 
of new U.S. nuclear missiles in Europe is false, from the beginning to the
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end. It is a falsehood that all this is "additional armament" in answer to the 
defiance of the Soviet Union, which, allegedly, refused to hold talks on 
medium-range weapons. It is a falsehood that the United States decided to 
deploy its new missiles in Western Europe only in reply to the request of its 
allies and being motivated, exclusively, by the concern about their 
"security."

I shall not dwell on how the Americans were practically extorting the 
"consent" of some West Europeans to come under the "protection" of new 
U.S. missiles. This is known. It is not difficult to understand the hesita
tions of those who are being made the hostages of the policy of others, ex
tras around theatre weapons, as is the expression now fashionable in 
Washington.

Who will be pushing the button to launch missiles? To which of the 
"two and a half" wars in which Secretary Weinberger is playing will they be 
geared? Suffice it to ask these and several other similar questions, to take 
into account that strategic objects on USSR territory are targets of U.S. 
missiles, that new U.S. carriers can be used as first strike weapons to 
reveal the essence of what is taking place.

Western Europe is being conditioned to another aggressive turn in the 
United States' nuclear doctrines at the cost of vast dangers invoked on its 
peoples. In order to neutralize mobile missiles it would be necessary to 
deal retaliative strikes of great yield at the supposed areas of their deploy
ment. This is the real value of the United States' "concern" for the security 
of West Europeans. This is a grim fact, but it is a fact.

The Soviet Union is not seeking preferential treatment. We insist on one 
thing only, that the United States and the NATO alliance as a whole 
should measure our security and the security of our allies by the same 
yardstick as their own. We see the objective of the coming talks in 
translating the principle of parity and equal security into the language of 
concrete commitments of the sides. The Soviet Union would like the talks 
to result in the lowering of the level of confrontation instead of raising this 
level, and in the road being opened to further steps for military detente in 
Europe.

We have already said that given the United States' reasonable stand in 
case NATO's plans of the missile armaments are dropped, we shall be 
prepared to reduce the aggregate number of Soviet missiles. I must add 
that we shall be prepared to agree on rather substantial reductions from 
both sides.

When the need to consider nuclear potentials of the United States' allies 
in NATO is the point of the matter we simply suggest taking into con
sideration what there exists. The Soviet Union is not pressing for the 
reduction of precisely these potentials. It is the overall result, overall 
balance that is important to us.

It is precisely for the purpose of making it easier to embark on the prac
tical solution of the problem that we suggested, as we confirm it anew, im
posing as soon as the talks start, that is from November 30 of this year, a 
moratorium on the deployment in Europe of new medium-range nuclear 
missile means of NATO and the USSR, the moratorium that would
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operate till the conclusion of a permanent treaty. This would mean that 
both sides would freeze quantitatively the plans of deploying their 
medium-range nuclear missile means in Europe including, naturally, U.S. 
forward-based nuclear means in the area, would stop the work on the 
preparation to implement such plans. NATO countries would not be 
deploying 'Tershing-IF' missiles, cruise missiles and other medium-range 
nuclear missile armaments. The Soviet Union would stop the deployment 
of SS-20 missiles.

Thus, the Soviet Union is saying a clear "yes" to any honest talks 
leading to the curbing of the arms race and genuine disarmament. We 
believe that such talks are necessary and realistic and we, on our part, will 
be promoting the attainment of their success.

Question: Under President Reagan the United States does not wish even 
to hear about the SALT-II treaty that had been drawn up earlier by Moscow 
and Washington. Do you believe in the reality of reviving that treaty?

Answer: When I am asked about the SALT-II treaty, I always recall 
those prolonged and not easy talks at different levels that preceded its con
clusion. The treaty that had been worked out reflected the clearly defined 
balance of interests of the sides, everything has been weighed as on very 
fine scales. This is why the treaty was acceptable for both sides.

By the time of the conclusion of the treaty, the Soviet Union had a 
greater number of carriers, while the United States had the advantage as 
regards the number of warheads. But we agreed in case the treaty comes 
into effect to decrease the number of strategic weapon carriers by approx
imately ten percent or 254 units.

Establishing the parity of the USSR and the United States in the sphere 
of strategic offensive armaments, moreover through bigger cuts of such 
means by the Soviet Union than by the United States, the SALT II treaty 
was laying down a reliable basis for further measures in strategic arms 
limitation and reduction. This was promoted also by the rather rigid 
framework that was introduced for the work on designing the new types 
of missiles and perfecting old ones.

It is not our fault that the treaty, which is, perhaps, one of the most im
portant of all the treaties on arms control, has not yet gone into effect.

It is attempted in Washington to justify the refusal to ratify the SALT II 
treaty by allegations that the United States lags behind the USSR, which 
already has or is about to acquire some major advantages in strategic arm
aments. But it is precisely the treaty that precluded the advantage of any 
of the sides once and for ever.

I must state quite definitely that from the moment when the SALT II 
treaty was signed in 1979 the Soviet Union has not been doing anything in 
the sphere of strategic armaments that would lead to changing that rough 
parity which has been established.

Meanwhile, the United States, quite the contrary, is adopting ever new 
military programmes. Fabulous sums are allocated for them. And all this 
is being done under the pretext of liquidating the United States' non
existent 'lagging behind" the USSR. As to the SALT process, its continua
tion is being linked with the implementation of the programmes of increas-
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ing the United States' strategic might. It turns out that people in 
Washington are speaking not about the reduction of strategic armaments 
but their build-up, that the talks are being made dependent on the speed of 
the movement of the flowline of armaments.

The Soviet Union declares consistently for the continuation of the SALT 
process, for genuine limitations and reductions of strategic armaments on 
the basis of the principle of parity and equal security. What is needed for 
this purpose is to continue the talks calmly, without cheap propaganda 
and attempts at pressure, to preserve everything positive that has been 
achieved when drawing up the SALT II treaty, not to link in any way this 
priority problem with other problems, no matter how important.

Now a few words about control. They like to proclaim in Washington 
that agreements on arms limitation should render themselves to thorough 
control. But who objects to this? We, too, wish to be confident that the 
United States is fulfilling its obligations. Therefore, we are interested in 
control no less, and maybe more, than the United States.

It is in the United States that all sorts of plans are being discussed in 
earnest as to how intercontinental missiles could be hidden more reliably, 
could be placed beyond the control by national technical means. It is in the 
United States, not in the Soviet Union, that the variants of preemptive use 
of nuclear weapons with taking advantage of the effect of surprise are be
ing played out. Our stand is the renunciation of being the first to use 
nuclear weapons. It is determined by our general attitude to nuclear war as 
an impermissible catastrophe.

We, just as the United States, have the experience of control over the 
SALT I agreements.^ We are confident that national means ensure due 
control. The resolving power of these means of observation, specifically, 
space means, is constantly increasing, hence the possibilities of national 
means of control are growing, too. The U.S. administration is well aware 
of this. Some other forms of control might be worked out, given con
fidence. But under all conditions national means must have the priority 
since they are better suited for the interests of security of a state.

It should not be allowed that the development of science and technology 
in the sphere of armaments gets ahead of the possibilities of control over 
the measures of arms limitation and reduction. This means that an ar
rangement to this effect is needed now. It is needed in order to stop the 
flow line of the arms race, to ensure the reduction of armaments under a 
reliable control in the interests of security of all peoples.

Question: The idea of further spread of confidence-building measures 
on our continent that you set out many times caused interest in the West. 
The Soviet Union is prepared to spread these measures to the entire Euro
pean part of the country. What step is expected from the West in return?

Answer: The strengthening of confidence among states, particularly in 
the military sphere, meets the vital interests of the European peoples, of all 
participants in the all-European conference, including the United States 
and Canada. This cannot be otherwise since the road to peace passes not

 ̂ The text of the SALT I agreements may be found ibid., 1972, pp. 197 ff.
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through confrontation but through the process of talks, through meetings 
and conferences of representatives of states, and, in the long run, through 
practical steps that help bring peoples closer together, normalize the inter
national atmosphere, remove such obstacles as mutual distrust, prejudice 
and fear.

We in the Soviet Union would like to hope that the circumstantial and 
propaganda considerations by which some Western delegations are guided 
at the meeting in Madrid do not eclipse the fundamental requirements of 
cooperation and that it will be possible to achieve agreement on convening 
a European conference on confidence-building measures, security and 
disarmament in Europe. There can be no confidence without reciprocity 
and equality. International security is based on equal security of contract
ing parties.

Consenting to spread confidence-building measures to the entire Euro
pean part of the USSR, we naturally expect reciprocal steps from the West. 
Military preparations in the European zone of NATO start now from the 
continential edge of Europe. Everybody knows this. Insular territories ad
jacent to Europe, respective sea and ocean areas and air space over them 
must, consequently, also be included. This is the point.

Question: Debates on nuclear-free zone have been launched in Europe 
again. What do you think of the creation of such zones in different areas of 
our continent?

Answer: You ask about nuclear-free zones. The importance of the crea
tion of nuclear-free zones is evident to those who set in earnest the task of 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and stabilisation of peace. And the 
road toward agreement, it seems to me, is not so thorny.

Indeed, many states have joined the nuclear non-proliferation treaty, 
most of them having no such weapons on their territories. There can 
hardly be any doubts that the majority of them treasure their non-nuclear 
status and would like to see in it a guarantee of not being drawn into a 
nuclear conflict. If nuclear powers assumed the commitment to respect the 
non-nuclear status of such states, not to deploy nuclear weapons on their 
territories and not to use nuclear weapons against them under any cir
cumstances, the conditions for the creation of several nuclear-free zones 
would form simultaneously in various areas of the world.

I was recently addressed with a question from Finland as to what would 
be the Soviet Union's attitude to the establishment of a nuclear-free zone in 
the north of Europe. Our answer was given publicly and I shall not cite it 
in full.® I shall only recall that the Soviet Union expressed the readiness by 
concluding a multilateral agreement with countries participating in the 
zone or agreements with each of them in particular to assume the commit
ment on non-use of nuclear weapons against northern Europe.

We are not making our commitment conditional upon the positive at
titude of other nuclear powers to the zone though, naturally, the par
ticipants in the zone would be in greater security if the guarantees of the

• June 27, ante.
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respect of the non-nuclear status were given also by NATO nuclear 
powers.

We do not rule out the possibility of discussing in the context of the 
creation of the north European nuclear-free zone the implementation of 
some measures on our own territory. Without going into detail, I shall 
note that it might be substantial measures.

The north of Europe is far from the only place in our continent where 
the possibility of the creation of nuclear-free zones is being intensively dis
cussed. This idea is very popular in the Balkans. Many countries of the 
Mediterranean show interest in it. We, naturally, sympathise with such 
ideas.

The Soviet Union wishes that the arsenals of all types of nuclear 
weapons in Europe should not be widened, that instead the process of their 
reduction should be started. I shall end with what I started—if a possibility 
of the creation of a nuclear-free zone opens in some or other part of 
Europe, the USSR will give the most intensive support to practical steps in 
this direction.

Statement by the French Representative (de la Gorce) to the 
First Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Non-First 
Use of Nuclear Weapons [Extract], November 2, 198r

Along with questions relating to nuclear disarmament, that of the use of 
weapons comes up from time to time. Thus, the delegation of the Soviet 
Union has this year submitted a draft declaration aimed at outlawing the 
first use of nuclear weapons.* The French delegation will of course have oc
casion to speak more fully on the subject, but it wishes today briefly to put 
forward its objections.

The condemnation of first use and the commitment it seeks to impose is 
tantamount to guaranteeing a possible aggressor—e)jgn if he himself possesses 
nuclear weapons—against defensive recourse to such weapons. Thus, a State 
which violates the undertaking not to use force stipulated by the Charter 
would be the beneficiary of the non-first-use commitment to the detriment of 
the victim of its aggression, whereas the latter would have imposed on it a 
fundamental limitation on the exercise of its right to self-defence. In addition,

’ A/G.1/36/PV.21, p. 7.
 ̂ Sept. 22, ante.
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the non-first-use commitment, regardless of the circumstances, in fact reduces 
the commitment not to use force to a relative matter, affects its fundamental 
and absolute character, and deprives it of its highest place among the obliga
tions of States, because in the draft in question the first use of nuclear 
weapons is proclaimed as the most serious crime against humanity and its 
authors are outlawed, even if such use is imposed by the imperatives of self- 
defence. The gravest offense is the violation of the Charter. What then would 
a commitment to non-first-use of nuclear weapons assumed by a State 
violating the Charter by launching an aggression be worth?

Lastly, bearing in mind the geographical and strategic facts that are well 
known, one cannot without serious risk for stability, security and finally 
peace deprive of its deterrent effect, through a commitment not to be the first 
to use it, the nuclear component of the overall balance existing in a region of 
the world.

In the absence of nuclear disarmament, assurances relating to the non-use 
of nuclear weapons can only be granted to States which do not possess such 
weapons. Nuclear-weapon-free zones established by treaty have a special 
claim to such assurances and France has declared its readiness to enter into 
formal commitments with such States to that end. The question of negative 
security assurances remains on the agenda of the Committee on Disarmament 
and the French delegation is ready to continue the quest for a positive solu
tion.

Statement by Secretary of State Haig Before the Senate Com
mittee on Foreign Relations: Arms Control and Strategic 
Nuclear Forces, November 4, 1981 '

It is a pleasure to appear before you today to discuss the foreign policy 
and arms control implications of the President's strategic force moderniza
tion program. Media attention and commentary have tended to focus on the 
more technical aspects of the individual weapon systems rather than on the 
implications of the overall program for our foreign policy. I, therefore, 
welcome the opportunity to explore the relationship between strategic 
nuclear forces and our foreign policy and arms control objectives.

I am sure that the committee appreciates the historical significance of the 
President s decisions — decisions which will shape our strategic force policy 
and programs from now until the 21st century. These decisions followed 
what probably was the most extensive review ever undertaken of our 
strategic posture — the balance of nuclear forces between the United States 
and the Soviet Union and the range of possible program alternatives.

' Department of State Bulletin, Dec. 1981, pp. 22-24.
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It is a tribute to [Defense Secretary]^ Cap Weinbergers skill and expertise 
that he has been able to sift through the computer analyses, opinions, 
judgments, hopes, and biases to develop for the National Security Council 
and the President a comprehensive and coherent plan for modernizing our 
strategic forces.

I, along with the other members of the National Security Council, actively 
participated throughout the review process, which included a series of 
meetings with the President. I am persuaded that the resulting plan for 
strategic force modernization is the best practical program that can be 
achieved and is an essential ingredient for accomplishing our foreign policy 
and arms control objectives. It has my full support.

Let me begin by taking a moment to review the changes in the strategic 
nuclear equation which have occurred over the past generation. From the 
end of World War II until the 1970s, U.S. defense and foreign policy were 
underpinned by the reality of U.S. nuclear superiority. Indeed, it probably 
would not be too much to say that we took nuclear superiority for granted 
and were not fully conscious of the ways in which it shaped our thinking 
and our strategy.

The strategic environment of the 1980s is quite different. It is one thing to 
deter the use of a few nuclear weapons by an adversary who is not nearly as 
strong as we. It is quite another to deter an opponent whose strategic 
nuclear capabilities are at least the equal of ours.

We are just beginning to come to terms with the implications of this new 
strategic environment. Inevitably, the process includes some false starts and 
mistaken ideas. For example, some will say that we are locked in a "nuclear 
stalemate'' with the Soviet Union and that we must concentrate on conven
tional force improvements even at the expense of strategic force moderniza
tion.

I am afraid, however, that we do not have the luxury of easy choices. We 
may once have looked to our advantages in nuclear forces to offset Soviet 
conventional capabilities, but in the strategic environment of the 1980s we 
have no alternative but to pursue a comprehensive and balanced program 
which strengthens our conventional capabilities and, at the same time, 
modernizes our nuclear forces.

Role of Strategic Forces

I know that this committee appreciates the interdependence of foreign and 
defense policy. In todays environment, foreign policy and defense policy 
cannot be treated as separate issues. If, in the past, we could sometimes af
ford the illusion that defense policy and foreign policy were unrelated — that 
military power was applicable only after diplomacy had failed —we can no 
longer.

The Soviets understand this interrelationship and use it to their advan
tage. They learned their lesson from the setback they suffered in the Cuban 
missile crisis and have built rapidly and relentlessly to become a global 
military power. They now have the capability — and have increasingly

* These and following brackets are in the source text.
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demonstrated the willingness — to project power and intervene in the affairs 
of other nations, either directly or through surrogates.

As massive as the growth in Moscow's conventional forces has been, 
however, it should not obscure the expansion of their strategic nuclear 
forces which likewise support Soviet coercion and intimidation. One of the 
most profound changes in the international environment over the past 15 
years has been the growth in the number and quality of Soviet strategic 
nuclear weapons. There is no doubt they are now our equal in strategic 
forces and are superior in some respects. Throughout, the Soviets have 
demonstrated their appreciation of the fact that, even if they are never used, 
military capabilities — including strategic nuclear forces —are central in
struments of foreign policy.

We have not always been as clear eyed as the Soviets about these interna
tional facts of life. Particularly as our nuclear advantages have eroded, we 
have tended to lose sight of the foreign policy functions of strategic nuclear 
forces. In my view, strategic nuclear forces affect:

• The quality and credibility of deterrence;
• Our ability and success in crisis management; and
• The conduct and results of American diplomacy.

First. The first function of nuclear forces, of course, is to deter Soviet 
nuclear attacks against ourselves, our allies, and our friends and — in com
bination with conventional forces — to deter Soviet conventional aggression. 
But to be effective, our deterrent must be credible. Credibility, in turn, 
depends upon the capabilities of our strategic nuclear forces. It depends on 
having forces which are flexible enough to be able to respond to a broad 
spectrum of threats so that whatever the circumstances and whatever the 
level of conflict, the Soviets never have an incentive to launch a nuclear 
attack.

The President s plan strengthens our deterrent in the face of the changing 
Soviet threat. The clearest example of this is the decision to build and 
deploy the MX missile. If we are to deter the Soviet Union we must put at 
risk those things — including their military capabilities—which they value 
most. The question is not whether we want to build a system with the 
unique capabilities embodied in the MX, but whether we can maintain an 
adequate deterrent without it.

Second. The nuclear balance inevitably affects the political and 
psychological environment within which deep international crises must be 
managed. The confidence which we have in our nuclear deterrent cannot 
but influence how we will behave in a crisis. Our strategic nuclear 
capabilities also affect the perceptions of our adversaries: Doubts about our 
strategic nuclear deterrent can only increase the chance that our political 
will would be tested during crises.

Put simply, our own vulnerability to nuclear blackmail, as well as the 
susceptibility of our friends to political intimidation, depends upon our 
ability and willingness to cope credibly with any Soviet threat of escalation. 
A strong and flexible nuclear capability enhances stability by discouraging
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any Soviet temptation toward adventurism at the same time that it 
strengthens our hand in responding to Soviet political-military threats.

Third. Short of crisis, nuclear weapons perform an important function in 
the conduct of day-to-day diplomacy. Just as broad military capabilities 
form the backdrop against which foreign policy is conducted, the strategic 
nuclear balance casts a shadow which affects every geopolitical decision of 
significance. The image of U.S. strength and the perception of U.S. commit
ment permeates into every region of the world. The nuclear balance is a 
crucial, if unstated, factor for all those countries who seek stable security 
arrangements in the face of Soviet expansionism.

This is particularly the case for our allies. The strategic force moderniza
tion we are now undertaking is a key element in the continued health and 
unity of the Atlantic alliance. For more than 30 years the fate of the United 
States and its European allies has been inseparable. By correcting the 
perceptions — and reality —of emerging imbalances in strategic forces, we 
will underscore our commitment to resist Soviet expansionist goals and reaf
firm the credibility of the "nuclear umbrella" which we extend over our 
allies.

These three functions of nuclear weapons — deterrence, crisis manage
ment, and day-to-day diplomacy — are enduring. Our fundamental goals for 
our strategic forces have not changed. What has changed is the level and 
character of the Soviet threat —the number and quality of their nuclear 
weapons. The President s plan is designed to counter this evolving threat by 
deploying forces that will strengthen deterrence and deny the Soviets any 
possibility of coercion.

The President's Strategic Force Modernization Program

The President's decisions on strategic force modernization support our 
foreign policy in several important respects.

The decision to deploy the MX missile demonstrates that we understand 
the importance of a land-based force in a strong and credible deterrent. MX 
deployment—first in hardened silos and later in a more permanent basing 
mode —reaffirms our commitment to maintain the diverse capabilities of the 
strategic triad in the face of an evolving Soviet threat.

The Trident II missile will provide qualitative improvements in the 
capabilities of the sea-based leg. The decision to develop the Trident II is im
portant for the long-term viability of our submarine deterrent and for 
enhancing the effectiveness of our strategic triad.

The President's program also recognizes that a secure strategic 
reserve — that is, forces which can endure even in the event of a large or ex
tended nuclear conflict —can be a critical element in enhancing nuclear 
deterrence. He, therefore, has decided to deploy sea-based cruise missiles to 
improve the resilience and effectiveness of our strategic reserve weapons as 
well as promptly to redress the growing imbalance in strategic forces.

As the NATO alliance concluded after the thorough study leading to its 
1979 decision,® however, sea-based systems cannot counter the Soviet

 ̂ For the decision, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 814-816.
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theater nuclear forces (TNF) threat to NATO. Land-based LRTNF [long- 
range TNF] systems in Europe, therefore, are absolutely necessary to fill the 
gap in the continuum of deterrence resulting from Soviet TNF buildup and 
to strengthen the link between the defense of Europe and U.S. strategic 
forces. Sea-based cruise missiles, by contrast, would not directly respond to 
the Soviet land-based threat nor provide for widespread alliance participa
tion in the defense of Europe.

Like sea-based cruise missiles, the B-lB bomber also reflects the near-term 
necessity to correct the growing imbalance in strategic forces. At the same 
time, the President's decision recognizes the long-term importance of 
bombers for conventional missions. It will meet our requirement for a 
modernized penetrating bomber until the Stealth aircraft becomes available 
and, thereafter, will continue to perform essential nuclear and conventional 
roles. Just as B-52s have performed useful missions for more than a genera
tion, the B-lB will serve us into the 21st century.

The new emphasis on command and control, along with strategic 
defenses, are essential elements in the overall modernization plan. Both 
have been long neglected. Yet even small improvements in command and 
control can result in major improvements in the effectiveness of our 
strategic weapons. Strategic defenses also do much to reduce the effec
tiveness of Soviet forces and —from Moscow's perspective — make the out
come of a Soviet attack much less predictable.

The President's decision on ballistic missile defense warrants special com
ment. This decision does not commit us to withdraw from the ABM 
Treaty * nor to modify it. It does expand research and development, 
allowed within the bounds of the treaty, to see if the new technology in this 
field can enhance the survivability of our land-based intercontinental 
ballistic missiles (ICBMs). Decisions with respect to the treaty itself will be 
taken only after long and hard study and following close consultations with 
the Congress and with our allies. We are nowhere close to such a decision.

The Alliance and Arms Control

Taken together, these programs strengthen the alliance and insure its 
vitality. By strengthening the bridge between theater and strategic forces 
and linking the defense of our homeland with that of our allies, they provide 
tangible proof that we consider European security to be indistinguishable 
from our own. As such, the strategic force modernization program is the 
perfect complement of our plans to deploy LRTNF systems in Europe and 
will increase allied support for that vital program.

The allies share our view that any real prospects for arms control can 
come only from a position of strength. They—like we — understand that im- 

/  plementation of the TNF modernization program is an indispensable part of
* our effort to achieve a successful outcome of the TNF negotiations with the 

Soviets which begin later this month in Geneva.

* The treaty is printed ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.
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As you know, our objective in those negotiations is a verifiable agreement 
that would achieve significant reductions on both sides, leading to equal 
ceilings at the lowest possible levels—levels which, ideally, could be zero.

In formulating the proposals we will present to the Soviets on November 
30, we have engaged in a consultation process with our allies of un
precedented intensity. While these will be difficult negotiations, there 
should be no doubt that we will enter these talks with the united backing of 
our allies and with shared determination to reach an equitable outcome.

As in upcoming TNF talks, we have little hope of making any headway in 
strategic arms control unless we begin to take the steps needed to restore our 
deterrent capability. We intend to maintain the strategic arms control proc
ess but to seek agreements from a secure and confident military position.

Moscow's strategic buildup has put our crucial land-based missiles and 
bombers at risk. Only a strong and balanced program of strategic force 
modernization will provide sufficient incentive for the Soviets to negotiate 
meaningful agreements. The B-1, for example, will insure that the triad re
tains the unique and important military characteristics of the bomber —a 
traditional U.S. advantage — and should increase Soviet willingness to 
negotiate seriously. Likewise, deployment of MX will break the Soviet 
monopoly on large, accurate missiles and may, for the first time, give them 
incentive to negotiate real reductions in their ICBM force. More than any 
other elements of the plan, B-1 and MX — and the degree of Congress' sup
port for them—will make or break our attempt to negotiate a reasonable 
arms control agreement.

If we fail to adopt the President's program, however, we will have 
dimmed our hopes of reaching an arms control agreement on strategic 
forces. It is as indispensable to the success of our efforts at strategic arms 
control as TNF modernization is to the success of the talks beginning in 
Geneva. This plan will give us the base from which to enter into strategic 
arms negotiations which, if successful, can help maintain a stable strategic 
balance and a stable peace.

Conversely, if critics succeed in pecking and nibbling at this or that detail 
of the program rather than treating it as a coherent whole, the credibility of 
our commitment to meet the Soviet challenge will be undermined, and the 
prospects for meaningful strategic arms limitations will be jeopardized.

We have made good progress in addressing the complex questions that 
must be answered before we reopen strategic arms talks with Moscow. The 
Reagan Administration is analyzing — as it must — a diversity of options and 
alternatives in formulating our negotiating approach, ranging from relative
ly straightforward modifications to the SALT II Treaty * to completely new 
approaches to limit Soviet strategic power.

As you know, while this review has been underway, our policy has been 
not to undercut existing agreements so long as the Soviets exercise the same 
restraint. This environment of mutual restraint has provided a good basis 
for our preparations to resume talks with the Soviets to limit strategic arms.

* Printed ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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We now hope that negotiations could begin as early as next spring. But, 
as I have said before, arms control negotiations cannot be conducted in a 
political vacuum. They must be closely related to the overall state of 
U.S.-Soviet relations. Tliis is not a policy of mechanistic linkage but a simple 
political fact of life.

Conclusion

The President s program of strategic force modernization reaffirms the 
most basic tenets of long-time U.S. policies regarding nuclear weapons while 
correcting the programmatic shortcomings of the past. It recognizes the 
strategic environment as it is, not as we would wish it to be. It builds a foun
dation which will allow us to negotiate changes to improve that environ
ment and increase the prospects for peace and stability.

I have been involved in strategic force modernization issues for more than 
20 years. This is the first time I have seen a President presented with such a 
coherent and comprehensive approach to force modernization and deter
rence. And it is certainly the first time I have seen a President take decisions 
that modernize all elements of the strategic triad and its supporting infra
structure at one time.

This is an integrated, pragmatic, achievable, and far-reaching program. It 
is the solid, essential basis for the achievement of our foreign policy and 
arms control objectives over the coming years.

Testimony of Secretary of State Haig Before the Senate Com
mittee on Foreign Relations: Use of Nuclear Weapons for 
Demonstrative Purposes [Extract], November 4, 1981 ^

Senator Pell. Mr. Secretary, the President recently created a certain ner
vousness in Europe as to whether a nuclear war which could start in Europe 
would be limited to Europe. In that connection I would like to ask you 
whether you believe that a nuclear war which began with the detonation of 
tactical weapons in that continent could be contained or would it escalate 
beyond Europe?

Secretary Haig. I think. Senator, the important thing to bear in mind on 
that issue, which we both know is extremely sensitive today, is that any use 
of nuclear weapons — any use — would represent a profound change in the 
character of the conflict, the ultimate consequences of which would be very 
difficult for you or I in an academic environment to define clearly.

However, I think it is also important in addressing that question, and 
specifically the statement made by the President, which is precisely right, is

’ Strategic Weapons Proposals: Hearing . . .  on the Foreign Policy and Arms Control Im
plications of President Reagan's Strategic Weapons Proposal, Nov. 3, 4, and 9, 1981, Pt. I, pp. 
73-74.
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that NATO strategy, NATO doctrine — and I have been intimately involved 
in it for a number of years — is premised on the concept that we will conduct 
ourselves in response to attack in such a way as to seek to limit the level of 
that attack to the lowest level of violence.

For example, there are contingency plans in the NATO doctrine to fire a 
nuclear weapon for demonstrative purposes, to demonstrate to the other 
side that it is exceeding the limits of toleration in the conventional area. All 
are designed to maintain the violence at the lowest level, a concept which I 
know you would support wholeheartedly.

Senator Pell. I thank you on that. As you know, I admire tremendously 
your ability and knowledge of Europe. As I said at the time of your confir
mation, I thought those terrific qualities which you have balance the fact of 
the policies that might be put forward by the administration. As I have said, 
I don't think you will push us any more forward to the precipice of nuclear 
war than any other appointee of this administration.

I admire you personally very much. But at the time of your confirmation 
you told me that you thought your inclination was that an escalation would 
be met. That indicated to me that, for example, if one side exploded a 
weapon, as an example, the other side might do it, and so forth. Have you 
changed your views on that?

Secretary Haig. There is no question that that risk is there and there is no 
question that any use of nuclear weapons changes the calculus which had 
heretofore dominated the management of the crisis or the conflict. That is a 
profound reality.

But I think you know that there are a host of schools of thought in this 
area and nobody is endowed with the ultimate answer. I think the basic con
cept is best served by the recognition that any use of nuclear weapons is a 
profound change and only could be considered under the most grave of 
circumstances.

On the other hand, in the context of that, should it unfortunately happen, 
we then must conduct ourselves in such a way as to try to limit such an 
exchange to its lowest possible level.

Address by Soviet Minister of Defense Ustinov [Extracts], 
November 6, 1981 '

• • • • • • •

Comrades, from the first day of its existence the Soviet state has been 
tirelessly pursuing the strategy of peace in the international arena, a policy

’ Moscow Domestic Service in Russian, Nov. 6, 1981; FBIS Daily Report, Nov. 9,1981, vol. 
Ill, pp. 0 7 -0 1 1 . The address was delivered in the Kremlin at a meeting marking the 64th an
niversary of the Russian Revolution. This address is not to be confused with Marshal Ustinov's 
speech the same day on the rostrum in Red Square before the military parade.
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which was proclaimed by the Great October Revolution.
The acute worsening of the international situation caused by the increased 

aggressiveness of imperialism makes the implementation of the Soviet peace 
program even more urgent, primarily the proposals directed toward curtail
ing the arms race.

The belligerent circles of the United States and NATO have adopted a 
policy of subverting the military-strategic balance which has been brought 
about. They are striving to achieve military superiority over us, and are try
ing to impose a state of siege on the countries of socialism to roll back the 
forces of national and social liberation.

In the present arrangement of forces in the world, such a course is nothing 
other than political adventurism. Nevertheless, Washington stubbornly car
ries it out. The U.S. administration has opened the budgets taps to the full, 
allocating astronomical sums to military preparations. It is creating crisis 
situations and igniting explosive tension spots. It is crudely interfering in the 
internal affairs of other states and liberally using the methods of interna
tional terrorism.

In whatever region of the planet hot spots arise, the hands of the aggres
sive circles of imperialism are invariably discovered, primarily U.S. hands.

The United States is conducting an undeclared war against Afghanis
tan, is sabre-rattling in the Near East, and is directing the expansionist 
policy of the Israeli aggressors, supporting them in every way within the 
context of so-called strategic cooperation. Such antipopular, tyrannical 
regimes as those in El Salvador and Chile are maintained with the money 
and arms of U.S. imperialism. The South African racists have quite 
overstepped the mark and are carrying out their plunder with the direct con
nivance of the United States.

Washington is accelerating the buildup of the might of the NATO 
military machine and is seeking an expansion of the field of action of that 
aggressive bloc, spreading the system of its military bases to new territories. 
Ignoring the lessons of its own history, the United States is encouraging the 
rebirth of Japanese militarism. It is assisting in strengthening Chinas 
military potential, counting on using it against the Soviet Union for its own 
imperialist aims. The Washington administration is with increasing frequen
cy resorting to frankly inflammatory language. High-ranking U.S. represen
tatives, with cynical disregard for the fate of the peoples, state that there are 
allegedly some things more important than peace. They say that a so-called 
limited nuclear war is not only possible but even acceptable. Such 
statements are dangerous in themselves but when they stem from people in
vested with state authority in one of the worlds major powers, the danger 
becomes particularly serious.

On behalf of all the peoples living in socialist, capitalist and other states 
and on behalf of the generations to come, militarism must be curbed, a 
world nuclear catastrophe must be averted, all forces to whom war is 
hateful and to whom peace on earth is dear must be mobilized.

The peoples are becoming more deeply aware of their direct participation 
in the resolution of basic questions of world policy and, of course, the most
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important, the most urgent of them is how to preserve peace. The antiwar 
and antimissile movement has become unprecedentedly large in scale, 
especially in a number of West European countries. An active part is being 
taken in this by broad strata of the population, mass public organizations, 
trade unions of various political orientations, communist parties, a con
siderable proportion of the social democrats. One can say that the ag
gressive intrigues of imperialism are being opposed by an increasingly 
strong consolidation of the broad, peace-loving public. This is one of the 
characteristic features of our time.

The preservation of peace is inseparable from the curbing of the arms 
race —from stage-by-stage disarmament. Important steps in that direction 
were taken in the seventies. But the present U.S. administration is intent on 
casting doubt on all the positive things that have been jointly achieved in the 
field of Soviet-U.S. relations. It openly declares its intention to speak to the 
Soviet Union from positions of strength. This comes out especially clearly in 
Washington's approach to the problem of lowering the level of military con
frontation in Europe. The United States is making a determined effort to 
upgrade NATO arms by means of new medium-range nuclear missiles. 
Realization of this plan would mean a considerable upsetting in favor of the 
West of the approximate equilibrium of forces that has been established here 
and would create on the continent and on a global scale a qualitatively new 
military strategic situation. Of course, the Soviet Union cannot remain in
different to such a prospect. Never in the past has our country allowed itself 
to be spoken to in the language of threats and diktat. Still less will it do so 
now.

Only the principle of equality and equal security can be a real platform 
for fruitful dialogue. This will have to be taken into account, like it or not. 
This was stated once again very definitely by Comrade Leonid Ilich 
Brezhnev in his interview with the West German magazine Der Spiegel^ 
And if no new U.S. medium-range nuclear weapons are additionally in
stalled in West Europe, then the Soviet Union, too, is willing to reduce the 
total number of its missiles. Furthermore, it will be possible to agree on very 
considerable reductions on both sides. It is known that the USSR and the 
United States have agreed to begin talks on this problem at the end of 
November — talks that the Soviet Union has long been persistently ad
vocating. That agreement is something positive. We are, as ever, willing to 
hold talks honestly and constructively, striving for a just agreement. Time 
will tell whether the U.S. administration, too, intends to conduct them 
seriously. That question arises unavoidably since in the practical actions of 
the Washington administration there is much that arouses disquiet. After 
all, almost at the same time as agreeing to talks, it has announced a new and 
unprecedented program for the buildup of strategic nuclear forces. That can 
in no way be called a suitable political overture to the forthcoming talks.

Generally speaking, quite a few obstacles have been piled up of late on 
the path toward curbing the arms race thanks to the efforts of the U.S. ad
ministration. The SALT II treaty, which was signed long ago, has not been

* Ante, Nov. 3.
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brought into force.® The Western powers are blocking talks on the reduction 
of armed forces and armaments in central Europe. The United States has 
unilaterally refused to take part in discussion of the questions involved with 
restricting military activities in the Indian Ocean and in restricting the sale 
and delivery of conventional armaments.

In every possible way they are avoiding talks on the complete and univer
sal banning of nuclear weapon tests. Washington has still not ratified the 
treaties on limiting underground tests of nuclear weapons and on under
ground nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes which were signed several 
years ago. It is undermining the treaty on limiting antimissile defense 
systems which has been in force since 1972.'*

Sooner or later these obstacles will have to be dismantled. So is it not bet
ter to tackle them now? This refers to the process of limiting strategic ar
maments. This also refers to other international security problems, in
cluding the question of ensuring the continuation of the positive changes 
which were started by the All-European Conference in Helsinki.

Comrades, the Soviet Union unvariably proceeds from the view that it is 
possible to prevent a nuclear war and to preserve peace. It is possible if all 
contentious international problems are resolved not through force but at the 
negotiating table, if political realism holds sway over ambitions and ad
venturism, and if the peoples of the whole world actively and determinedly 
struggle against the intrigues and actions of the militant forces of im
perialism, for curbing the arms race and for peace.

We are optimists. We look boldly to the future. Our optimism is based on 
the clear appreciation of the power of the land of the Soviets and on the 
understanding of the fact that we are waging the struggle for peace and 
social progress in union with everything on earth that is progressive, honest 
and reasonable. The Soviet people are confident that this struggle, begun in 
October 1917, will be crowned with victory.

Comrades, our adherence to peace presupposes the most attentive and 
thoughtful attitude toward the defense of the country. The greatest vigilance 
is needed in order to ensure its security and prevent war from starting. 
Strength is also needed, and no little strength at that. The Soviet Union 
possesses that strength.

Soviet military doctrine is a vivid expression of our peaceful aspirations. 
Its content is confined to the task of defending socialist gains, the peaceful 
labor of the Soviet people, the sovereignty and territorial integrity of the 
USSR and the security of our friends and allies. Attempting to distort Soviet 
military doctrine. Western politicians and strategists stubbornly impose the 
thesis that it allegedly proceeds from the possibility of delivering a so-called

* The text of the treaty, its protocol, and accompanying documents may be found in 
Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189-199.

The ABM Treaty may be found ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.
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first, preemptive nuclear strike and the possibility of surviving and even 
winning a nuclear war. This is a notorious lie. The thrust of a military doc
trine depends completely on the class nature of the state and its policies. Ag
gressive purposes are organically alien to the Soviet socialist state. Its foreign 
policy is a policy of peace, friendship and cooperation among peoples. The 
invariably defensive thrust of our military doctrine stems from this.

Attempts to attribute the concept of a first strike to us are absolutely 
groundless and nonsensical. We have always been and remain convinced 
opponents of such a concept. The authors and fierce proponents of it are 
precisely the militant circles of imperialism, those who are whipping up in
ternational tension today. As for the USSR, our efforts, our peace-loving 
proposals and initiatives, are directed at not allowing either a first or any 
other strike, at preventing nuclear war, at eliminating the very threat of a 
nuclear war arising. Nuclear war should be outlawed — this is the essence of 
the proposal raised by the USSR at the latest UN General Assembly session 
about not being the first to use nuclear weapons.

This proposal was met with great satisfaction all over the world. If it had 
been supported by the U.S. side, people on earth would have breathed a 
sigh of relief. There would have been an increase in confidence that there 
would be no nuclear conflict. Unfortunately, the United States has not done 
this so far.

Replying recently to a question from a Pravda correspondent. Com
rade Leonid Ilich Brezhnev once again stressed that only someone who has 
decided to commit suicide could start a nuclear war in the hope of emerging 
victorious. Whatever power the attacker might possess, whatever means of 
unleashing nuclear war we might choose, he will not achieve his goals. 
Retribution will inevitably follow.

The principled position set out by the leader of the Communist Party and 
the Soviet state fully corresponds to our military doctrine: If the USSR 
strengthens its defense capability and keeps its armed forces in constant bat
tle readiness, then it is forced to do so in the face of a naked military threat 
on the part of the aggressive circles of imperialism. Our armed forces are in
deed mighty and this has been experienced more than once by those who 
have dared to encroach on Soviet soil. To defend the peaceful soil of the 
Soviet people and the peoples of fraternal socialist states we shall, if 
necessary, use all our might. But the land of the Soviets has never and will 
not embark on the path of aggression.

This is expressed quite definitely in the CPSU program in decisions of the 
Communist Party congresses. It is enshrined by legislation in the USSR 
Constitution. This has already been spoken of more than once by Comrade 
Leonid Ilich Brezhnev and other party and state leaders.

This is the truth. The enemies of peace and security of peoples will not be 
able to oppose it with anything. They are exploiting in every way the myth 
of the Soviet military threat. They are alleging some sort of excessive 
buildup by the USSR of the combat might of its armed forces, supposedly 
threatening the West with falling behind. The Soviet side has already given 
the appropriate explanations on this matter. I can confirm here with all 
responsibility that there exists an approximate equality in strategic nuclear



548 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1981

weapons, medium-range nuclear weapons and conventional weapons 
between the USSR and the United States, between the Warsaw Treaty and 
NATO.

The womout myth of the Soviet military threat serves as a smokescreen 
for concealing the hegemonistic U.S. aspirations and NATOs military 
preparations. They also try to use it to weaken the influence of the Soviet 
peace initiatives on the international public and to kindle an atmosphere of 
fear, suspicion and enmity among peoples. Such a situation has never 
helped to consolidate peace.

Statement by the Department of State Bureau of Politico-Mili- 
tary Affairs Director (Burt) Before a Subcommittee of the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations: Use of Chemical 
Weapons in Asia, November 10, 1981 '

Witnesses appear before the Congress on a whole host of subjects. But 
there is no subject of greater urgency than that we are here to discuss today. 
Over the past 5 years and perhaps longer, weapons outlawed by mankind, 
weapons successfully banned from the battlefields of the industrialized 
world for over five decades, have been used against unsophisticated and 
defenseless people in campaigns of mounting extermination which are being 
conducted in Laos, Kampuchea, and more recently in Afghanistan.

Reports of the use of lethal chemical weapons in Southeast Asia began to 
appear in 1976, although the initial attacks may, in fact, predate that by 
several years. The sites of these first attacks were in remote highlands of 
Laos, 6 weeks by jungle track from the nearest neutral territory. The targets 
were the villages of the highland tribes, such as the Hmong, traditionally 
resistant to the lowland Pathet Lao. The victims were the inhabitants of 
these villages —men, women, and children, particularly the children, who 
proved least able to resist the lethal effects of the poisons being employed 
against them.

In succeeding years the attacks multiplied and spread, first to Kampuchea 
and then to Afghanistan. Reports were necessarily fragmentary, 
incomplete, and episodic. The sources were the victims themselves or the 
refugee workers, doctors, nurses, and journalists who had spoken with 
those who survived the long trek from the deserted villages, the poisoned 
wells, and the deadly fruit of their homeland to safe havens in Thailand.

As information accumulated, it was clear to the U.S. Government that 
something important and sinister was occurring, but it was not clear pre
cisely what. Repeated stories from rural peoples in widely separated 
regions, in different countries, all correlated with each other. This made it 
impossible to discount these reports as self-serving inventions by dissident 
elements in conflict with the local regime. Yet while, over time, we felt com-

' Department of State Bulletin, Jan. 1982, pp. 52-54. The statement was made before the 
Subcommittee on Arms Control, Oceans, International Operations, and Environment.
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pelled to credit these reports as true, we remained puzzled by them for two 
reasons:

First, because analysis of samples taken from the areas of attack — samples 
of vegetation, clothing, and human tissue—had shown no detectable traces 
of any known chemical agent; and

Second, because the extent and sequence of the signs and symptoms 
reported were also inconsistent with the effects of any known chemical 
agent or combination of such agents.

In 1979, despite these remaining gaps in our evidence, the State Depart
ment, with the support of other agencies, began to take several important 
steps.

• We set up an interagency committee to coordinate the government s 
work on chemical weapons use and worked with the intelligence communi
ty to devote greater resources to the development and analysis of informa
tion on the subject.

• We began to brief other governments on this issue and to encourage 
them to develop and share with us their own information on these attacks.

• We began to express our concerns publicly and to seek wider interna
tional action.

As a result of these steps, we succeeded last fall in securing a favorable 
vote in the U.N. General Assembly — over the vehement opposition of the 
U.S.S.R., Vietnam, and their allies — mandating a U.N. investigation of 
reports of chemical weapons use.*

A second result of these steps was the decision, by a group of U.S. 
Government scientists and experts on the U.S. interagency committee on 
chemical weapons use, to take a fresh look at reporting on chemical 
weapons use from the beginning and, in particular, to reexamine the pattern 
of the attacks and the resultant symptoms.

Pattern of Attacks and Symptoms

Many of the reported attacks, particularly in Laos, did follow a pat
tern—not an invariable pattern but one with consistent elements from 
report to report. These attacks were conducted by low, slow-flying aircraft, 
sometimes identified as an AN-2 — a Soviet biplane used as a crop duster in 
the U.S.S.R. The plane would release a cloud, often described as yellow, 
sometimes orange, red, or other tints. The cloud would descend upon a 
village or upon people in the neighboring rice paddies. The cloud seemed to 
be made up of small particles which would make sounds, when falling on 
rooftops or vegetation, similar to that made by rain. It came to be called, by 
its victims, the "yellow rain."

For those directly exposed to this yellow rain, its effect was quick and 
dramatic. They would experience an early onset of violent itching, 
vomiting, dizziness, and distorted vision. Within a short time they would 
vomit blood-tinged material, then large quantities of bright red blood.

’ G.A. Res. 35/144 C. The vote was 78 to 17, with 36 abstentions.
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Within an hour they would die, apparently of shock and the massive loss of 
blood from the stomach.

Those on the periphery of the attack, or under shelter, or those who 
returned to the village after an attack and ate contaminated food, would ex
perience similar symptoms over a longer period, accompanied by bloody 
diarrhea. These people, too, would often die —after a week or two of 
agony —of dehydration.

These symptoms in this order cannot be explained by positing the use of 
any known chemical agent, either of the blistering type, such as the mustard 
gas of World War I, or of the more modern nerve agents. Similar symp
toms, however, have been reported in natural outbreaks of toxin poisoning 
of a certain type, specifically trichothecene toxins. Toxins are biologically 
produced chemical substances, poisons which appear in nature, on grain for 
instance. In some locales these pose serious hazards to public health.

The U.S. Government scientists and experts on the chemicals weapons 
use committee combined their hypothesis of trichothecene poisoning based 
upon the symptomalogy of reported chemical weapon attacks with a review 
of the literature which revealed that the Soviet Union had a long experience 
in the field of trichothecene toxicology, and had done much research, in
cluding research into the massive production of trichothecene toxins. Some 
such research had, in fact, been done in Soviet institutes under military con
trol and with connections to the Soviet chemical weapons program. We 
concluded, therefore, that we should begin to look for evidence of possible 
toxin use. As a first step in this direction, we started to reanalyze samples 
already tested for other chemical agents for the presence of toxins.

So far I have been citing evidence mainly from Southeast Asia and par
ticularly Laos, where the yellow rain attacks were first reported and where 
they have been conducted most systematically. In Kampuchea growing 
reports in recent years suggest that a wide range of chemical warfare agents 
are in use, including "yellow rain." Cyanide, for instance, has been 
discovered in wells. Vietnamese soldiers have been captured poisoning the 
wells of refugee camps on the Thai border.

In Afghanistan, too, the evidence of chemical weapons use has been ris
ing. We are today in much the same position —in terms of our ability to 
establish a pattern of such use and to identify specific agents being employed 
in Afghanistan —as we were in 1979 regarding Southeast Asia. We have 
numerous eyewitness reports —of victims, of journalists—we have sensitive 
intelligence of technical and human origin, and we have testimony of those 
who have fought on the Soviet side. Based upon this information, we are 
certain that chemical weapons are being used in Afghanistan. These include 
irritants, new and as yet unidentified incapacitants, and familiar lethal 
agents, including nerve gas. A number of former Afghan military officers, 
trained in the Soviet Union in chemical warfare, have identified lethal 
agents brought into Afghanistan, have pinpointed the sites where these are 
stored, and have specified when they have been used. These reports are cor
roborated by reports from refugees and victims of these same attacks.
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Physical Evidence in Southeast Asia

We do not, as yet, have physical evidence of chemical warfare in 
Afghanistan; in Southeast Asia we do. The first set of samples we subjected 
to test for trichothecene toxins was taken from a village in Kampuchea. It 
was collected within a day of an attack on the village which killed people in 
the same brutal manner I have described. The results of that analysis, as you 
are already aware, showed that:

• The leaf and stem in question contained levels of trichothecene 
mycotoxins 20 times higher than that found in natural outbreaks;

• The trichothecene mycotoxins found do not occur naturally in the com
bination identified in Southeast Asia;

• In parts of the world where these mycotoxins do appear naturally, they 
do so in combination with certain other toxins which were not present in 
this sample; and

• The effect of these trichothecene mycotoxins on man and animals is the 
symptomatology I have described. These toxins produce all the symptoms I 
have mentioned, and they are not known to produce any symptoms not 
reported. The fit, in other words, was perfect.

Others here are better qualified to discuss the technical process of analysis 
and to interpret the results for you. The significance of this discovery, 
however, can be simply stated. We had solved the mystery. We had fitted 
together the jigsaw puzzle which had bedeviled us for 5 years. We now 
knew what was causing the bizarre and brutal deaths of Laotian and Kam
puchean villagers. We had ascertained that a completely new class of 
weapons had been developed and was in use.

In the past few weeks we have completed analysis of further samples from 
both Kampuchea and Laos. The results have confirmed our earlier findings 
and reinforce the conclusions we have drawn from them. One of these new 
samples was of water, taken from the same Kampuchean village at the same 
time as the set of leaves and stems, which was first analyzed positively for 
trichothecenes. The other two samples are from sites of separate attacks in 
Laos, one of which was provided to us for analysis by Congressman Jim 
Leach [of Iowa].®

All three of these samples reveal very high quantities of trichothecene 
mycotoxins, quantities even higher than in the first sample. Both of the 
samples of yellow powder from Laos were scraped from rocks, not natur
ally a medium for high levels of toxins. One of the Laos samples, for exam
ple, contained 150 parts per million of Tj toxin. This is almost 50 times 
higher than the level of Tj in the original sample from Kampuchea. The 
water sample from Kampuchea contained 66 parts per million of deox- 
ynivalenol.

In addition to samples collected from sites of reported attacks, we have 
also obtained samples of background soil and vegetation of the same species 
as originally tested from near the same area in Kampuchea. These were 
tested by the same analytical technique and found to be free of any

“ These and following brackets are in the source text.
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trichothecenes, thus further confirming the absence of natural occurrence of 
these toxins in that region.

Dr. Watson [Army Surgeon Generals office] is prepared to discuss the 
detailed results of these latest tests, and their significance. Again, however, 
the basic conclusion is a straightforward one: We have confirmed the use of 
toxin weapons in Laos as well as Kampuchea.

Ever since the U.S. Government began to voice its concerns over reports 
of chemical weapons use, critics have demanded that we produce the smok
ing gun. The testimony of victims, of witnesses, or refugee military officers 
who had engaged in chemical warfare activities, and the technical in
telligence was not enough. Those who did not believe said they would not 
believe — unless we produced a smoking gun, physical proof.

We now have the smoking gun. We now have four separate pieces of 
physical evidence. We may soon have more as, I regret to say, chemical at
tacks have been reported in Laos and Kampuchea within the last month. We 
are taking every step to make this evidence widely available in order that 
others can form their own conclusions. There will always be those who will 
not believe. We are persuaded, however, that any person, any government, 
any journalist who approaches this issue with an open mind, who travels to 
the borders of conflict and seeks out victims and those who have treated 
them, that anyone who conducts his own inquiry, will come to the same 
conclusions we have.

Having answered one question which bedeviled us for 5 years, we have 
opened up a new set of unanswered questions. Toxins are one type of 
chemical weapons in use in Southeast Asia. But there are other chemical 
warfare agents in use there and in Afghanistan, which we have yet to iden
tify. The trichothecene mycotoxins we have discovered are a highly lethal 
mixture. But we are not certain that this is the only type of toxins in use, and 
we are not certain precisely why this combination has been chosen or what 
other combinations we may yet discover.

We are also addressing ourselves to the question of why toxins have been 
developed and used as a weapon, when other lethal chemical warfare agents 
are available, off the shelf, so to speak.

There seem a variety of factors that make toxin weapons particularly ef
fective against the rural, defenseless peoples of nations like Laos and Kam
puchea. The violence of the death—with victims experiencing severe 
vomiting, diarrhea, extreme irritation to the eyes and skin and respiratory 
system, and often dying rapidly; the ease in which the powder can be 
carefully applied to a limited area; and the survival rate of those on the 
periphery, who can report what they have seen, all contribute to making 
this type of weapon suitable for driving people from their homes and 
villages and insuring that they stay away. The limited protection needed by 
those who must handle this material — gloves and a simple face mask, as op
posed to a complete protective suit, and the simple method of delivery, such 
as crop-dusting aircraft — contributes to its attractiveness as an effective 
weapon of terror. Finally, the difficulty in detecting and identifying the tox
ins contributes to its attractiveness. It has, after all, taken the U.S. Govern
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ment, with all the technical resources at its disposal, 5 years and many 
thousands of man-hours to discover the true nature of "yellow rain."

Issue of Responsibility

I have so far addressed the question of chemical weapons use but not the 
issue of who is responsible for their use. The Soviet Union is, of course, 
directly involved in the fighting in Afghanistan and thus in the use of 
chemical weapons in that country. In Laos and Kampuchea, on the other 
hand, these weapons would seem to be employed by indigenous forces — the 
Vietnamese, Laotians, and Kampucheans. Nonetheless, the links to the 
Soviet Union are strong.

• The Soviets are providing extensive military assistance and advice in 
Laos, Kampuchea, and to the Vietnamese forces fighting there. The Soviets 
certainly know what is happening and are in a position to stop it if they 
chose.

• The Soviets are advising and controlling chemical warfare activity in 
Southeast Asia. Soviet chemical experts have inspected a number of 
chemical weapons storage facilities there. Both lethal and nonlethal 
chemicals are believe to be stored at these sites and are transported between 
storage facilities and ordnance camps or field use areas as needed.

• There exists, in so far as we are aware, no facilities in Southeast Asia 
capable of producing the mold and extracting the mycotoxins in the quan
tities in which they are being used.

• Such facilities do exist in the Soviet Union, including microbiological 
plants under military control and with heavy military guard.

• The Soviets have resisted every effort to mount an impartial investiga
tion of chemical weapons use in Southeast Asia and Afghanistan.

For over 2 years we have sought, and failed to receive, from the Soviet 
Union an explanation of the anthrax outbreak at Sverdlovsk. We have also 
raised with the Soviet Union our concerns regarding chemical weapons use 
in Afghanistan and Southeast Asia. More recently, we have raised these 
issues again in the context of new information on the use of toxins. We have 
still not received a substantive response.

The use of toxins as warfare agents in Southeast Asia has grave implica
tions for present and future arms control arrangements. As biologically pro
duced chemical substances, toxins fall within the prohibitions of both the 
1925 Geneva protocol, forbidding the use of chemical weapons in warfare,** 
and the 1972 Biological Weapons Convention, which forbids the produc
tion, stockpiling, or transfer of toxin weapons.® These agreements, signed 
by both the Soviet Union and Vietnam, and the customary international 
law, which has developed out of the former, are being flagrantly violated.

A common feature of the Geneva protocol and the Biological Weapons 
Convention is that neither contains any provisions for verification and 
neither contains adequate mechanisms for resolving issues of compliance. It

' For text of the protocol, see Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
• Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
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is too early to determine the full consequences of the use of chemical and 
toxin warfare agents for future arms control arrangements. There should be 
no doubt, however, that the U.S. Government will insist that any future 
arms control agreement contain whatever provisions are needed to permit 
verification and to insure that questions of compliance are dealt with 
seriously. The day the United States signs unverifiable arms control 
agreements is over. Let us hope that the day when others urge us to do so in 
the cause of relaxed tensions or increased international goodwill is over as 
well. For nothing increases tension or poisons goodwill more than the lack 
of compliance with agreements concluded.

U.S. Steps

Let me next turn to the steps we have taken as a result of the new informa
tion on toxin use. As I have noted we have raised this issue again with the 
Soviet Union, to no effect. We have raised the issue with Vietnam and Laos, 
also without effect. We have made our evidence available to the United Na
tions and to all its member countries. We have sent our experts to a number 
of European capitals and to New York, where they met with the U.N. ex
perts. We have indicated our hope that the U.N. experts continue their in
quiry and travel at least to all of those countries neighboring the scenes of 
conflict — they have just visited Thailand, and Pakistan has offered an invita
tion as well —to interview refugees and other sources. We have also en
couraged other nations and other private organizations, including jour
nalists, to mount their own inquiries into what is going on in Southeast Asia 
and Afghanistan.

Our objective is to stop these attacks. We will keep this issue before the 
world community and on the international agenda as long as we need to do 
so. For the present, we believe priority should be given to the U.N. inquiry. 
A vote in the General Assembly on whether to extend the mandate for that 
investigation will be taken in the next 6 weeks. It is very important that this 
be done.

We are also reviewing other means to focus world opinion on this issue. If 
we are to succeed, we must make sure this is not simply perceived as a 
U.S.-Soviet contest from which others can disengage. This means we must 
insure our evidence is made as widely available as possible, while avoiding 
any appearance of engaging in a propaganda campaign. For if our efforts 
are to have any utility, others must take this information as seriously as we.

There is reason they should. For over 50 years, as I have said, chemical 
weapons have been successfully banned from the battlefields of the in
dustrialized world. This success is due, I expect, as much to the deterrent 
effect of possible retaliation as to respect for the sanctity of international 
law. What is going on today in Afghanistan and Southeast Asia is not an 
East-West issue. It is an issue of universal import with particular conse
quences for those countries least prepared to defend against the use of 
chemical and biological agents. It is our task to put our information at the 
disposal of the world community. It is the response of the world commun
ity—not just that of the U.S. Government, its friends, and allies —which 
will, in the end, determine whether these attacks continue and proliferate or 
are halted forever.
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Statement by the Under Secretary of State for Security Assist
ance, Science and Technology (Buckley) Before the Senate 
Committee on Foreign Relations: Assistance to Pakistan [Ex* 
tract], November 12, 1981 '

Finally, a word about the vitally important subject of nuclear prolifera
tion. I should emphasize that this Administration is firmly committed to the 
longstanding goals of nonproliferation expressed in legislation and by 
previous Administrations. We believe deeply that the acquisition of nuclear 
explosives by non-nuclear-weapons states would be contrary to the clear na
tional interests of the United States. We have taken this vital national in
terest directly into account in shaping our new relationship with Pakistan. 
The Pakistan Government can be in no doubt about our concerns on this 
issue and the serious consequences which would inevitably flow from a 
Pakistani nuclear explosion.

Our approach to this problem, however, is based on the recognition that 
a nation, such as Pakistan, may be motivated to move toward acquisition of 
a capability to build nuclear weapons because of a perceived threat to its na
tional security, which it believes cannot be met by conventional military 
and political means available to it. As praiseworthy as the intentions of the 
Symington amendment  ̂may have been, it is clear that it has failed to stop 
Pakistan from pursuing the unsafeguarded portions of its nuclear program. 
On the other hand, to the extent that it has kept us from helping that nation 
upgrade its conventional defenses, it may have added to the sense of in
security that can only heighten pressures to achieve a capacity to develop 
nuclear weapons.

We believe that a program of support which provides Pakistan with a 
continuing relationship with a significant security partner and enhances its 
sense of security may help remove the principal underlying incentive for the 
acquisition of a nuclear weapons capability. With such a relationship in 
place, we are hopeful that we will be able, over time, to persuade Pakistan 
that the pursuit of a weapons capability is neither necessary to its security 
nor in its broader interest, as an important member of the world communi
ty. If we deny ourselves this relationship, however, we will forfeit the op
portunity to influence future decisions. We are gratified that the U.S. Senate 
has taken action to modify the Symington amendment to permit assistance 
to Pakistan which we consider so vital.

' Dept, of State, Current Policy No. 347, p. 4.
’ Sec. 669 of the International Security Assistance and Arms Export Control Act of 1976. See 

Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 427-428.
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Statement by the U.S. Permanent Representative to the U.N. 
General Assembly (Kirkpatrick): Resolution Regarding 
Israeli Attack on Iraqi Nuclear Facility, November 12, 1981’

As the General Assembly is aware, this subject was debated at length last 
June in the Security Council, where matters alleged to be a threat to peace 
and security are properly brought. The Security Council at that time was 
able to arrive at the satisfactory conclusion of a unanimous vote which took 
into account all the relevant aspects of the attack on Tammuz.

My Government believes that no useful purpose is served by continuing 
the debate here today. The matter has already been dealt with in a construc
tive fashion in the Security Council. All members of the Security Council 
supported that procedure for dealing with this subject. In our view, action 
by the General Assembly on this topic —coming as it does on the heels of 
Israels condemnation yesterday — does not contribute to the cause of peace 
in the Middle East. On the contrary, the contentious, unbalanced draft 
resolution * before this body can only complicate the search for peace in the 
Middle East.

The present draft resolution departs in important ways from resolution 
487 (1981) adopted unanimously in the Security Council.® The present draft 
speaks unwarrantedly of Israels "aggression", a legal term scrupulously 
avoided by the Security Council. Such a characterization raises troublesome 
legal questions and prejudges thoughtful deliberation and a judicious out
come. The United States Government objects strenuously to the use of that 
term and insists that such actions must be viewed in their total context, 
which includes Iraq's refusal to accept the international consensus for
mulated in Security Council resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 (1973) and its 
refusal to make peace with Israel.

This debate, which has been engendered by the introduction of this 
provocatively worded item, diverts our attention from what should be the 
focus of United Nations efforts—namely, the pursuit of peace and security 
in the Middle East. Two States in the region, with encouragement and ap
propriate participation of my country, have worked for the last several 
years in a practical way towards a comprehensive settlement of disputes 
which have plagued the area for decades. Critics feel that the Camp David 
process is painfully slow and doomed ultimately to failure. They seek in
stead an instant solution in one huge leap, wilfully disregarding the 
obstacles and pitfalls which have undermined previous peace efforts. To 
them I would point out that the enormous progress that has been made to 
date between Israel and Egypt—progress that has met the legitimate security 
needs of each country —has opened the way towards normal commercial

’ A /36/PV . 54, pp. 16-20.
* I.e., draft res. A/36/L.14, a revised version of which was subsequently adopted as res. 

36/27.
* Ante, June 19.
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and diplomatic relations and constitutes the only realistic prospect of 
achieving a lasting peace and a just resolution of the Palestinian problem.

We are now being asked to consider questions that are both irrelevant to 
this debate and a hindrance to the stated goal of regional peace. The United 
States, for instance, is asked to cease its arms and other relationships with 
Israel. The United States friendship with Israel is a constant and an enduring 
fact of our foreign policy. It springs from traditions and values shared by 
the citizens of both countries. It will not be altered by occasional differences 
over actions taken by one nation or another.

Various countries in this body provide nuclear technology and large 
quantities of arms to States in the region. Yet this draft resolution asks no 
one to cease supplying arms and other military assistance to Israels 
neighbors. The United States therefore strenuously objects to the entirely 
unwarranted and inappropriate language concerning this country's relation
ship with Israel. We consider this language unbalanced and unfair.

A similar attempt at distraction from the goal of regional peace is the call 
for the Security Council to investigate Israels nuclear activities. We oppose 
any such effort to engage the Security Council in an unbalanced, politically 
motivated activity. In this connexion, however, I should like to point out 
that my delegation has supported resolutions adopted by the General 
Assembly proposing a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East. We 
support this goal as a way of addressing the issue of nuclear arms in that 
region.

Finally, I must also object strenuously, and as a matter of principle, to the 
call for enforcement action in paragraph 5 of the draft resolution. This 
would only aggravate tensions at a time when the United Nations should be 
doing its utmost to reduce tensions and defuse potential causes of conflict.

It is for the foregoing reasons, therefore, that my delegation will vote 
against the proposed resolution.

Statement by the Swedish Representative (Lidgard) to the First 
Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Establishment of a 
United Nations Disarmament Agency [Extract], November 
12, 1981 '

In our general statement in this Committee on 26 October, we did not 
hide the fact that the expectations my Government originally had attached 
to this study had not been fully met by the recommendations of the present 
report. We are somewhat disappointed at the lack of concrete recommenda
tions on the key issues. In the light of our strongly felt views on this matter, 
this should come as a surprise to no one.

’ A /C .1/36/PV .29, pp. 46-51.
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In our view, high goals must be set for the United Nations efforts in the 
field of disarmament. A more effective disarmament machinery needs to be 
established to correspond to such goals. A United Nations disarmament 
agency is the body proposed to contribute to the implementation of the 
recommendations and decisions of the second special session devoted to 
disarmament.

We have already, in the Group of Governmental Experts and in other 
forums, in great detail explained our views on the various functions intend
ed for the United Nations disarmament agency. On this occasion I should 
like only to reiterate a few of them.

At present there is a tendency to establish separate and independent 
organizations within the field of disarmament, each body with its own ad
visory board or committee. The creation of a United Nations disarmament 
agency would provide an obvious possibility to streamline and co-ordinate 
these various activities.

The special requirements in the area of disarmament negotiations call for 
both general knowledge of conference servicing and for knowledge on the 
substance under discussion or negotiation. The first of these two functions 
necessitates the availability of a group of generalists, political officers and 
supportive staff. The second calls for a range of specialists. It would seem 
practical that a separate committee and conference division be established, 
such as in the present Centre for Disarmament, in order to provide the 
generalists needed. The need for specialist staff in any one committee, com
mission or conference will, however, vary over time and between bodies.

In view of the central role of the United Nations in disarmament, among 
other things, the role of the Secretary-General as depositary of disarmament 
agreements, implementation and verification, including the organization of 
review conferences and Secretariat functions in relation to complaints pro
cedures, would be among the most important functions of the United 
Nations disarmament agency.

In this area there is a need to build a much stronger machinery for the 
1980s and beyond. On the one hand, it must be assumed that a number of 
agreements that have long been under negotiation will be concluded in the 
not too distant future, involving important provisions concerning im
plementation and verification, for instance, a test-ban treaty and a conven
tion on chemical weapons. These tasks cannot be performed unless there 
exist sufficient organizational resources to handle often quite complex pro
cedural and technical problems. Furthermore, the adoption at the second 
special session on disarmament of a comprehensive programme of disarma
ment will require that long-term perspectives be taken into account in plan
ning an organ which must be able to fulfil the tasks envisaged in the pro
gramme. Also, the recommendations of the A d Hoc Expert Group on the 
Establishment of an International Satellite Monitoring Agency should 
receive due attention in planning the organizational set-up within the United 
Nations disarmament agency for implementation and verification purposes.

The basic elements of the view of my Government are included in the 
report of the Group of Experts.



LIDGARD STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 12 559

For the sake of clarity, I should like to quote from the report the one 
paragraph that sums up the Swedish proposal in the following way:

A specific proposal was put forward for the establishment of a United 
Nations Disarmament Agency. According to the proposal it was 
generally agreed that the need for progress in disarmament and arms 
control in the 1980s was more urgent than ever and that the United Na
tions must set high goals in the field of disarmament in the coming 
decade. The agency would be an organization for an effective disarma
ment machinery to correspond to those more ambitious goals. The 
agency should have a sufficiently independent position within the 
United Nations system, established in a manner similar to IAEA, with a 
governing council, funded in the same manner as other agencies, and 
reporting directly to the General Assembly. This major organization 
was envisaged to facilitate co-ordination of disarmament activities 
within the framework of the United Nations at the level of the Ad
ministrative Committee on Co-ordination, as well as to assist in the set
ting of priorities and achievement of common aims. Its functions 
should include services for deliberation, negotiation, implementation, 
verification, information, research and study, disarmament and 
development and training. It was felt that the practical thinking needed 
to develop the proper organizational framework of such an agency be 
an important part of the preparations for the second special session 
devoted to disarmament, and of that session itself. {A/36/392, annex, 
para. 84)

The study does not recommend specific action in this direction. The 
Group of Experts is correct, of course, in stating in the opening paragraph of 
the concluding chapter of the report that, whatever the adequacy of the 
means provided by the United Nations in the service of the task of disarma
ment, it is ultimately the will of States to make use of them and their 
political readiness to negotiate which will determine how much progress can 
be made. We are, however, convinced that the institutional arrangements 
also play an important part in this process, and this prompts us to propose 
the establishment of a United Nations disarmament agency. Our proposal 
has received valuable support from a number of States. Consultations here 
in this Committee since the study was presented have convinced us that our 
view concerning the need for an institutional reform of United Nations in
volvement in disarmament matters are more widely shared than is indicated 
by the recommendations of the report.

Our views should be regarded not as a criticism of the functioning of the 
present Centre for Disarmament, but rather as a reflection of more am
bitious goals and priorities, including the wish to ensure that the work pro
gramme which will be agreed by the second special session of the General 
Assembly on disarmament in the guise of a comprehensive programme of 
disarmament be matched by adequate Secretariat resources. The second 
special session will, of course, consider a number of related organizational 
issues. One such very important issue relates to the follow-up to the study 
on an International Satellite Monitoring Agency and the verification aspects 
of arms control and disarmament agreements, another to the future role of 
the Advisory Board. It would seem obvious that those questions should also
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receive due attention in a discussion on establishing a United Nations disar
mament agency.

Senate Resolution of Ratification of Additional Protocol I to 
the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin 
America, November 13, 1981'

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators present concurring, therein), That 
the Senate advise and consent to the ratification of Additional Protocol I to 
the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, also 
known as the Treaty of Tlatelolco, signed on behalf of the United States of 
America on May 26, 1977 subject to the following understandings:*

(1) That the provisions of the Treaty made applicable by this Additional 
Protocol do not affect the exclusive power and legal competence under in
ternational law of a State adhering to this Protocol to grant or deny transit 
and transport privileges to its own or any other vessels or aircraft irrespec
tive of cargo or armaments.

(2) That the provisions of the Treaty made applicable by this Additional 
Protocol do not affect rights under international law of a State adhering to 
this Protocol regarding the exercise of the freedom of the seas, or regarding 
passage through or over waters subject to the sovereignty of a State.

(3) That the understandings and declarations attached by the United 
States to its ratification of Additional Protocol II apply also to its ratifica
tion of Additional Protocol I as follows:

I. That the United States Government understands the reference in 
Article 3 of the treaty to "its own legislation" to relate only to such 
legislation as is compatible with the rules of international law and as 
involves an exercise of sovereignty consistent with those rules, and ac
cordingly that ratification of Additional Protocol II by the United 
States Government could not be regarded as implying recognition, for 
the purpose of this treaty and its protocols, or for any other purpose, 
of any legislation which did not, in the view of the United States, com
ply with the relevant rules of international law.

That the United States Government takes note of the Preparatory 
Commission s interpretation of the treaty, as set forth in the Final Act, 
that, governed by the principles and rules of international law, each of 
the contracting parties retains exclusive power and legal competence.

’ Ex. Rept. No. 97-23, 97th Cong., 1st sess., pp. 6-8; Congressional Record, Nov. 13, 1981, 
p. S13370. The vote was 79 in favor, and none opposed.

 ̂ For the treaty and its protocols, see Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69-83.
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unaffected by the terms of the treaty, to grant or deny non-contracting 
parties transit and transport privileges.

That as regards the undertaking in Article 3 of Protocol II not to use 
or threaten to use nuclear weapons against the Contracting Parties, 
the United States Government would have to consider that an armed 
attack by a Contracting Party, in which it was assisted by a nuclear- 
weapon state, would be incompatible with the Contracting Party's 
corresponding obligations under Article 1 of the treaty.

II. That the United States Government considers that the 
technology of making nuclear explosive devices for peaceful purposes 
is indistinguishable from the technology of making nuclear weapons, 
and that nuclear weapons and nuclear explosive devices for peaceful 
purposes are both capable of releasing nuclear energy in an uncon
trolled manner and have the common group of characteristics of large 
amounts of energy generated instantaneously from a compact source. 
Therefore the United States Government understands the definition 
contained in Article 5 of the treaty as necessarily encompassing all 
nuclear explosive devices. It is also understood that Articles 1 and 5 
restrict accordingly the activities of the contracting parties under 
paragraph 1 of Article 18.

That the United States Government understands that paragraph 4 
of Article 18 of the treaty permits, and that United States adherence to 
Protocol II will not prevent, collaboration by the United States with 
contracting parties for the purpose of carrying out explosions of 
nuclear devices for peaceful purposes in a manner consistent with a 
policy of not contributing to the proliferation of nuclear weapons 
capabilities. In this connection, the United States Government notes 
Article V of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, 
under which it joined in an undertaking to take appropriate measures 
to ensure that potential benefits of peaceful applications of nuclear 
explosions would be made available to non-nuclear-weapons states 
party to that treaty, and reaffirms its willingness to extend such under
taking, on the same basis, to states precluded by the present treaty 
from manufacturing or acquiring any nuclear explosive device.

III. That the United States Government also declares that, although 
not required by Protocol II, it will act with respect to such territories 
of Protocol I adherents as are within the geographical area defined in 
paragraph 2 of Article 4 of the treaty in the same manner as Protocol
II requires it to act with respect to the territories of contracting parties.
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Statement by Director General Ekiund of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency Before the U.N. General Assembly: 
The Agency's Safeguards System and the Iraqi Nuclear 
Facility, November 13, 1981 '

As I observed in my statement to the United Nations Security Council on 
19 June 1981,* I consider the attack on the Iraqi nuclear research centre to be 
a serious development with far-reaching implications. Indeed, the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency, since its establishment, has not, in my 
opinion, been faced with a more serious matter than that of the implications 
of this event.

The Agency's safeguards system is, in fact, a basic element of the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty (NPT) ® and has a twofold objective: first, to assure the 
international community that States are complying with their non
proliferation undertakings; and, secondly, to deter diversion of nuclear 
material through the risk of early detection.

The assurance provided by the safeguards activities of the Agency as an 
independent and objective international trustee should lead to increased 
confidence among States and help to diminish the sense of national insecur
ity, which could be one of the main motivations for acquiring nuclear 
weapons. In this context, an aggressive military act against a nuclear facility 
under the Agency's safeguards on the ground of alleged weaknesses in those 
safeguards cannot but undermine the credibility not only of the Agency's 
activities but also of the NPT itself. Thus, the Israeli attack on 7 June was in 
essence an attack simultaneously also against the IAEA, the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty and the very climate of trust generated by the Treaty 
and its verification mechanism.

The Assembly will note with satisfaction that both the Board of Gover
nors and the General Conference of the IAEA, while condemning the 
attack, expressed continued confidence in the Agency's safeguards system.

That attack has caused the attention of the mass media to be focused on 
the effectiveness of Agency safeguards. The military and political aspects of 
that event and the lack of understanding of the technicalities involved have 
made it difficult for the mass media to present a balanced picture in a correct 
perspective; as a result, the credibility of the Agency's safeguards system has 
been called into question. As is always the case, it is more difficult to restore 
credibility than it is to undermine it.

The media have been misled by the dissemination of incorrect statements 
and misleading allegations, not to speak of the role played in this context by 
a former Agency inspector who was summarily dismissed. In document 
A/36/610, which has been distributed to this Assembly and which reached 
me a few days ago, those allegations are repeated without substantiation.

I believe that this is not the forum in which to deal with all the technical

' A/36/PV.56, pp. 32-37.
 ̂Ante.

* For text of the treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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details of the safeguards approach foreseen by the Agency at the Tammuz 
reactor; therefore I shall confine myself to a few salient facts.

Contrary to one view expressed in this hall, the reactor in question is not 
an optimal instrument for plutonium production. Heavy-water moderated 
research reactors, such as the unsafeguarded Dimona reactor in Israel, have 
a considerably better potential for this purpose because those reactors 
unavoidably produce plutonium in the normal process of operation, 
without the necessity of making any alteration. This is not the case for reac
tors of the Tammuz type. In addition, the Tammuz I is a swimming-pool 
reactor and is in the same category as more than 100 other research reactors 
which are at present under Agency safeguards. A few of those reactors are 
designed to operate at a similar power level to that of Tammuz I. The core 
of those reactors is at the bottom of a pool filled with crystal-clear water and 
therefore can be easily observed and checked. Extensive experience has 
shown that reactors of this very simple design pose no special problems con
cerning safeguards.

One of the basic allegations tries to create the misleading impression that 
the safeguards approach of the Agency at Tamuz I, kept at low key at the 
time of the attack, would not have changed with the starting of the reactor. 
Up to now, only 12.5 kilograms of highly enriched uranium contained in 
normal fuel assemblies have been shipped to Iraq. This amount is com
pletely insufficient for the manufacture of a nuclear explosive. Since the 
reactor had not yet become operational, there was equally no possibility to 
produce plutonium. This being the case, two to three inspections per year in 
the pre-operational stage were sufficient.

The safeguards approach would have changed in the event of further 
fresh fuel shipments and with the start of the reactor. In fact, the Agency 
had already worked out the details of a more intensified safeguards 
approach long before the attack, following the example of a similar high- 
power research reactor which has been under safeguards for several years. 
Under the new approach to be put into effect upon the reactor becoming 
operational the frequency of inspections would have been increased up to 26 
times a year. In addition, in order to cover the interval between inspections, 
tamper-proof automatic camera systems would have been installed at the 
reactor. These cameras take pictures every few minutes.

The verification task of the inspectors during the inspection of such a 
reactor is not so difficult or complicated: there are only a few dozen fuel 
assemblies to be counted and identified, and the presence of dummies, if 
any, discovered.

As to the possibility of clandestine production of plutonium, it should be 
understood that this would mean an exceptionally intense and sustained 
activity at the reactor, as plutonium production in this type of reactor 
would require an excessive consumption of highly enriched uranium. Any 
such occurrence would attract the attention of the inspectors. Further, sup
ply of fuel by the supplier could be interrupted in case of doubt long before a 
significant amount of plutonium could be accumulated.

In order to produce in one year sufficient plutonium for one explosive 
device, about 100 spent fuel assemblies would have to be replaced by fresh
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ones. Additionally, about 5CX3 assemblies containing natural uranium and 
produced clandestinely would have to be inserted into and subsequently 
removed from the reactor —that is, from a spot 1.5 by 1.5 metres square on 
the bottom of the transparent pool. In total, about 1,200 movements of 
rather large objects, 1 metre long and 8 by 8 centimetres across, would have 
been necessary during the year. Rearrangement of the reactor core before 
the arrival and following the departure of the inspectors would require 
several hundred additional transfers of highly radioactive fuel assemblies. It 
is beyond doubt that such intensive activity would have been easily and 
clearly observed as distinct from the usual research activities on the films 
which would have been taken by the cameras.

Let me now refer to the argument that there are other nuclear facilities in 
Tuwaitha which could be used for diversion and which are not yet under 
safeguards. Iraq is required to report the design information of these 
facilities to the Agency before any nuclear material is transferred to them so 
as to allow the Agency to prepare the appropriate safeguards approach. In 
any event, we should bear in mind that these facilities are of no value for the 
clandestine separation of plutonium as such an attempt would be discovered 
through safeguarding the reactor, simply because plutonium can be pro
duced only in the reactor.

I do not wish to burden the members of the Assembly with more technical 
details to refute the other points made in document A/36/610. I believe 
these few examples speak for themselves.

Statement by the Italian Representative (La Rocca) to the First 
Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Prevention of an 
Arms Race in Outer Space, November 13, 1981 '

I wish to speak in order to introduce the draft resolution entitled "Pre
venting an arms race in outer space", contained in document A/C .1/36/L .7  
of 10 November 1981, presented by the following States: Australia, 
Belgium, France, Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, Netherlands, New 
Zealand and the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland.* 

The interest shown by a very large number of delegations in the problems 
of arms control and disarmament in outer space has constituted a distinctive 
feature of our deliberations in the First Committee.

The numerous statements which have so far dealt with this subject have 
shown that there is a widely shared conviction that further efforts are 
needed by the international community to keep outer space a peaceful en
vironment and to prevent the possibility of an arms race in this new dimen
sion of human activity.

This aspect of our deliberations is considered particularly important by 
the delegations on whose behalf I have the honor to speak. Many of us have

' A /C.1/36/PV.30, pp. 7-12.
’ Subsequently adopted by the G.A. as res. 36/97 C.
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long stressed the need to give timely consideration to these problems. It is 
appropriate in this context to note the proposal of the USSR contained in 
document A/36/192 of 20 [11] August 1981, which has contributed to 
focusing the attention of our Committee on outer space.®

Like many other delegations which have expressed their views on the sub
ject, the sponsors of draft resolution A /C .1/36/L .7 are convinced that a 
much broader involvement of the international community is desirable on 
an issue which is liable to affect the future security of the whole world. The 
draft resolution is an attempt to contribute to promoting such an involve
ment; it is a determined initiative to put on the agenda of multilateral 
negotiations related to disarmament an item which has been conspicuously 
absent until now. It goes in a direction which our countries have consist
ently advocated over the years, ever since the adoption of the 1967 outer 
space Treaty.^ It flows directly from the commitment embodied in 
paragraph 80 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the 
General Assembly, which reads:

In order to prevent an arms race in outer space, further measures 
should be taken and appropriate international negotiations held in 
accordance with the spirit of the Treaty on Principles Governing the 
Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, in
cluding the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies. (S-10/2, para. 80)*

The fast pace of technological developments in space and the prospective 
increase in the number of countries which will benefit from them bring both 
new opportunities and new risks. Space capabilities are increasingly used 
for beneficial activities, such as remote sensing, communications, scientific 
research, climatology and, not least, in verifying arms control and disarma
ment agreements. Such activities contribute substantially to promoting pro
gress in international co-operation, peace and stability.

On the other hand, though it is not easy to predict the likely consequences 
of an arms race in outer space, it is fair to assume that such a race would 
prove immensely expensive, disruptive of the exploitation of space for 
peaceful purposes and detrimental to international peace and security.

The heightened levels of insecurity, instability and expenditure that 
would follow the development of an arms race in outer space dictate that a 
determined attempt should be made to prevent this possibility. The pros
pects in this regard may become more limited as the pace of technological 
development increases; swift action is therefore imperative before condi
tions for negotiating meaningful agreements become more difficult.

The draft resolution contained in document A /C .1/36/L .7 is aimed at 
promoting such action. Operative paragraph 3

Requests the Committee on Disarmament to consider, as from the 
beginning of its session in 1982, the question of negotiating effective 
and verifiable agreements aimed at preventing an arms race in outer

® See ante, Aug. 11.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 38-43.
* Ibid., 1978, p. 426.
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space, taking into account all existing and future proposals designed to 
meet this objective.

The achievement of the ultimate goal of preserving this common heritage 
of mankind and preventing an arms race in outer space will require a 
negotiating process based —as stated in paragraph 80 of the Final Document 
of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly —on

further measures . . and appropriate international negotia
tions . . .  in accordance with the spirit of the Treaty on Principles 
Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer 
Space, including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies. (Ibid.)

Such a constructive approach to this very complex subject matter should 
enable us to single out those elements which, because of their urgency, 
should be tackled as a matter of priority.

In this regard, it is a widely held view that the most urgent space-related 
problem of international concern is at present the development of opera
tional systems designed to impair the functioning of, interfere with, damage 
or destroy satellites of other nations. We have heard several statements 
underlining this concern in the First Committee. In this context, we are 
aware that the restraint of anti-satellite systems has already been a subject of 
negotiations between the United States and the USSR.

The development of anti-satellite systems is fundamentally destabilizing 
and calls for prompt international action. Were it to remain uncontrolled, it 
could open up outer space as yet another area of military confrontation, 
with all the inherent dangers of escalation. The fact that anti-satellite 
capabilities are as yet in a comparatively early stage of development 
presents the international community with an opportunity to negotiate a 
realistic and verifiable agreement and thereby initiate a process leading 
eventually to permanently securing outer space as a peaceful environment.

The scope of such an agreement would be a most important issue for the 
parties to the negotiations to deal with. We feel, however, that a prohibition 
limited to use would not be sufficient.

Operative paragraph 4 of this draft resolution requests the Committee on 
Disarmament to consider, as a matter of priority, the question of 
negotiating an effective and verifiable agreement to prohibit anti-satellite 
systems as an important step towards the fulfilment of the objective of 
preventing an arms race in outer space.

I should like to draw the attention of the members of this Committee to 
the fact that the words "as a matter of priority" refer exclusively to the con
text of the prevention of an arms race in outer space. They do not imply any 
change in the existing priorities of the Committee on Disarmament as a 
whole: this issue clearly falls within the competence of the Committee on 
Disarmament, which should decide upon it.

In concluding my statement, I wish to express, also on behalf of the other 
sponsors, the sincere hope that the members of this Committee will give 
their full support to the draft resolution contained in document 
A/C.1/36/L.7.
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Egyptian Draft Resolution Submitted to the First Committee 
of the U.N. General Assembly: Establishment of a Nuclear- 
Weapon-Free Zone in the Region of the Middle East, 
November 16, 1981 '

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolutions 3263 (XXIX),* 3474 (XXX),  ̂ 31/71," 32/82,* 

33/64,‘ 34/77^ and 35/147 on the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free 
zone in the Middle East,

Recalling also the recommendations in the Final Document of 10th 
Special Session of the General Assembly® for the establishment of such a 
zone in the Middle East consistent with paragraphs 60-63, in particular 
paragraph 63 D,

Emphasizing the basic provisions of the above resolutions which call 
upon all parties directly concerned to: consider taking practical and urgent 
steps required for the implementation of the proposal to establish a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone in the Middle East; pending and during the establishment 
of such a zone to declare solemnly that they will refrain on a reciprocal basis 
from producing, acquiring or in any other way possessing nuclear weapons 
and nuclear explosive devices; refrain on a reciprocal basis from permitting 
the stationing of nuclear weapons on their territory by any third party and 
to agree to place all their nuclear activities under IAEA safeguards; and 
declare their support for the establishment of the zone, and deposit such 
declarations with the Security Council for consideration as appropriate. 

Noting with appreciation that already 11 Middle Eastern States are parties 
to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,’

Realizing that adherence to the aforementioned Treaty by all States of the 
region would be conducive to a speedy establishment of the nuclear- 
weapon-free-zone.

Bearing in mind the Consensus reached at the thirty-fifth session of the 
General Assembly that the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in 
the Middle East would greatly enhance international peace and security. 

Desirous to build on that Consensus so that substantial progress can be 
made towards establishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East,

1. Declares as an urgent goal the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free 
zone in the Middle East;

2. Invites all States directly concerned, pending the establishment of the

' A/C.1/36/L.34. On Nov. 23, Qatar submitted amendments (see post). Egypt, having re
jected the amendments, submitted on the following day a revised draft resolution which the 
G.A. subsequently adopted as res. 36/87 A. On Dec. 4, Iraq submitted directly in the G.A. a 
draft resolution containing the essence of the rejected amendments which the G.A. adopted as 
res. 36/87 B.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 811-813.
’ Ibid., 1975, pp. 786-788.
" Ibid., 1976, pp. 918-920.
* Ibid., 1977, pp. 834-836.
‘ Ibid., 1978, pp. 729-731.
 ̂ Ibid., 1979, pp. 762-763.

* The Final Document may be found in ibid., 1978, pp. 411 ff.
’ For text of the treaty, see ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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zone, not to develop, produce, test or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or 
permit the stationing on their territories, of nuclear weapons or nuclear ex
plosive devices;

3. Urges those States to avert any action which could jeopardize the 
fulfilment of the present resolution, to adhere to the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and to place all their nuclear facilities 
under International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards;

4. Invites the nuclear-weapon States and all other States to render their 
assistance to the establishment of the zone and at the same time to refrain 
from any action which runs counter to both the letter and spirit of the pres
ent resolution;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to appoint a special representative 
who would contact all concerned parties in the region with a view to ascer
taining their attitudes on procedures necessary for the establishment of a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East including the scope and 
modalities thereof;

6. Further requests the Secretary-General to submit an interim report on 
the mission of his personal representative to the second Special Session of 
the General Assembly Devoted to Disarmament in 1982, report to the 
thirty-seventh session of the General Assembly and to the Security Council;

7. Calls upon all States directly concerned to co-operate fully with the 
Secretary-General in carrying out the mandate entrusted to him by virtue of 
this resolution;

8. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-seventh ses
sion the item entitled "'Establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the 
region of the Middle East."

Statement by the Under Secretary of State for Security Assist
ance, Science and Technology (Buckley) Before the House 
Committee on Foreign Affairs: Assistance to Pakistan [Ex
tract], November 17, 1981 '

Several questions have also been raised about Pakistan's nuclear program 
and our request for a change in the Symington Amendment.* As I testified 
in September, this Administration is firmly committed to the long-standing 
goals of non-proliferation expressed in legislation and by previous Ad
ministrations, and we have taken this vital national interest directly into ac
count in shaping our new relationship with Pakistan. I outlined at that time 
the discussions which I had with Pakistan's leadership on this question: 
President Zia assured me that Pakistan had no intention of manufacturing 
nuclear weapons and would not transfer sensitive technology or equipment 
to third countries. I pointed out that we do not make distinctions between 
the development of nuclear weapons and explosion of any nuclear device.

' ACDA fUes.
* Sec. 669 of the International Security Assistance and Arms Export Control Act of 1976; see 

Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 427-428.



BUCKLEY STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 17 569

However, we have not sought assurances concerning a nuclear detonation 
which, because of Pakistan's domestic political factors, cannot realistically 
be obtained. The Government of Pakistan is fully aware that its explosion of 
a nuclear device would alter the fundamental premises on which an im
proved security relationship between the two countries is based. It is dif
ficult to see how the United States could go forward with an assistance pro
gram for Pakistan under such circumstances.

Let me reiterate that the proposed changes in the Symington Amendment 
are for the purpose of permitting assistance to Pakistan only. We do not 
have any other similar requests for waiver under consideration at this time.

The Administration strongly supported the language adopted by the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee concerning the Symington Amend
ment. We opposed the three amendments which were adopted by the full 
Senate. We opposed the reporting requirement since the President is already 
required to file an annual non-proliferation report to the Congress under 
Section 60(A) of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978. ^

We also opposed the six-year limit on the waiver provision since we are 
seeking to establish a long-term security relationship with Pakistan. We 
believe that the best means of defusing any temptations for Pakistan to go 
nuclear is to address Pakistan's legitimate security needs by creating an 
enduring conventional assistance relationship. The six-year limit under
mines the credibility on an enduring security assistance relationship and this 
vitiates the thrust of our non-proliferation effort.

Finally, we strongly opposed the mandatory cutoff of assistance which 
unnecessarily limits the discretion and flexibility of the President. After 
passage of the mandatory cutoff amendment, we did not oppose the amend
ment by Senator Helms which would make applicability of the cutoff 
worldwide.

We urge this committee to support the basic position adopted by the 
Senate. We do, however, support a modification which would provide that 
the President shall not use the waiver provided in Section 670  ̂of the Foreign 
Assistance Act, in the event of a nuclear denotation, unless he determines 
and certifies in writing to the Speaker of the House and the Committee on 
Foreign Relations of the Senate that such a waiver is required to meet over
riding and extraordinary national security requirements related to the 
maintenance of international peace, the deterrence or defeat of foreign ag
gression or the achievement of important United States non-proliferation 
objectives. The Administration would oppose any provision to provide for 
a concurrent resolution veto of the President s exercise of this waiver provi
sion.

The Administration will continue its efforts to impede Pakistan's un
safeguarded nuclear program by preventing the exports of equipment and 
technology to Pakistan which could support that program. We will continue 
to work closely with nuclear supplier countries in this regard.

• • • • • •  •

’ For the act, see ibid., 1978, pp. 118-164. 
‘ 22 U.S.C. 2429A.
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Address by President Reagan, November 18, 1981 '

Back in April while in the hospital I had, as you can readily understand, a 
lot of time for reflection. And one day I decided to send a personal, hand
written letter to Soviet President Leonid Brezhnev reminding him that we 
hadvjnet about 10 years ago in San Clemente, California, as he and Presi
dent Nixon were concluding a series of meetings that had brought hope to 
all the world. Never had peace and good will seemed closer at hand.

rd like to read you a few paragraphs from that letter. '"Mr President: 
When we met, I asked if you were aware that the hopes and aspirations of 
millions of people throughout the world were dependent on the decisions 
that would be reached in those meetings. You took my hand in both of 
yours and assured me that you were aware of that and that you were 
dedicated with all your heart and soul and mind to fulfilling those hopes and 
dreams."

I went on in my letter to say: "The people of the world still share that 
hope. Indeed, the peoples of the world, despite differences in racial and 
ethnic origin, have very much in common. They want the dignity of having 
some control over their individual lives, their destiny. They want to work at 
the craft or trade of their own choosing and to be fairly rewarded. They 
want to raise their families in peace without harming anyone or suffering 
harm themselves. Government exists for their convenience, not the other 
way around.

"If they are incapable, as some would have us believe, of self- 
government, then where among them do we find any who are capable of 
governing others?

"Is it possible that we have permitted ideology, political and economic 
philosophies, and governmental policies to keep us from considering the 
very real, everyday problems of our peoples? Will the average Soviet family 
be better off or even aware that the Soviet Union has imposed a government 
of its own choice on the people of Afghanistan? Is life better for the people 
of Cuba because the Cuban military dictate who shall govern the people of 
Angola?

"It is often implied that such things have been made necessary because of 
territorial ambitions of the United States; that we have imperialistic designs, 
and thus constitute a threat to your own security and that of the newly 
emerging nations. Not only is there no evidence to support such a charge, 
there is solid evidence that the United States, when it could have dominated 
the world with no risk to itself, made no effort whatsoever to do so.

'When World War II ended, the United States had the only undamaged 
industrial power in the world. Our military might was at its peak, and we 
alone had the ultimate weapon, the nuclear weapon, with the unquestioned 
ability to deliver it anywhere in the world. If we had sought world domina
tion then, who could have opposed us?

"But the United States followed a different course, one unique in all the 
history of mankind. We used our power and wealth to rebuild the war-

' Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Nov. 23, 1981, pp. 1273-1278. The Presi
dent spoke before the National Press Club in Washington, D.C.
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ravished economies of the world, including those of the nations who had 
been our enemies. May I say, there is absolutely no substance to charges 
that the United States is guilty of imperialism or attempts to impose its will 
on other countries, by use of force."

I continued my letter by saying — or concluded my letter, I should say — 
by saying, '"Mr. President, should we not be concerned with eliminating the 
obstacles which prevent our people, those you and I represent, from achiev
ing their most cherished goals?"

Well, it's in the same spirit that I want to speak today to this audience 
and the people of the world about America s program for peace and the 
coming negotiations which begin November 30th in Geneva, Switzerland. 
Specifically, I want to present our program for preserving peace in Europe 
and our wider program for arms control.

Twice in my lifetime, I have seen the peoples of Europe plunged into the 
tragedy of war. Twice in my lifetime, Europe has suffered destruction and 
military occupation in wars that statesmen proved powerless to prevent, 
soldiers unable to contain, and ordinary citizens unable to escape. And 
twice in my lifetime, young Americans have bled their lives into the soil of 
those battlefields not to enrich or enlarge our domain, but to restore the 
peace and independence of our friends and Allies.

All of us who lived through those troubled times share a common resolve 
that they must never come again. And most of us share a common 
appreciation of the Atlantic Alliance that has made a peaceful, free, and 
prosperous Western Europe in the post-war era possible.

But today, a new generation is emerging on both sides of the Atlantic. Its 
members were not present at the creation of the North Atlantic Alliance. 
Many of them don't fully understand its roots in defending freedom and 
rebuilding a war-torn continent. Some young people question why we need 
weapons, particularly nuclear weapons, to deter war and to assure peaceful 
development. They fear that the accumulation of weapons itself may lead to 
conflagration. Some even propose unilateral disarmament.

I understand their concerns. Their questions deserve to be answered. But 
we have an obligation to answer their questions on the basis of judgment 
and reason and experience. Our policies have resulted in the longest Euro
pean peace in this century. Wouldn't a rash departure from these policies, as 
some now suggest, endanger that peace?

From its founding, the Atlantic Alliance has preserved the peace through 
unity, deterrence, and dialog. First, we and our Allies have stood united by 
the firm commitment that an attack upon any one of us would be con
sidered an attack upon us all. Second, we and our Allies have deterred ag
gression by maintaining forces strong enough to ensure that any aggressor 
would lose more from an attack than he could possibly gain. And third, we 
and our Allies have engaged the Soviets in a dialog about mutual restraint 
and arms limitations, hoping to reduce the risk of war and the burden of ar
maments and to lower the barriers that divide East from West.

These three elements of our policy have preserved the peace in Europe for 
more than a third of a century. They can preserve it for generations to 
come, so long as we pursue them with sufficient will and vigor.

Today, I wish to reaffirm America's commitment to the Atlantic Alliance
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and our resolve to sustain the peace. And from my conversations with allied 
leaders, I know that they also remain true to this tried and proven course.

NATOs policy of peace is based on restraint and balance. No NATO 
weapons, conventional or nuclear, will ever be used in Europe except in 
response to attack. NATOs defense plans have been responsible and 
restrained. The Allies remain strong, united, and resolute. But the momen
tum of the continuing Soviet military buildup threatens both the conven
tional and the nuclear balance.

Consider the facts. Over the past decade, the United States reduced the 
size of its Armed Forces and decreased its military spending. The Soviets 
steadily increased the number of men under arms. They now number more 
than double those of the United States. Over the same period, the Soviets 
expanded their real military spending by about one-third. The Soviet Union 
increased its inventory of tanks to some 50,000, compared to our 11,000. 
Historically a land power, they transformed their navy from a coastal 
defense force to an open ocean fleet, while the United States, a sea power 
with trans-oceanic alliances, cut its fleet in half.

During a period when NATO deployed no new intermediate-range 
nuclear missiles and actually withdrew 1,000 nuclear warheads, the Soviet 
Union deployed more than 750 nuclear warheads on the new SS-20 missiles 
alone.

Our response to this relentless buildup of Soviet military power has been 
restrained but firm. We have made decisions to strengthen all three legs of 
the strategic triad: sea-, land-, and air-based. We have proposed a defense 
program in the United States for the next 5 years which will remedy the 
neglect of the past decade and restore the eroding balance on which our 
security depends.

I would like to discuss more specifically the growing threat to Western 
Europe which is posed by the continuing deployment of certain Soviet 
intermediate-range nuclear missiles. The Soviet Union has three different 
types of such missile systems: the SS-20, the SS-4  ̂and the SS-5, all with the 
range capable of reaching virtually all of Western Europe. There are other 
Soviet weapon systems which also represent a major threat.

Now, the only answer to these systems is a comparable threat to Soviet 
threats, to Soviet targets; in other words, a deterrent preventing the use of 
these Soviet weapons by the counter-threat of a like response against their 
own territory. At present, however, there is no equivalent deterrent to these 
Soviet intermediate missiles. And the Soviets continue to add one new SS-20 
a week.

To counter this, the Allies agreed in 1979, as part of a two-track decision, 
to deploy as a deterrent land-based cruise missiles and Pershing II missiles 
capable of reaching targets in the Soviet Union.* These missiles are to be 
deployed in several countries of Western Europe. This relatively limited 
force in no way serves as a substitute for the much larger strategic umbrella 

 ̂ spread over our NATO allies. Rather, it provides a vital link between con

* For the decision, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 814-816.
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ventional shorter-range nuclear forces in Europe and intercontinental forces 
in the United States.

Deployment of these systems will demonstrate to the Soviet Union that 
this link cannot be broken. Deterring war depends on the perceived ability 
of our forces to perform effectively. The more effective our forces are, the 
less likely it is that well have to use them. So, we and our allies are pro
ceeding to modernize NATOs nuclear forces of intermediate range to meet 
increased Soviet deployments of nuclear systems threatening Western 
Europe.

Let me turn now to our hopes for arms control negotiations. There's a 
tendency to make this entire subject overly complex. I want to be clear and 
concise. I told you of the letter I wrote to President Brezhnev last April. 
Well, I've just sent another message to the Soviet leadership. It's a simple, 
straightforward, yet, historic message. The United States proposes the 
mutual reduction of conventional intermediate-range nuclear and strategic 
forces. Specifically, I have proposed a four-point agenda to achieve this ob
jective in my letter to President Brezhnev.

The first and most important point concerns the Geneva negotiations. As 
part of the 1979 two-track decision, NATO made a commitment to seek 
arms control negotiations with the Soviet Union on intermediate range 
nuclear forces. The United States has been preparing for these negotiations 
through close consultation with our NATO partners.

We're now ready to set forth our proposal. I have informed President 
Brezhnev that when our delegation travels to the negotiations on in
termediate range, land-based nuclear missiles in Geneva on the 30th of this 
month, my representatives will present the following proposal: The United 
States is prepared to cancel its deployment of Pershing II and ground-launch

Key Intermediate-Range Land-Based Missiles

Soviet US

Type

Warheads
per
Missile

Number of 
Launchers 
Deployed

Total
Warheads
on
Launchers

Range
(km)

Total
Warheads
on
Launchers

Number of 
Launchers 
Deployed

Warheads
per
Missile Type

SS-20 3 250 750 4,400
to
5,000

-

SS-5 1 35 35 4,100 - -

2,500 0
(464 planned)

0
(116 launch
ers, 4 missiles 
per launcher 
planned)

1 Ground- 
launched 
cruise missile

SS-4 1 315 315 1,900 - -

- - 1,800 0
(108 planned)

0
(108 planned)

1 Pershing 11

Total 600 1,100 0
(572 planned)

0
(224 planned)

Total
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cruise missiles if the Soviets will dismantle their SS-20, SS-4, and SS-5 
missiles. This would be an historic step. With Soviet agreement, we could 
together substantially reduce the dread threat of nuclear war which hangs 
over the people of Europe. This, like the first footstep on the Moon, would be 
a giant step for mankind.

Now, we intend to negotiate in good faith and go to Geneva willing to 
listen to and consider the proposals of our Soviet counterparts, but let me 
call to your attention the background against which our proposal is made.

During the past 6 years while the United States deployed no new 
intermediate-range missiles and withdrew 1,000 nuclear warheads from 
Europe, the Soviet Union deployed 750 warheads on mobile, accurate 
ballistic missiles. They now have 1,100 warheads on the SS-20s, SS-4s and 
5s. And the United States has no comparable missiles. Indeed, the United 
States dismantled the last such missile in Europe over 15 years ago.

As we look to the future of the negotiations, it s also important to address 
certain Soviet claims, which left unrefuted could become critical barriers to 
real progress in arms control.

The Soviets assert that a balance of intermediate range nuclear forces 
already exists. That assertion is wrong. By any objective measure, as this 
chart indicates, the Soviet Union has developed an increasingly over
whelming advantage. They now enjoy a superiority on the order of six to 
one. The red is the Soviet buildup; the blue is our own. That is 1975, and 
that is 1981.

Balance of Comparable US and Soviet Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces

Delivery Vehicles
Soviet

Soviet

1975 1981
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Now, Soviet spokesmen have suggested that moving their SS-20s behind 
the Ural Mountains will remove the threat to Europe. Well, as this map 
demonstrates, the SS-20s, even if deployed behind the Urals, will have a 
range that puts almost all of Western Europe —the great cities —Rome, 
Athens, Paris, London, Brussels, Amsterdam, Berlin, and so many more — 
all of Scandinavia, all of the Middle East, all of northern Africa, all within 
range of these missiles which, incidentally, are mobile and can be moved on 
shorter notice. These little images mark the present location which would 
give them a range clear out into the Atlantic.

The second proposal that I've made to President Brezhnev concerns 
strategic weapons. The United States proposes to open negotiations on 
strategic arms as soon as possible next year.

I have instructed Secretar^  ̂ Haig to discuss the timing of such meetings 
with Soviet representatives. Substance, however, is far more important 
than timing. As our proposal for the Geneva talks this month illustrates, we 
can make proposals for genuinely serious reductions, but only if we take the 
time to prepare carefully.

The United States has been preparing carefully for resumption of strategic 
arms negotiations because we don't want a repetition of past disappoint
ments. We don't want an arms control process that sends hopes soaring 
only to end in dashed expectations.

Now, I have informed President Brezhnev that we will seek to negotiate 
substantial reductions in nuclear arms which would result in levels that are 
equal and verifiable. Our approach to verification will be to emphasize 
openness and creativity, rather than the secrecy and suspicion which have 
undermined confidence in arms control in the past.

While we can hope to benefit from work done over the past decade in 
strategic arms negotiations, let us agree to do more than simply begin where 
these previous efforts left off. We can and should attempt major qualitative 
and quantitative progress. Only such progress can fulfill the hopes of our 
own people and the rest of the world. And let us see how far we can go in 
achieving truly substantial reductions in our strategic arsenals.

To symbolize this fundamental change in direction, we will call these 
negotiations START — Strategic Arms Reduction Talks.

The third proposal IVe made to the Soviet Union is that we act to achieve 
equality at lower levels of conventional forces in Europe. The defense needs 
of the Soviet Union hardly call for maintaining more combat divisions in 
East Germany today than were in the whole Allied invasion force that 
landed in Normandy on D-Day. The Soviet Union could make no more 
convincing contribution to peace in Europe, and in the world, than by 
agreeing to reduce its conventional forces significantly and constrain the 
potential for sudden aggression.

Finally, I have pointed out to President Brezhnev that to maintain peace 
we must reduce the risks of surprise attack and the chance of war arising out 
of uncertainty or miscalculation.

I am renewing our proposal for a conference to develop effective 
measures that would reduce these dangers. At the current Madrid meeting 
of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe, we re laying the
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foundation for a Western-proposed conference on disarmament in Europe. 
This conference would discuss new measures to enhance stability and secur
ity in Europe. Agreement in this conference is within reach. I urge the Soviet 
Union to join us and many other nations who are ready to launch this 
important enterprise.

All of these proposals are based on the same fair-minded prin
ciples — substantial, militarily significant reduction in forces, equal ceilings 
for similar types of forces, and adequate provisions for verification.

My administration, our country, and I are committed to achieving arms 
reductions agreements based on these principles. Today I have outlined the 
kinds of bold, equitable proposals which the world expects of us. But we 
cannot reduce arms unilaterally. Success can only come if the Soviet Union 
will share our commitment, if it will demonstrate that its often-repeated 
professions of concern for peace will be matched by positive action.

Preservation of peace in Europe and the pursuit of arms reduction talks 
are of fundamental importance. But we must also help to bring peace and 
security to regions now tom by conflict, external intervention, and war.

The American concept of peace goes well beyond the absence of war. We 
foresee a flowering of economic growth and individual liberty in a world at 
peace.

At the economic summit conference in Cancun, I met with the leaders of 
21 nations and sketched out our approach to global economic growth. We 
want to eliminate the barriers to trade and investment which hinder these 
critical incentives to growth, and we re working to develop new programs 
to help the poorest nations achieve self-sustaining growth.

And terms like "peace" and "security", we have to say, have little meaning 
for the oppressed and the destitute. They also mean little to the individual 
whose state has stripped him of human freedom and dignity. Wherever 
there is oppression, we must strive for the peace and security of individuals 
as well as states. We must recognize that progress and the pursuit of liberty 
is a necessary complement to military security. Nowhere has this fundamen
tal truth been more boldly and clearly stated than in the Helsinki Accords of 
1975.® These accords have not yet been translated into living reality.

Today Ive announced an agenda that can help to achieve peace, security, 
and freedom across the globe. In particular, I have made an important offer 
to forgo entirely deployment of new American missiles in Europe if the 
Soviet Union is prepared to respond on an equal footing.

There is no reason why people in any part of the world should have to 
live in permanent fear of war or its spectre. I believe the time has come for 
all nations to act in a responsible spirit that doesn't threaten other states. I 
believe the time is right to move forward on arms control and the resolution 
of critical regional disputes at the conference table. Nothing will have a 
higher priority for me and for the American people over the coming months 
and years.

® For these accords, see Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 1 ,1975, pp. 323 ff. The arms con
trol portions are printed in IDocuments on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304-308.
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Addressing the United Nations 20 years ago, another American President 
described the goal that we still pursue today. He said, "If we all can 
persevere, if we can look beyond our shores and ambitions, then surely the 
age will dawn in which the strong are just and the weak secure and the peace 
preserved."'*

He didn't live to see that goal achieved. I invite all nations to join with 
America today in the quest for such a world.

Statement by the Assistant Secretary of State for Oceans and 
International Environmental and Scientific Affairs (Malone) 
Before a Subcommittee of the Senate Committee on 
Governmental Affairs: Applications of U.S. Nuclear Non
proliferation Policy [Extract], November 19, 1981 ^

During his recent visit to Brazil, Vice President Bush announced the 
Department of Energy decision to allow Brazil to obtain the first reload for 
its Angra I reactor from a non-U.S. source without incurring financial 
penalties which the United States could have invoked under its enrichment 
contract. This decision was supported by the Department of State. As you 
know, Brazil does not object to safeguards on imported nuclear facilities or 
material; however, Brazil does object as a matter of principle to providing 
assurances to the United States, as a condition of supply, which are in addi
tion to those required in our existing agreement for cooperation and enrich
ment contract. The U.S. statutory requirements regarding full-scope 
safeguards for U.S. nuclear exports was applied retroactively to an existing 
supply relationship between the United States and Brazil. Our judgment is 
that application of the contract penalty in this case would have served no 
useful purpose. It would not have forced Brazil to accept full-scope 
safeguards. Instead, it would have imposed strains on United States- 
Brazilian relations and probably ended the nuclear aspect of that relation
ship. It certainly would not have established the basis for a continuing 
dialog on the direction of the Brazilian nuclear program — a dialog which af
fords some hope of ultimately securing Brazilian agreement to full-scope 
safeguards.

I would say, Mr. Chairman, that this was a clear case in which, to take an 
extreme position, would not have been the way to move. Indeed, the not- 
quite-perfect or the perfect solution may have been the enemy of any solu
tion at all.

You also asked in your letter about South Africa's purchase of enriched 
uranium fuel. We have made United States policy regarding fuel supply to

 ̂Ibid., 1961, p. 475.
' Nuclear Nonproliferation Policy and the Implications of New Technology: Hearing Before 

the Subcommittee on Energy, Nuclear Proliferation, and Government Processes . ., Nov.
19, 1981, pp. 8-10.



MALONE STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 19 5 7 9

South Africa well knovsm to both the French and to South Africa: we would 
be willing to supply if South Africa adheres to the Nonproliferation Treaty,* 
and accepts safeguards on all its nuclear facilities. Although South Africa 
contemplated obtaining the enriched uranium from the United States, we 
now understand that the South African utility has instead supplied enriched 
uranium from another source to the French firm for fabrication. The 
fabrication contract does not represent a new French obligation. The French 
informed the United States more than a year ago that they would honor this 
earlier fabrication contract if South Africa were to deliver the fuel. No U.S. 
Government approval is required for French fulfillment of the fuel fabrica
tion contract. The fuel elements, which are to be used in safeguarded reac
tors, will be under safeguards. We also understand that the French reserve 
the right to take back the spent fuel when it is removed from the reactors.

You have also asked about our recently negotiated extension of the 
arrangement under which Japan reprocesses United States-origin fuel at 
their Tokai-Mura facility. While I was not involved in these negotiations, I 
can confirm that they were carried out in accordance with the views and ad
vice of an interagency group, and were entirely consistent with the Presi
dents policy statement of July 16.® Japan is an excellent example of a coun
try with advanced civil nuclear power program and impeccable non
proliferation credentials — it is our policy not to attempt to inhibit civil 
reprocessing abroad by countries with such advanced programs and where 
there is no related proliferation risk. As the committee is no doubt aware, 
Japan strongly supports our nonproliferation goals, and has been in
strumental in the development of safeguards techniques for application to 
reprocessing facilities. In fact, it has operated the Tokai-Mura facility as a 
test bed for the development of safeguards techniques at such facilities. We 
are fortunate to have the opportunity to develop such techniques in a coun
try which is sincerely desirous of strengthening the effectiveness of 
safeguards.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, you solicit the administrations views on the 
legislation you recently introduced which addresses the potential use of 
commercial spent power reactor fuel in nuclear weapons, and to which you 
referred in your opening remarks this morning. I must point out that the 
administration has made no decision on the feasibility or desirability of us
ing plutonium from such fuel for military purposes; nor are any recommen
dations for decision pending before us. We also recognize that in consider
ing the option of using plutonium produced in the civilian fuel cycle for U.S. 
weapons programs, we would need to take full account of possible impacts 
on our nonproliferation and foreign policy objectives. However, U.S. re
quirements for special nuclear material are being examined extensively by 
the executive branch along with alternative sources of supply. In light of the 
need to weigh the foregoing factors, I believe that it would be inadvisable

 ̂ Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
» Ante,
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for the Congress to take action at this time on legislation such as contained 
in S. 1812/

Report by the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations: Sale 
to Pakistan of 40 F-16 Aircraft, November 19, 1981 '

The Committee on Foreign Relations, to which was referred the concur
rent resolution (S. Con. Res. 48) disapproving the proposed sale to Pakistan 
of F-16 aircraft, having considered the same, reports unfavorably thereon 
without amendment.

PURPOSE OF THE RESOLUTION

The purpose of the resolution was to disapprove the proposed sale to 
Pakistan of 40 F-16 aircraft which were formally notified to the Congress on 
October 23, 1981, pursuant to section 36(b) of the Arms Export Control 
Act.*

The sales to be disapproved by Senate Concurrent Resolution 48 totaled 
$1.1 billion and included related munitions, support equipment, spare parts, 
training equipment and technical assistance as well as the 40 aircraft.

The resolution of disapproval was introduced on November 10 by 
Senators Hatfield and Moynihan and co-sponsored by Senator Bumpers.

BACKGROUND

Following the collapse of the Shah s regime in Iran and the Soviet occupa
tion of Afghanistan, the security of Pakistan became increasingly important 
to the security interests of the United States in Southwest Asia. Both the 
Carter and Reagan Administrations concluded that actions must be taken to 
assist the Pakistani government in face of Soviet troops in Afghanistan and 
instability in the region.

The decision to reestablish a better overall relationship with Pakistan was 
a reversal of a decade-long trend of drifting apart. In 1971, the Pakistanis 
were members of both CENTO and SEATO. Since then, various govern
ments in Islamabad have moved toward greater cooperation with Islamic 
and non-aligned governments.

The sale of the 40 F-16 s to Pakistan is part of a proposed six-year package 
to reestablish a security relationship between the United States and 
Pakistan. This proposal has been developed over nearly two years of discus
sions between our two governments and between the executive and 
legislative branches of the U.S. Government. Former Secretary of State 
Cyrus Vance initiated consultations with Congress by meeting with the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee on January 21, 1980. After eighteen 
months of negotiations and consultations the Administration has developed

 ̂A bill to ensure congressional approval for the use of irradiated fuel and to support the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty.

' Consideration of Resolution of Disapproval of the Sale to Pakistan of 40 F-16 Aircraft: 
Report (S. Rept. 97-276; 97th Cong., 1st sess.).

* Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 386-430.



SENATE COMMITTEE REPORT, NOVEMBER 19 581

an economic and military assistance package which is designed to establish a 
meaningful long-term relationship with Pakistan. A major part of their 
package is economic aid designed to improve the Pakistani standard of liv
ing. It is not a program dominated solely by military sales. The F-16 sale, 
however, is a key element in the package.

The Pakistanis did not rush into an agreement with the United States. At 
the onset of the 1980 negotiations the Pakistanis wanted an explicit U.S. 
trade commitment to their security, but U.S. officials contended the 1959 
executive agreement was the best the Pakistanis could achieve. Reluctantly, 
the Pakistanis dropped their demand for a more explicit commitment.

A Carter Administration offer of $200 million in economic assistance and 
$200 million in FMS financing over a two-year period was rejected as not 
sufficient in amount or scope to offset Soviet hostility potentially 
engendered by closer ties to the United States. The Pakistanis were also 
wary about being perceived by their neighbors as part of a pro-American 
grouping without receiving a long-term commitment. After extensive 
negotiations, the Reagan Administration and the government of Pakistan 
have reached an agreement which would provide $1.56 billion in military 
assistance and $1.63 billion in economic aid over a six-year period.

T he A dministration  P lan

(in millions of dollars)

Fiscal year ESF DA'
Public 

Law—480 FMS IMET

1982 ................ 100 . . . 50 \ 0.6
1983 ................ 125 75 50 275 .8
1984 ................ 125 100 50 300 .8
1985 ................ 125 125 50 325 1.0
1986 ................ 125 150 50 325 1.0
1987 ................ 125 150 50 325 1.0

Total 725 600 300 1,550 5.2

'Development assistance.

Economic Assistance. — According to testimony before the Foreign Rela
tions Committee the economic assistance is intended to:

promote long-term economic growth;
provide relatively fast disbursements so that short and medium 

term foreign exchange shortfalls can be met; and 
be compatible with IMF and World Bank programs.

Economic assistance will consist of Economic Support Funds, Develop
ment Assistance, and Public Law 480 Title I loans. The $100 million in ESF 
funds for Pakistan have already been authorized by the Senate.

The Development Assistance funds are the core of the effort to achieve 
long-range infrastructure improvements and developmental goals for a 
healthy, self-sustaining economy. Because of the multi-year nature of most 
such development projects, U.S. officials emphasized that programming 
substantial amounts of Development Assistance funds is an important con
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firmation that the United States is resuming long-standing support for 
economic development and recognizes that Pakistan's needs are as much 
economic as well as military. The ESF funds provide fast-disbursing 
assistance for meeting more immediate requirements. They supplement the 
Development Assistance programs while retaining flexibility to adjust to 
changing circumstances.

Military Assistance. — Administration officials testified that FMS and 
IMET funds are designed to assist Pakistan to achieve a minimum level of 
military modernization necessary to meet its legitimate defense re
quirements. Such assistance is necessary to help resist Soviet pressure to 
acquiesce in its occupation of Afghanistan and help deter possible border 
incursions. The proposed FMS assistance will be guaranteed loans, which 
carry an interest rate equivalent to that obtained by the Federal Finance 
BanL

The modernization of Pakistan's armed forces will be relatively modest, 
consisting primarily of replacement of obsolete equipment. The IMET pro
gram is designed to complement the military sales program by providing 
Pakistani military personnel with training on modem American equipment. 
It will also help broaden contacts between our respective armed forces.

F-16's for Pakistan. — On October 23 the Committee received notification 
of the Administration's intention to sell 40 F-16's to Pakistan. The first six, 
to be paid for in cash, will be delivered no later than 12 months following 
the signing of a letter of offer and acceptance (LOA). The remainder of the 
aircraft would be provided over a period of a year and a half beginning 27 
months after the signing of the LOA, and would probably be financed by a 
mix of cash and FMS credits.

COMMITTEE ACTION

The Committee has had about a dozen hearings and briefings from 
Administration officials during the past two years on United States-Pakistan 
relations and discussions for military sales and economic assistance.

On October 23, the Committee received the formal notification of the 
proposed sale of 40 F-16 aircraft. (Transmittal No. 81-108).

On November 2, the Committee received a closed door briefing from Ad
miral Bobby R. Inman, the Deputy Director of the Central Intelligence 
Agency.

On November 10, the resolution of disapproval was introduced by 
Senator Hatfield for himself and Senators Moynihan and Bumpers.

On November 12, the Committee held a public hearing on the sale. The 
witnesses were Mr. James L. Buckley, Under Secretary for Security 
Assistance; Philip R. Mayhew, Deputy Director of Near East-South Asian 
Affairs, International Security Affairs, Department of Defense; Archelaus 
R. Turrentine, Deputy Assistant Director, Bureau of Nuclear and Weapons 
Control, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. Also testifying were 
Peter McPherson, Administrator, Agency for International Development; 
Joseph Wheeler, Deputy Administrator, AID.



SENATE COMMITTEE REPORT, NOVEMBER 19 583

The Committee debated and voted on the resolution on November 18. By 
a 7 to 10 vote, the resolution failed to carry.

Voting for the Resolution were Senators Pell, Biden, Sarbanes, Tsongas, 
Cranston, Dodd, and Pressler. Those voting against the Resolution of disap
proval were Senators Percy, Baker, Helms, Hayakawa, Lugar, Mathias, 
Kassebaum, Boschwitz, Glenn and Zorinsky.

COMMITTEE COMMENTS

The Committee concluded that the sale of the F-16 aircraft to Pakistan 
enhances the overall foreign policy interests of the United States, including 
the efforts to improve the security of the region and strengthen nuclear non
proliferation efforts.

After eighteen months of negotiations the Administration, in consultation 
with Congress, has negotiated a balanced economic and military assistance 
package which is designed to meet Pakistan's security needs and strengthen 
United States-Pakistani ties. The proposed F-16 sale is one important com
ponent in this package. While Executive Branch foreign policy has been 
criticized as being driven by arms sales, this is [not] true in the Pakistani 
program. The military sales component is only part of the broader 
assistance package. Such a long-term balanced approach to foreign 
assistance should be encouraged.

Why the F-16's? The Pakistanis need an advanced aircraft which is 
available currently and will give them a credible deterrent until the turn of 
the century. The Pakistanis do not wish to purchase the F-5G in part 
because it has not yet been built or tested.

The Pakistanis contend that because the F-16 will have no longer useful 
life for their airforce, than a cheaper plane, their overall cost will be less. 
The Pakistanis have a history of keeping aircraft operational for many 
years. The F-16's are an important symbol to the Pakistanis of the level of 
American commitment. A rejection of the sale would revive Pakistani 
doubts about the ability of the United States to establish a lasting relation
ship.

Non-Proliferation.—The Committee concluded that the proposed sale 
will enhance American non-proliferation policy. The termination of 
assistance to Pakistan in the past under the provision of the Symington 
amendment did not deter the Pakistanis from attempting to attain a 
nuclear capability and may have even led to an acceleration of their pro
gram. The Pakistanis perceive they are threatened by India which is the only 
non-member of the original nuclear club to have exploded a nuclear device. 
The termination of assistance by the United States only enhanced the 
Pakistanis sense of insecurity.

The current U.S. policy is designed to reassure the Pakistanis that their 
security concerns are understood by the United States and to convince them 
that the nuclear option is not acceptable. Legislation has been included in

’ Sec. 669 of the International Security Assistance and Arms Export Control Act of 1976. See 
ibid., pp. 427-428.
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the Senate Foreign Assistance bill ensuring that any nuclear explosion would 
result in the termination of all assistance. A cutoff of military equipment, six 
hundred million dollars of aid a year and other U.S. support could not be 
sacrificed easily.

If the sale of F-16 s is turned down, there is much less of a chance of deter
ring the Pakistanis from detonating a nuclear device. If we do sell the air
craft, there is a good chance of keeping Pakistan from testing a nuclear 
device. The Committee notes with approval the Administration's testimony 
that Pakistan is aware of the pending cutoff of assistance if a nuclear device 
is exploded.

Some members are concerned by unsubstantiated press reports asserting 
that the Libyans and Pakistanis are cooperating on an 'Islamic bomb". Ad
ministration officials have assured the Committee that they have seen 'no 
evidence" of cooperation and that the U.S. has received "categorical 
assurances from President Zia that Pakistan will not share sensitive nuclear 
technology or materials with other states". He has specifically denied 
reports of Pakistan-Arab cooperation. Libyan President Qadhafi apparently 
tried to buy into the Pakistan nuclear program in the mid-1970 s, but the 
U.S. has no evidence that any deal was struck. In recent years, Libya 
stepped up covert assistance to Pakistani dissident groups. A number of 
Libyan diplomats and private ciitzens were expelled earlier this year when 
one such covert operation was discovered.

South Asian Military Balance. — The sale of 40 F-16 aircraft will not alter 
the roughly 3 to 1 Indian superiority in the air balance with Pakistan. The 
Indians have ordered MIG 23s and 25s from the Soviet Union and Jaguars 
from the British. Their dominance over Pakistan in advance aircraft is far 
greater than 3:1. Even if India does not purchase 150 Mirage 2000s, which 
have been under negotiation for more than two years, Indian air superiority 
is guaranteed. Forty F-16s will not appreciably alter the balance of power.

The Military Government. — The military government has been in power 
since 1977. The military reluctantly assumed power following extensive 
public disturbances. Thousands of the opponents of the former regime of 
Prime Minister Bhutto had been imprisoned, civil liberties had been cur
tailed and the economy was in shambles prior to the take-over.

U.S. encouragement of a return to civilian rule has been conveyed to the 
Pakistanis. General elections, regretfully, have been postponed twice since 
the 1977 military coup. In 1979, however, the first local elections in 15 years 
were held.

Under President Zia the standard of living in Pakistan has risen despite a 
rapid population growth. Three good harvests and about $2 billion in remit
tances from Pakistanis employed abroad have helped. Government policies 
also appear to have been a significant factor. Since assuming power in 1977, 
the military government has taken steps to stabilize and to expand the 
economy. The GNP has grown an average 6 percent a year during this 
period compared to a 2.8 percent average previously and exports have 
doubled in the past three years.

United States-Pakistani Relations.—American aid is seen by some 
Pakistanis as American support solely for President Zia. Despite this view, a
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majority, including some in the Pakistani Peoples Party, appear to support 
the aid package. A vocal minority believes the United States should not give 
any assistance and should "force" Zia out of power. The predominant view, 
however, seems to be that Pakistan is in serious trouble. They face real 
threats from the Soviets on the north and India on the south. The army, one 
of the few truly national institutions, has outdated equipment which must 
be replaced.

The Committee stresses that military and economic aid is being provided 
to Pakistan to meet security needs resulting from the Soviet invasion of 
Afghanistan and to help provide prosperity for the Pakistani people. U.S. 
assistance is intended for Pakistan and no individual in Pakistan, and the 
Committee feels confident that all parties in Pakistan will understand this.

If the United States now refused to deliver the equipment and economic 
assistance, Washington is unlikely to gain any credit. Those Pakistanis 
predisposed to the United States would feel betrayed and the United States 
would be discredited as a reliable friend. Those Pakistanis, who are more 
generally opposed to the United States would consider "the American rever
sal" as confirmation of their views.

Foreign Policy. — Pakistan is a moderate Islamic state with a long tradi
tion of association with the West. Pakistan's foreign policy has been focused 
upon security against India and, to a lesser extent, Afghanistan. Its other 
important goal has been to gain foreign assistance for its economic develop
ment program. Pakistanis are convinced that India wants to keep it weak 
and isolated, and many believe that India wants to dismember or even annex 
the lands that are now Pakistan. India's military actions during the 1971 crisis, 
which resulted in the division of Pakistan and emergence of an independent 
Bangladesh, only served to confirm for Pakistan these beliefs.

The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in November 1979 raised the possibil
ity that the Soviets might eventually try to push their way south toward the 
warm water ports of the Arabian Sea or promote successionist movements 
in the Baluchistan province. Partly because the Soviets appear to be bogged 
down in Afghanistan, these concerns seem to have faded from public view. 
Nevertheless, the flight of over two million refugees from Afghanistan into 
Pakistan has created the potential for instability in Pakistan's Northwest 
Frontier province and in Baluchistan. Recent reports of Soviet or Afghan 
planes attacking locations within Pakistan intensify security problems for 
the Pakistanis.

The Pakistanis have traditionally looked beyond their borders for sup
port. Their closest friends have been China, the United States and the 
moderate Islamic states. (The Pakistanis were instrumental in Secretary 
Kissinger's opening to China.) Close ties to the moderate Islamic states such 
as Saudi Arabia have resulted in similar policies on key issues such as peace 
in the Middle East. They have close relations with Jordan and recognize the 
PLO. Their policies, however, stress moderation. In 1970, for instance 
President Zia, as a military officer seconded to Jordan, assisted the Jorda
nian armed forces in their conflict with the PLO.

Human Rights. — Regarding civil liberties and human rights in Pakistan 
the only question is not whether the current government lives up to Western
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standards; obviously the record of the Pakistan government is not to be 
condoned. The question which also must be addressed is how best can the 
United States influence the Pakistanis to establish broader civil liberties and 
better human rights conditions.

If the United States refuses to sell F-16 aircraft to Pakistan and diminishes 
our bilateral relationship, our ability to influence Pakistani human rights 
policies will not be enhanced. On the other hand, a stronger American in
fluence in Islamabad is more likely to help affect human rights concerns.

COST ESTIMATE

In accordance with Rule XXVI, paragraph 11(a) of the Standing Rules of 
the Senate, the Committee provides the following estimate of the cost of S. 
Con. Res. 48, prepared by the Congressional Budget Office:

U .S .  C o n g r e s s ,  

C o n g r e s s i o n a l  B u d g e t  O f f ic e ,  

Washington, D.C., November 19, 1981.

Hon. Charles H. Percy,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Chairman: Pursuant to section 403 of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974, the Congressional Budget Office has reviewed S. Con. Res. 48, 
a resolution of disapproval of the proposed sale of 40 F-16s to Pakistan, 
reported adversely by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on 
November 17, 1981.

The $1.1 billion sale is proposed as a cash transaction with no net costs to 
the United States except for recoupment of $10 million in R&D and some 
marginal savings from changes in the quantity buy. It is possible that 
Pakistan will require U.S. government credits to help finance the final 34 
planes. Such foreign military sales credits would require subsequent author
izing and appropriation legislation.

Should the Committee so desire, we would be pleased to provide further 
details on this estimate.

Sincerely,

R a y m o n d  C .  S c h e p p a c h  

(For Alice M. Rivlin, Director)

EVALUATION OF REGULATORY IMPACT

In accordance with Rule XXVI, paragraph 11(b) of Rule XXVI [sic] of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, the Committee has concluded that there is no 
regulatory impact from S. Con. Res. 48.

CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW

In compliance with paragraph 12 of Rule XXVI of the Standing Rules of 
the Senate, the Committee notes that no changes are made by this resolu
tion.
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MINORITY VIEWS OF SENATORS PELL, SARBANES, 
TSONGAS, AND CRANSTON

In supporting the Resolution of Disapproval offered by Senators Hatfield 
and Moynihan, we are mindful of the pressures Pakistan faces from the 
presence of Soviet troops in Afghanistan. We are also appreciative of the 
positive role Pakistan has had in providing refuge and sanctuary to upward 
of 1,500,000 Afghan refugees. Furthermore, we believe that a Pakistan en
joying friendly relations with the United States would be a considerable 
asset. However, we consider this particular sale of 40 F-16s —one of our 
most sophisticated aircraft — to be ill-advised and contrary to the national 
security interests of the United States. We are also concerned that the sale 
will harm, rather than improve, the long term relations between Pakistan 
and the United States, as well as do damage to other important bilateral 
relations in the area.

The Subcontinent Arms Race

The sale of F-16 aircraft to Pakistan would dangerously escalate an India- 
Pakistan arms race which is already needlessly diverting billions of dollars 
these two desperately poor countries could better spend on economic 
development. The F-16s will introduce to the subcontinent an aircraft 
which is technologically more sophisticated than anything currently 
operating in the airforces of other nations in the region. In a clear response 
to the F-16 sale, the Indian Government is considering the purchase of the 
Mirage 2000, at a cost that may exceed one billion dollars. As the counselor 
at the Indian Embassy, Mr. G. Parthasarthy, put it in a letter to a member 
of the Foreign Relations Committee staff:

. the decision of the U.S. Administration to sell F-16 aircraft to 
Pakistan has necessitated our Government having to consider the pur
chase of technologically sophisticated weapons, including the Mirage 
2000 aircraft.

Over the past thirty-four years, India and Pakistan have fought three 
wars and many lesser skirmishes. In each successive conflict, externally pro
vided weapons — including from the United States —have dramatically in
creased the destructive capabilities of the two combatants. The F-16s will 
greatly increase Pakistan's ability to reach and destroy sensitive Indian 
facilities such as the Bombay High offshore oil facilities, the Tarapur nuclear 
power plant, the Mathura oil refinery near Agra as well as North India's 
population centers. In addition the F-16 could deliver the nuclear weapons 
Pakistan may be developing. While other Pakistani aircraft could deliver 
the bomb, the F-16 would have the greatest range and best prospects for 
penetration of Indian airspace.

There is no question that India, not the Soviet presence in Afghanistan, is 
Pakistan's primary security concern. Three-fourths of the Pakistani Army is 
based on the India frontier. Since the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, there 
has been only a minimal shift of forces to the Afghanistan frontier. Clearly,
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40 F-16 s would have limited usefulness against a Soviet attack and, at least 
in private, Pakistani officials view the sale entirely in terms of India.

In any event, the F-16 is far from the most appropriate equipment to com
bat a Soviet attack. To meet a Soviet/Afghan invasion, Pakistan could best 
use a less sophisticated interceptor aircraft of which it could buy more, and 
surface-to-air missiles. The range and attack capabilities of the F-16 are ir
relevant to a Soviet/Afghan incursion. Furthermore the cost of the 
F-16 s —$1.1 billion — means Pakistan's limited defense resources will be 
disproportionately diverted to the aircraft.

The sale of the newest and most advanced U.S. fighter plane to Pakistan 
could reverse the limited but encouraging trend toward more cordial United 
States-Indian relations. It would strengthen the position of those Indians 
who favor close ties with the Soviet Union, may limit the growing public 
opposition to the continued Soviet occupation of Afghanistan and would 
likely increase the Indian Government s reliance on the Soviet military sup
ply relationship. The sale would also reduce our admittedly small leverage 
with India on regional and global issues of importance to the United States.

The Stability of the Zia Regime

The present regime in Pakistan is a military dictatorship disliked by its 
own people and with an uncertain future. In a recent fact-finding trip, the 
Foreign Relations Committee staff found strong opposition to continued 
military rule among all major political groupings in Pakistan, ranging from 
the fundamentalist Islamic Jamaat-i-Islami to the more broadly based 
Pakistan Peoples Party (PPP), now headed by executed Prime Minister 
Bhuttos widow, Nusrat. There is also dissatisfaction with the Zia regime 
among many segments of Pakistani society including labor, professionals, 
the urban classes, the universities, and important parts of the countryside.

Two of Pakistan's four provinces — the Sind and Baluchistan — are virtual
ly unrepresented in the Punjabi-dominated military. Resentment against be
ing excluded from a voice in national affairs is rising in these provinces and 
represents a potential threat to Pakistan's unity. This, in turn, could make 
Sind and Baluchistan tempting areas for foreign subversion.

Serious violations of fundamental human rights are a fact of life in 
Pakistan today. Political parties are banned and the press is heavily cen
sored. Opposition politicians are subject to arrest and detention without 
charges, sometimes under harsh conditions. There have been credible 
reports of beatings and torture of political prisoners. Pakistan's once in
dependent judiciary has seen its autonomy and authority eroded. President 
Zia s March 24, 1981, Provisional Constitutional Order furthered the process 
by suspending rights guaranteed in the 1973 constitution and by stripping 
the courts of the right to review martial law detentions, provoking many 
resignations.

The most recent State Department human rights report grimly notes: 
"Restrictions on dissent and individual freedoms have grown during the past 
year, while citizens' rights have diminished." Amnesty International, the 
respected human rights organization, concluded in its September 1981 
testimony before the House Foreign Affairs Committee that "the human
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rights violations in Pakistan amount to a consistent pattern of gross viola
tions." If this conclusion is accepted, Pakistan would be ineligible, without a 
Presidential waiver, for security assistance, including FMS guarantees, 
under the provision of Section 502 B of the Foreign Assistance Act.

The sale of F-16s, as well as the broader U.S. economic and military 
assistance package, is widely seen in Pakistan as United States support for 
the Zia dictatorship. For this reason, many Pakistanis oppose the F-16 sale 
and the assistance. Of particular importance, the F-16 sale is vehemently op
posed by the leaders of the Pakistan Peoples Party (PPP). The PPP is the 
one political force in Pakistan with broad popular support and it is generally 
agreed, by United States and Pakistani observers, that the PPP would win 
any free elections held.

Opposition leaders have stated that a U.S. identification with Zia would 
earn us the enmity of the Pakistani people and preclude a long-term rela
tionship. Several have warned of a parallel to the situation in Iran preceding 
the Shahs fall.

The Pakistan of Zia ul-Haq is an extraordinarily risky investment as the 
anchor of a United States strategic consensus against the Soviet Union. The 
regimes weak base of support casts serious doubt on its viability. We fear 
that approval of the sale will tie us to the Zia regime, and to its many human 
rights abuses. It could also seriously alienate the opposition, many of whom 
have close ties to the United States.

The instability of the Pakistani regime also casts doubts on the reliability 
on any assurances Zia may have provided as a condition of the F-16 sale. 
Another Pakistani government, particularly one hostile to the United 
States, may not consider the sale and U.S. military assistance and alter
native to detonating a nuclear device and may also be willing to share 
nuclear technology with others. Another government, motivated in part out 
of hatred of the U.S. role in shoring up Zia, could conceivably make a 
separate peace with the Soviet Union and/or ally itself with the radical 
Arab forces hostile to the United States. Conceivably, this could result in 
the F-16s and other sophisticated U.S. military equipment falling into 
hostile hands.

Nuclear Issues

While it is suggested that enough conventional arms might induce 
Pakistan to abandon the nuclear option, there is absolutely no evidence that 
this theory will work. In his letter to Committee members, Senator Hatfield 
cited a recent State Department cable stating, 'We have strong reason to 
believe that Pakistan is seeking to develop a nuclear explosive capability." 
There is speculation that Pakistan is seeking an "Islamic bomb" in conjunc
tion with Libya. A report by the London Observer indicates that Libya has 
supplied Pakistan with uranium ore. There are also reports of Pakistani 
scientists and technicians working with Libyans on nuclear technology 
development with potential weapons applications. If these reports are inac
curate, the burden of proof lies with those who are promoting the gamble 
that sophisticated fighters will be an acceptable substitute for nuclear 
weapons.
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These developments raise the spectre of what could possibly be another 
preemptive strike against a nation suspected of developing an offensive 
nuclear capability. Given the advanced state of Pakistani nuclear 
developments, such an attack could have catastrophic human consequences. 
It would quite likely be the cause of a regional war.

Finally, we note that the restrictions on aid contained in the recently 
passed Foreign Assistance bill,** which would necessitate an aid cut-off if a 
nuclear device is detonated, do not apply to the F-16 package. In his 
testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Under Secretary 
James L. Buckley refused to state unequivocally that the United States 
would stop delivery if Pakistan detonated a nuclear device. The F-16s are 
the top item on the military regime's 'wish list." In the absence of a 
guaranteed cut-off of F-16 deliveries in the event of a detonation, this sale 
serves to undermine the effectiveness of the Senate restrictions.

Mutual Interests

We also question the assumption underlying this sale that Pakistan can be 
relied upon to help defend our interests in the region. Indeed, we do not 
believe Pakistan fully shares our basic interests.

As recently as four months ago, Pakistan's foreign minister announced 
that the Soviet Union was not a central threat to Pakistan. As noted above, 
three-fourths of Pakistan's military is deployed not along the Afghanistan 
border, but along the Indian border. Pakistan opposes many Administra
tion goals in the region, including the Rapid Deployment Force.

On the Middle East, the Pakistanis vigorously oppose long standing 
American objectives. Pakistan is an opponent of the Camp David process, 
and is a strong supporter of the P.L.O. Pakistan maintains cordial relations 
with the radical Arab states and in particular with Libya. As discussed 
above, there is evidence to suggest Pakistan-Libya cooperation to obtain 
nuclear weapons.

Finally we question the reliability — and the integrity —of a regime that 
would tolerate the kind of mob action that destroyed our Embassy in 
Islamabad two years ago. For more than five hours on November 21, 1979, 
the Zia regime refused to heed desperate pleas for help from American 
diplomats trapped in the vault of the burning Embassy. Two Americans and 
two Pakistani employees of the Embassy died in the attack, and a few 
minutes further delay, would have resulted in the incineration of our entire 
diplomatic staff.

Conclusion

The sale of F-16's to Pakistan strikes us as particularly ill-advised. We do 
not believe United States interests will be served by fueling a new arms race 
on the subcontinent, by the close identification of the United States with the 
present regime in Pakistan, or by bestowing "de facto" alliance status on a 
country with which we have so many disagreements.

 ̂ P.L. 97-113; 95 Stat. 1519.
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Regardless of the outcome of the final Senate vote on this resolution, this 
sale has clearly generated significant opposition. In developing our future 
relations with Pakistan, we hope the Administration would (1) use the 
leverage gained by our assistance to promote the restoration of fundamental 
human rights and democracy in Pakistan as rapidly as possible; (2) inform 
the government of Pakistan that the detonation of a nuclear explosive 
device would result in the immediate cessation of weapons deliveries, 
whether provided by cash sales or through the FMS program; and (3) 
carefully consider ways to avoid any escalation of the India-Pakistan arms 
race.

House Concurrent Resolution 224: Commendation and Support 
for President Reagan's Peace Initiative, November 19, 
1981 ^

Whereas President Ronald Wilson Reagan has called upon Soviet leader 
Leonid Brezhnev to engage in Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START);*

Whereas the President s willingness to cancel deployment of Pershing II 
and ground-launch cruise missiles if the Soviet Union dismantles its SS-20, 
SS-4, and SS-5 missiles is a dramatic and bold step toward real nuclear arms 
reduction;

Whereas the President s call for equality at lower levels of conventional 
forces in Europe" is a necessary part of his goal of reducing the threat of 
war;

Whereas the President s invitation to President Brezhnev to join in a con
ference that would "develop effective measures that would reduce the 
dangers of war arising out of uncertainty and miscalculation" demonstrates 
this Nations belief in the need for mutual restraint between the super
powers; and

Whereas the President's goal of "mutual reduction of conventional, in
termediate range nuclear and strategic forces" is in the great American tradi
tion of seeking and keeping the peace through realistic methods; Now, 
therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate concurring), That 
the Congress expresses its commendation of and support for the President s 
initiatives for peace and reaffirms its desire to work with him so that the 
threats of nuclear war can be reduced and, perhaps, eliminated in our 
lifetime.

' Congressional Record, Nov. 19, 1981, pp. S13728, H8564-H8565, H8578. The vote in the 
House was 382 in favor, 3 against, 14 answering "present," and 34 not voting; in the Senate, 95 
in favor and 5 not voting.

’ The references here to President Reagan's statements are in his address of Nov. 18, ante.
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Statement by the U.S. Representative (Adelman) to the First 
Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Indian Ocean as 
a Zone of Peace [Extract], November 19, 198V

The subject of peace and security in the Indian Ocean region, the home of 
many diverse and important nations and a crossroads of international trade 
and commerce, is of deep concern to all Members of this Assembly. It is a 
subject of special urgency today, in view of the Soviet invasion and occupa
tion of Afghanistan, which has cast a dark cloud over the political and 
security climate of that region and has shaken the very foundations of world 
order.

The far-reaching consequences of this event are by now apparent to all of 
us. It has had a shattering effect upon the prospects for the continued stabil
ity of South Asia and the Persian Gulf. It has deepened anxieties throughout 
this vital region and raised the spectre of a wider conflict, beginning in the 
area of the Indian Ocean.

This is particularly disturbing to the United States, which has close rela
tions with littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean region. We 
share their deep interest in the search for ways to resolve the conflict and 
tension that trouble that region so that they may move on to real economic 
development in a free and secure environment.

It is for this very reason that we joined other permanent members of the 
Security Council and major maritime nations two years ago in accepting the 
invitation from the littoral and hinterland States of the region to join the 
discussions of the A d Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean.

This expansion of the A d Hoc Committee marked a major change in the 
evolution of that Committee s work. We hope and trust it will be judged as 
a constructive change, constructive in revealing wide differences which do 
exist on how to bring about peace and stability in the Indian Ocean.

Such differences include differences on the Ad Hoc Committee s mandate, 
for some representatives single-mindedly pursue an Indian Ocean con
ference to implement the 1971 Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of 
Peace,* while others, including those of the United States, never accepted the 
1971 Declaration, nor have we supported the goal of « conference in order 
to implement that Declaration. We have presented our views consistently 
and frankly — calling for a re-examination by the Committee of the prin
ciples that should be embodied in the concept "Indian Ocean zone of peace," 
and calling for a change in that concept to reflect the real world, especially 
the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan, the Soviet deployment of some 30 
divisions in nearby southern Soviet Union military districts, the Soviet 
deployments of a vast array of tactical and strategic aircraft — Backfires and 
Bears, as they are known —and the Soviet naval presence.

' A /C .1/36/PV .35, pp. 41-46.
* For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 901-903.
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We hope that, when the realities are considered, a new concept will 
emerge on this question which will be acceptable to all members of the Ad  
Hoc Committee and to the United Nations.

Our expectation is fully consistent with resolution 35/150, adopted by 
the General Assembly in 1980, which calls on the A d Hoc Committee to 
harmonize views on the issues related to the convening of such a conference, 
taking account of the political and security climate in the region, before 
deciding on a conference date.

During subsequent debates of the A d Hoc Committee, it became evident 
that there was no harmonization of views on the basic issues. It became 
evident that, because the Soviet Union refused to withdraw its invasion 
and occupation forces from Afghanistan, the climate of confidence needed 
to hold a successful conference was utterly lacking.

The United States, along with many other delegations, thus recognized 
the futility of holding any such conference under the circumstances. Conse
quently, the Ad Hoc Committee reached no decision on a conference.

The draft resolution under consideration by this Committee was adopted 
by consensus in the A d Hoc Committee. Like its predecessor, this years 
draft resolution acknowledges the real obstacles to progress in the process of 
making the Indian Ocean a zone of peace, particularly the need for the 
Committee to reach a harmonization of views, to reconcile differences over 
basic principles, and to take account of the ominous political and security 
climate in the Indian Ocean region, before deciding to hold a conference.

The United States supports the consensus draft resolution on that basis.
To be frank, these are considerable obstacles to overcome, for today the 

Indian Ocean is anything but a zone of peace. No conference could make it 
so, not with the invasion and occupation of Afghanistan, a hinterland State 
of the Indian Ocean region, by some 85,000 Soviet troops; not with the 
Soviet deployment of SS-20 mobile missiles having the range to encompass 
all the Persian Gulf States, the South-Asian States of Pakistan, India, 
Bangladesh, Burma and all through South East-Asia; not with the 30 Soviet 
divisions in the general Central-Asian area, many equipped with tactical 
nuclear and chemical weapons; and not with the Soviet naval presence in 
the Indian Ocean, an average of 20 to 30 naval vessels in that area at 
present.

Unless these objective conditions change—particularly the ending of the 
brutal Soviet invasion of the small, non-aligned nation of 
Afghanistan — then no conference can make the Indian Ocean area into a 
truly peaceful one. Indeed, holding a conference in such a time of aggression 
is more likely to aggravate tensions than to alleviate them.

This view is entirely consistent with recent actions of this world body. 
Only yesterday, a record number —116 nations —here in the United Nations 
voted for the immediate withdrawal of all foreign troops from Afghanistan 
and the restoration of that historic and proud nations right of self- 
determination.

However, the Soviet Union has shown no more willingness to comply 
with resolution 36/34 than it did with resolutions ES-6/2 and 35/37, not
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withstanding the Soviet Unions boasts in the Ad Hoc Committee —repeated 
as recently as 21 October —of fidelity to pertinent United Nations 
resolutions.

The second major obstacle we face —related to the first —is the lack of 
agreement on what should form the basis of a zone of peace.

Some Committee members, including certain regional Powers, insist that 
the 1971 Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace —which calls 
for removal of great-Power military forces from the region —must be the 
basis for such a zone and a conference. The United States, along with a 
number of other Committee members, regards the 1971 Declaration as 
faulty and outmoded. First, it is inconsistent with the right of all States, 
under Article 51 of the United Nations Charter, to individual and collective 
self-defence. Secondly, it is difficult to reconcile with internationally 
recognized rights to freedom of navigation. The fact that the 1971 Declara
tion was supported by a minority of United Nations Members also raises 
questions as to its viability. We believe that its implementation would lead 
to even greater instability and tension in the Indian Ocean region, precisely 
the opposite of the resolutions original intent.

For the removal of Western naval forces and facilities from the Indian 
Ocean region —even if accompanied by a similar removal of Soviet 
forces —would enhance the great preponderance of Soviet land and air 
power in the region. This would increase the threat, already demonstrated 
in Afghanistan, in Ethiopia and in South Yemen, of further Soviet expan
sion into the Indian Ocean region.

While the Soviet Union is clearly the major threat to peace and stability in 
the Indian Ocean region, other serious problems also exist. Some regional 
conflicts in the area are unrelated to major Power tension and these too 
must be taken into account.

None of us, neither small nations nor large, can afford to ignore these 
frightening realities. As for the United States, our future participation in the 
Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean will be guided by the ability of the 
Committee to continue to operate on the basis of consensus, and further, to 
see it as it is —a region marked by occupation and aggression and inva
sion—rather than as we all would like it to be —a true zone of peace. The 
work of harmonization of views on basic issues — taking into account the ac
tual political and security climate in the region called for by this resolu
tion —provides a framework for such a new, more realistic approach. Let us 
get on with the job in a serious way.

I cannot in good conscience close these remarks without paying a tribute 
to the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee, Ambassador Fonseka of Sri 
Lanka, a man blessed with an abundance of patience but who, I am sure, 
has exhausted that generous supply in this tortuous exercise. Mr. Fonseka 
has guided the Committee for the second time in its history to a draft resolu
tion that should command adoption by consensus in the First Committee.

As Mr. Fonseka himself stated at the final meeting of the A d Hoc Com
mittee this week, the latest product of the Committee s work, its report and 
draft resolution, is a document which fully satisfies no delegation. It could 
not have been said any better, nor could it be any truer in the case of the
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United States. We found neither the report nor the draft resolution, nor the 
process by which the report was adopted fully satisfactory. Still, we ap
plaud Mr. Fonseka and his country, Sri Lanka.

Statement by the Chinese Representative (Liang Yufan) to the 
First Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Prevention 
of Nuclear Catastrophe and the Non-Use of Nuclear Weap
ons [Extract], November 19, 1981’

The prohibition of nuclear weapons and the elimination of the danger of 
nuclear war are questions of great concern to the peoples of the world. The 
super-Powers are stepping up the nuclear arms race and strengthening their 
preparations and deployment for war, thereby casting the shadow of the 
serious threat of nuclear war on the world. It is only natural that people 
should demand that the super Powers assume their responsibilities with 
regard to nuclear disarmament and adopt practical measures in disarma
ment to reduce their colossal nuclear arsenals. Many small and medium
sized countries also demand that pending the achievement of nuclear disar
mament, there should first be a prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons, 
and particularly of the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons against non- 
nuclear-weapon States, in order to reduce the nuclear threat against them. 
These demands are entirely proper.

However, for many years, the Soviet Union, which has been developing 
nuclear weapons at the fastest pace, has all along been adopting the tactic of 
only paying lip-service to this. Every year, it submits new disarmament pro
posals while, at the same time, the quality and quantity of its nuclear 
weapons keep escalating every year. This year, as a new proposal, a 
declaration is submitted to the effect that the first use of nuclear weapons 
constitutes the gravest crime committed against humanity. This is no more 
than another version of the same tactic. First of all, it is necessary to point 
out that this proposal of the Soviet Union is not a new one. During the 
mid-1950s it submitted a similar proposal. At that time it proposed that, as a 
first step, the nuclear Powers should undertake the obligation not to be the 
first to use nuclear weapons.^ However, it is disappointing that the Soviet 
Union itself has never taken the initiative in undertaking such an obligation 
and has never taken this first step.

Now the Soviet Union has again come up with the proposal for the non- 
first-use of nuclear weapons ’ and has been energetically touting the role to 
be played by the declaration on the non-first-use of nuclear weapons. Now,

’ A/C.1/36/PV.35, pp. 47-52.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, p. 485. 
 ̂ Sept. 22, ante.
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in the Soviet proposal there is no distinction made between different nuclear 
strikes — whether the strike in question is one which results in the massive 
destruction of cities and buildings, or whether it is a strike aimed mainly for 
defence facilities and for offsetting the Soviet Unions conventional 
superiority, particularly in tanks. Without clarifying this point, the aim of 
the Soviet Union in referring to refraining from a first nuclear strike is clear
ly to try to use the so-called second and third nuclear strikes to engage in 
nuclear blackmail and to give full advantage to its conventional superiority 
and threaten neighbouring States while its neighbours could do no more 
than submit to its superiority in conventional weapons.

The Soviet representative in his statement talks at some length about the 
fact that without a first nuclear strike there could not be a second or third 
nuclear strike and that therefore there could no longer be any danger of 
nuclear war. The Soviet proposal attempts to use a scrap of paper of a 
declaration to produce a false sense of security and to make the peoples of 
the world feel that, perhaps after this all their worries would be over. 
However, it can be seen very clearly that as long as the super-Powers 
nuclear arms race does not cease, as long as their enormous nuclear arsenals 
are not drastically reduced, as long as their nuclear weapons deployed 
against other countries are not dismantled, the world will continue to be 
under the threat of nuclear war.

If the Soviet Union is sincere about preventing nuclear war, it should 
immediately cease the nuclear arms race and adopt practical nuclear dis
armament measures, instead of concocting empty declarations, without at 
the same time taking a single step towards practical reduction of its nu
clear weapons.

It is also necessary to point out that not only has the Soviet Union not 
carried out its responsibilities in respect of nuclear disarmament, but it has 
also refused to undertake explicit obligations with regard to the non-use of 
nuclear weapons. It uses the pretext that the prohibition of the use of 
nuclear weapons must be linked with the prohibition of the use of force and 
has stressed that it would only extend non-use guarantees to non-nuclear- 
weapon States which do not produce or acquire nuclear weapons or station 
such weapons on their territory.

Everyone knows that in the present world it is the super-Powers possess
ing huge military strength which are carrying out threats and blackmail 
against numerous small and medium-sized countries with inadequate 
defences. The Soviet Union not only possesses superiority in conventional 
weapons, but also possesses long-range and intermediate-range nuclear 
weapons with enormous capacity, seriously threatening the security of 
many countries. Under these circumstances, the non-nuclear-weapon States 
are fully entitled to demand that the nuclear Powers, and first and foremost 
the super-Powers, undertake not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons 
against them. Faced with the military threat of the super-Powers, they are 
also fully entitled to adopt the necessary measures for self-defence in order 
to defend their own security, while the Soviet Union demands that the non- 
nuclear-weapon States first undertake not to produce, acquire or station
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nuclear weapons. This implies that if the non-nuclear-weapon States do not 
do so, according to the Soviet Union s demands, they would not be able to 
avoid the danger of a Soviet nuclear attack. What is this then, if it is not 
nuclear threat or nuclear blackmail?

On disarmament questions, the Soviet Union often stresses the principle 
of equality and equal security, but the real state of affairs is that between the 
Soviet Union and non-nuclear-weapon States, with one side possessing huge 
nuclear arsenals and the other side having no nuclear weapons at all, there 
clearly exists neither equality nor equal security. The Soviet Union is not 
even content with this. While it is continuing to develop and step up its 
deployment of nuclear weapons, it wants the non-nuclear-weapon States to 
make such a guarantee. Can it be suggested that such an approach is in con
formity with the principle of equality and equal security which it has been 
trumpeting? Can it be suggested that to demand that the non-nuclear 
weapon States, faced with nuclear threat, make a guarantee and beg for 
safety from attack constitutes a practical application of what the Soviet 
draft resolution calls 'moral standards" and 'lofty ideals"?

The above-mentioned situation shows that in proposing the non-first use 
of nuclear weapons and the non-use of nuclear weapons against non- 
nuclear-weapon States, the Soviet Union s real aim is to rely on superiority 
in conventional arms and superiority in strategic and theatre nuclear 
weapons to threaten and blackmail its neighbours. The so-called prevention 
of nuclear war and so-called strengthening of the security of non-nuclear- 
weapon States, are nothing more than a camouflage. China has always ad
vocated the complete prohibition of nuclear weapons and has opposed 
nuclear war. We consider that in order to defend world peace and prevent 
the outbreak of war, we must oppose and curb a super-Power using huge 
military might to threaten and commit aggression against other countries. 
Therefore, any proposal designed to achieve the aim of blackmail and threat 
under the signboard of nuclear disarmament is not acceptable to us.

Department of State Paper: U.S. and Soviet Intermediate- 
Range Nuclear Forces, November 20, 1981 '

In his speech on November 18,’ the President said that Soviet claims on 
the current balance of intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF) are wrong. 
The President stated that by any objective measure, the Soviet Union has an 
overwhelming advantage on the order of six to one.

The six to one ratio that the President used is based on a comparison of 
those U.S. sytems often cited by the Soviets as "medium"-range systems and 
those Soviet systems which the Soviets identify as "medium"-range, as well 
as additional Soviet systems which have ranges equivalent to or greater than

’ Department of State Bulletin, Jan. 1982, p. 31. The paper was entitled, "U.S.-Soviet INF 
Systems: A Response to Soviet Claims".

 ̂ Ante.
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the listed U.S. systems. Of such systems, the United States has a total of ap
proximately 560 aircraft and no missiles, while the Soviet total numbers 
over 3,800 missiles and aircraft.

As the charts used by the President indicated, the six to one ratio did not 
include allied systems on either side. If such systems were included, the 
Soviet Union would still enjoy an overwhelming advantage in intermediate- 
range nuclear forces.

U.S. Systems Soviet Systems

F-111 164 SS-20 250
F-4 265 SS-4/5 350
A-6/A-7 68 SS-12/22 100
FB-111 63 Backfire 45
(U.S. based) Badger/Blinder 350

Fencer/ Flogger/Fitter 2,700
SS-N-5 30

Total 650 Total 3,825

Statement by the Under Secretary of State for Security Assist
ance, Science and Technology (Buckley) Before the House 
Committee on Foreign Affairs: U.S. Policy on Amendments 
to the Foreign Assistance Act—Nuclear Prohibitions, 
November 20, 1981 ^

I welcome this opportunity to discuss the administration s views on H.R. 
5015. * We have several significant problems with H.R. 5015 which I would 
like to touch upon.

I would then be pleased to answer any questions you may have.
First, we strongly oppose the concurrent resolution procedures contained 

in amendment, section 669(b), beginning on page 5 of the bill.
As you know, such a concurrent resolution and veto has been held to be 

unconstitutional by every administration so far as I know that has been 
faced with such measures.

In addition, of course, concurrent resolution vetoes have very serious 
practical consequences severely constraining the executive branch in the 
conduct of U.S. foreign policy.

I believe it is proper and, in fact, desirable, for the Congress to express its 
views on major policy questions even with a rather substantial degree of 
specificity, but to specify that the future execution of policy will be subject to 
congressional veto by a majority vote seems to me to be imprudent as well 
as constitutionally untenable.

‘ Amendments to the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961: Nuclear Prohibitions and Certain 
Human Rights Matters: Hearings and Markup on H.R. 5015; H. Res. 286, Nov. 20 and 
Dec. 8, 1981, pp. 26-28.

* A bill with respect to the prohibitions in the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 relating to 
nuclear enrichment and reprocessing transfers and nuclear detonations. Text printed ibid., pp. 
65-71.
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The Congress certainly can include very strong language concerning 
future nuclear detonations by nonnuclear weapon states, establishing a very 
strict standard for exercise of a Presidential waiver, but there must be some 
window for Presidential action if the urgency of the circumstances warrant.

For very similar reasons, we would also oppose an absolutely mandated 
cutoff of assistance in the event of a detonation, not because we might not 
choose to take such a step, but because it is seriously imprudent to tie any 
President s hands in all future circumstances, based upon a single foreign 
policy consideration.

We have to start trusting our Presidents to act in the national interest in 
times of crisis; preemptively tying their hands will not prevent crises. It will 
simply make it harder for us to deal with them.

H.R. 5015 in the form in which I have seen it would pose a number of 
other problems, some I believe unintended.

For example, section 669(a)(2)(B)  ̂ of the FAA as it would be revised by 
H.R. 5015 of page 4, lines 22 through 25 of the draft I have seen, would 
establish so imprecise a standard for cutting off foreign assistance in some 
cases, that we would have great difficulty, and no doubt great controversy 
in seeking to implement it.

In the nuclear area, many activities are ambiguous, having legitimate 
peaceful purposes as well as possible weapons related implications. We 
could well find ourselves driving to an aid cutoff to countries which we are 
persuaded are not, in fact, seeking a weapons capability or forced to cut off 
assistance prematurely where we believe we have some hope of dissuading a 
country from further nuclear weapons development, such as an actual 
nuclear test.

I assume that this was not the intention of the authors and that they may 
be prepared to support appropriate changes.

To avoid ambiguity or confusion, we believe that section 1(a)(2) of H.R. 
5015 should precisely restate rather than paraphrase the substance of the 
1959 United States-Pakistan agreement of cooperation.

I understand the suggestion may be acceptable to the authors of the bill. 
Section 669 of the Foreign Assistance Act, as amended by this legislation, 
could also be read to require a termination of sales under the Arms Export 
Control Act.**

If this were the case, H.R. 5015 would go well beyond the current 
language of sections 669 and 670 * of the FAA which prohibits only the use 
of funds authorized to be appropriated under the FAA for certain economic 
and military assistance, including credits and guarantees in the event 
prescribed actions are undertaken.

Prohibition of sales under these circumstances would destroy much of the 
remaining flexibility in the law and would mean that we could not even pro
vide spare parts for previously sold equipment.

’ 22 U.S.C. 2429.
‘ Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 386-430. 
‘ 22 U.S.C. 2429a.
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Section 669(a)(1), as it would be amended by H.R, 5015, eliminates the 
provision in current law that enrichment transfers could take place without 
triggering the foreign assistance cutoff if certain specific nonproliferation 
conditions and safeguards were met.

While the general nonproliferation policy basis for a waiver would be re
tained in subsection (b), I would nevertheless urge the retention of the 
existing language as it affects this point.

This would give other nations a clear and specific incentive to place 
enrichment facilities under multinational auspices and to agree to full-scope 
IAEA safeguards, which is a fundamental U.S. policy objective.

At the same time, it strengthens the IAEA by showing that the U.S. 
Government distinguishes between shipments destined for countries which 
have submitted to safeguards and those where international inspections are 
not permitted.

Mr. Chairman, I hope the committee can make the necessary modifica
tions to H.R. 5015 so that the administration could support you when you 
bring it to the floor.

Needless to say, such a consensus on important foreign security policies, 
goals, and methods, could only strengthen our Nation s posture in the inter
national arena.

Statement by ACDA Director Rostow Before the House Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs: Intermediate-Range Nuclear 
Forces [Extract], November 20, 1981 '

Now the background of this speech,* the decision to make it, and the con
tents of it have been much discussed. I am sure you have heard a great many 
things about it. I will be glad to comment on it from my perspective so you 
will know at least as much about it as I do.

GEOPOLITICAL GOAL OF SOVIET UNION

Let me go back two steps. As you know, the fundamental strategic goal of 
Soviet policy, both political and military, is to separate Europe from the 
United States. They believe that if they controlled the whole Eurasian land 
mass, Japan and China would draw the necessary conclusions, they would 
control Africa and the Middle East, and we would be left isolated and close 
to impotent on this side of the water.

That is their geopolitical view of things. That has been the steady, unre
mitting object of their policy, political and military, since the end of World 
War II.

' Review of Administration Initiatives on Strategic, Theater, and Conventional Arms Con
trol: Briefing of the Subcommittee on International Security Affairs Ninety-seventh
Confess, First Session, pp. 2-7.

* President Reagan's speech of Nov. 18, ante.



ROSTOW STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 20 601

INTERMEDIATE-RANGE MISSILES

These intermediate-range missiles are the grandchildren of the missiles 
that we were discussing 20 years ago as the missile gap. You remember the 
famous missile gap. Many people said there was not a missile gap, there was 
a missile gap, and it became a football in politics.

Well, there was a missile gap, but it was in this area, not the interconti
nental missiles, but the intermediate-range missiles. The function of those 
intermediate-range missiles is to intimidate the Europeans; not only the 
Europeans, but prospectively the Japanese as well, the Chinese as well, and 
to produce a crisis of one kind or the other at a time when the overall 
nuclear balance in intercontinental missiles, strategic missiles, will be such 
that we will be paralyzed about a response with those weapons. The issue 
really is not a nuclear war; it is political coercion based on the credible 
threat of nuclear war. That is what we are witnessing now, this minute.

THREAT OF NUCLEAR WAR

As the Soviet arsenal in this field built up over the last 5 or 6 years, peo
ple became very frightened in Europe. It was much discussed. Henry Kissin
ger, of course, made a celebrated speech in 1977 warning everybody that 
great powers simply do not commit suicide for their allies; but the concern 
would have been exactly the same without the speech. What you are getting 
is, as Chancellor Schmidt said the other day, is the subliminal effect of the 
existence of these things. That is the radiation from the balance itself having 
an effect on people s perceptions and on their political consciousness and on 
their sense of policy.

NATO sat down with European urging and reached the conclusion, in 
December 1979, called the two-track decision,® that we would deploy some 
intermediate-range American missiles on the ground in Europe and at the 
same time undertake to negotiate with the Soviet Union about reducing the 
weight of these weapons in the European theater.

U.S. DEPLOYMENT OF MISSILES

We are not negotiating — I want you to notice right away —about the 
weapons facing Europe. They are often called Euromissiles. We are talking 
and we are going to negotiate about intermediate-range missiles and we are 
going to negotiate about them on a global basis, because it is no contribu
tion to world security if these things are moved out of range of European 
targets so that they are aimed at Japanese targets. From the point of view of 
the United States, the problem is just the same. The Japanese are immensely 
conscious of that fact. I just had a meeting this afternoon with the Japanese 
Ambassador. They follow this with rapt attention.

The Soviets responded to this decision with tremendous intensity. A po
litical barrage, a propaganda barrage on a very, very large scale. The objec
tive, of course, is twofold: One, to prevent the deployment of the American 
missiles; and the other to separate Europe from the United States politically.

’ See Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 814-816.



602 rXDCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1981

Of course, they say that these are fantastic charges; that the objective of the 
United States is not to have arms control negotiations but to build up our 
nuclear arsenal and to have a nuclear war in Europe where we would fight 
to the last ally, the kind of charge that is always made in an alliance; and 
that we are aiming for superiority, that there is at present an equilibrium of 
forces, a balance of forces, and that our real armament efforts are intended 
to destroy that balance and aim for superiority such that we could conduct 
and win a nuclear war.

It is a fantastic set of charges. Of course, in broadcasts aimed at the 
United States, they say just the opposite; that is, that they would respond if 
they were hit by a nuclear weapon, they would not look at the calling card 
on the weapon, they would respond at once against the continental United 
States. But that is a minor variation in the propaganda attempt, and we 
have been watching this and discussing it with our allies with increasing 
concern.

I went over in September and October and had talks at the political level 
in several countries. I am going over again next week to supplement our 
technical consultations in Brussels with political talks on this subject. This 
approach was much discussed, has been discussed now for a period of, 
what, 6 months or so, I suppose, something like that. We examined it very, 
very carefully and decided after full consideration of pros and cons and 
holding it upside down and shaking it that it would be a sensible approach 
and indeed the ideal approach.

Now it has a peculiar element. I want to stress that to you. That is, our 
concern in espousing this line of policy was precisely the issue that the 
Soviets have raised, that it might seem to people as a propaganda ploy, not 
serious. They could not be serious, the Soviets are saying, in asking us to 
give up all these missiles that we have invested so much in in exchange for a 
promise not to deploy. It was probably the consideration of the impact of 
that sort of an argument on the public mind that was very much in the fore
front of discussions in the Departments and with the President.

REMOVAL OF NUCLEAR THREAT

The point the President is making, the way in which this speech is struc
tured, the fact that it begins with the letter that he wrote from the hospital to 
Brezhnev is the best answer I think to that issue. That is, we are not talking 
here about a bargain. This is not a scene in an open farmers market where 
somebody is buying potatoes or a pig: Is it a fair price? That is not the issue. 
The question is: Here is the Soviet Union and here is the United States. They 
have an immense responsibility as the two leading nuclear powers. They 
should not try to escape that responsibility, and the responsibility is to lead 
the world back from the brink of the abyss, to remove the nuclear threat 
which is hanging over everybody. It can only be done if these two powers 
move together. There is no possible road to peace through unilateral dis
armament .

What he is proposing is that here is an issue which has developed because 
the Soviet Union has built these immense numbers of very modem and ac
curate and powerful intermediate-range missiles, primary targets Europe,
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Japan, the Middle East. We will respond, if we have to, in order to maintain 
the credibility of our nuclear guarantee to our allies and our vital interests, 
but the thing to do is to move back together; the fact that one side is paying 
more at one moment is irrelevant to the nature of the problem. This is not a 
bargain. This is not a sale. This is a political process in which we try to re
spond together to an overwhelming threat we all face.

That is the first decision and the first element of this.
Chairman Zablocki. We have a vote on House Concurrent Resolution 

220.
Mr. Rostow. Au revoir.
Chairman Zablocki. I do not think there will be any interruptions there

after.
Please excuse us for 15 minutes.
[Recess.] ^
Chairman Zablocki. The committee will resume.

a c d a 's a u t h o r i z a t i o n

In the interim, Mr. Rostow, my staff contacted the Senate staff to discuss 
the status of the ACDA authorization. Apparently there really isn't a prob
lem. Both bodies have already agreed to the 2-year authorization. The only 
real difference is how the Senate treats the second-year authorization. We 
prefer a specific 1983 authorization with the inflation factor in it, rather than 
the Senates approach. I am told that they will consider our bill as the first 
order of business after the recess. There is no problem.

Mr. Rostow. Thank you. I thank your staff. I thank one and all. I thank 
the cooperative staff of the other body. I think that is excellent. We have got 
a lot of problems with staffing, conducting these negotiations under present 
budgetary circumstances. This will make it easier to plan.

Chairman Zablocki. You may resume your briefing.
Mr. Rostow. That gives you a sense of the conception, the origins of the 

speech as a response to the propaganda battle that the Soviets have been 
waging and the state of opinion in Europe which they have been trying to 
exploit, and the basic approach of the proposal which we are making. Of 
course, that would be a first step toward a radical reduction of nuclear arms 
and of the threat of nuclear arms to world politics.

VERIFICATION

Another point I should emphasize: You are going to read a great deal in 
the coming weeks about the balance, what is the balance? There is going to 
be a war of numbers. In many ways, that is highly desirable, because as you 
know, the Soviets have never taken the responsibility for figures in public 
before or in the negotiations. Last August, we notified them that in these up
coming negotiations we were going to need verification beyond national 
technical means, and we were not going to negotiate on the basis of figures 
we had supplied, that the day when such negotiations could be carried on

 ̂Brackets in source text.
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was over. We have now had a reply from them on the first point, but not 
yet the second.

UNITED STATES-SOVIET DIPLOMATIC EXCHANGES

In Mr. Brezhnevs interview with Der Spiegel,^ the German weekly, and 
then later in diplomatic and official communications, the Soviets have re
sponded to our question of last August and have said that while they regard 
national technical means as the primary method of verification in these 
treaties, that under circumstances of trust, cooperative means to supplement 
national technical means might be possible, and that the discussion of what 
was appropriate should be taken up in the negotiations themselves. They 
said specifically in the response that they were reacting to a comment I had 
made in public on the subject in a speech I gave in New York a couple of 
weeks ago in which I said we made a proposal in August and we had not 
had a reply.

There is a kind of public diplomacy going on here. They said something 
about talking in public about diplomatic exchanges. I said we would respect 
the rules about the privacy of diplomatic exchanges very carefully, but that 
at the same time we had an obligation to inform our public about the nature 
of the policies we were pursuing, and we would try to reconcile those two 
claims as best we could; but in the meantime, we also had propaganda to 
deal with. They said, ''Oh, do not pay any attention to Soviet propaganda." 
To which my reply was, "It is a little difficult to ignore."

So we have gotten a response on that. We will see what it means in the 
long run, but they are going to have to produce some figures now, they are 
being forced into it by the nature of their arguments, both on the interconti
nental side and on the intermediate-range side. The arguments are that there 
is a parity existing at this moment and that we are disturbing that parity by 
rearming. We say no, there is not a parity, there is a terrible problem of dis
parity, and we have to rearm in order to catch up. We publish our figures. 
So far they have not published theirs, but we expect their figures to be pub
lished in the very near future, or an attempt at it.

In any event, the negotiations will insist on the publication of data, that 
each side take responsibility for data, and we will try to get an agreed data 
base.

THE PRESIDENT S ARMS CONTROL PROPOSALS

The President made his proposals with regard to these intermediate-range 
weapons part of a large plan calling for the reduction of all arms, the strate
gic arms, the intercontinental arms, and conventional arms, as well and he 
referred to the Madrid Conference, the followup of the Helsinki Conference, 
dealing with confidence-building measures and political programs as well, 
the so-called third basket.

His speech is intended to announce a strong impetus to the whole range of 
American arms control policies and programs. That is, we are going to take

* For an extract, see Nov. 3, ante.
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a very active posture in seeking arms control agreements in the interest of 
peace with them, both in the intermediate range, with regard to intermedi- 
ate-range missiles, long-range missiles, and conventional forces. This will be 
a stimulus to the activities of the Madrid Conference, the followup of Hel
sinki, and the MBFR negotiations, which have been stymied and stalemated 
in recent months and, of course, the ongoing work of the U.S. committees, 
the Committee on Disarmament and so forth.

It is entirely, really, an arms control speech and an arms control program 
that he announced. What he was announcing in response to your question, 
Mr. Chairman, was not anything very tangible that we have in our pockets 
about the reduction of conventional forces as yet, but we have been work
ing now for 2 or 3 months on trying to devise practical programs that could 
lead us out of the morass in the MBFR negotiations.

Statement by the Assistant Secretary of State for European 
Affairs (Eagleburger): Negotiations on Intermediate-Range 
Nuclear Forces, November 20, 1981 '

Today marks the culmination of exhaustive alliance preparations for the 
upcoming U.S.-Soviet negotiations, based on the two-track decision of 
December 1979.*

The intensity of the consultations since the Rome ministerial meeting in 
May symbolizes the American commitment to allied interests, as well as the 
common desire of the United States and its allies to achieve genuine arms 
control. These consultations played an invaluable role in developing the 
U.S. negotiating position.

That position, as set forth by the President earlier this week, is that the 
United States will agree to cancel the plan to deploy Pershing II and ground- 
launched cruise missiles if the Soviets will dismantle their SS-20 missiles and 
retire the SS-4 and SS-5 missiles whose service, as the Soviets say, has ex
pired and which the Soviets claim are being replaced by the SS-20s.

The United States believes the first phase of negotiations should focus on 
land-based intermediate-range nuclear force (INF) missiles in the interest of 
facilitating early agreement. Reductions in other nuclear systems could be 
sought in a subsequent phase.

The U.S. position is based on the December 1979 decision, which was 
made in the light of the Soviet buildup in the land-based missile threat to the 
allies. If that threat is eliminated, the alliance could forego its modernization 
program.

With today's meeting of the Special Consultative Group and NATO per
manent representatives and through consultations preceding today, the

' Department of State Bulletin, Jan. 1982, p. 31.
* For the two-track decision, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 814-816.
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United States will be entering the negotiations fully and firmly supported by 
its allies. Close consultations in the Special Consultative Group will, of 
course, continue once the negotiations commence.

Alliance cohesion on arms control and alliance resolve on modernization 
have brought the Soviets to the negotiating table. Based on alliance consul
tations, President Reagan has made a bold and genuine offer, which, if ac
cepted by the Soviets, would constitute a historic step and enhanced stabil
ity between East and West.

As we have already indicated, the United States is disappointed by the 
initial Soviet press reaction but remains hopeful that Soviet leaders will not 
discard this important opportunity to further the cause of peace. The Presi
dent has offered the Soviets a fair and reasonable proposal which provides 
the basis for a far-reaching agreement. The United States will negotiate in 
good faith. We will, therefore, patiently explain our position and consider 
the proposals of our Soviet counterparts, as President Reagan made clear. 
The United States is ready to reach agreement as quickly as possible. All 
that is required is that the Soviets be equally reasonable and forthcoming.

Implementation of NATO s modernization decision will proceed in paral
lel with the negotiations. The alliance will alter its program only in the event 
of a concrete agreement.

Statement by the Department of State Bureau of Politico- 
Military Affairs Director (Burt): Negotiations on
Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces, November 20, 1981 ^

The paper entitled 'XJ.S.-Soviet INF Systems: A Response to Soviet 
Claims" [see accompanying article with table] * is an effort to amplify on the 
remarks made by President Reagan earlier this week in his speech.® It is real
ly the first official response to President Brezhnev's claim that there is a bal
ance in what the Soviets call "medium'-range systems and demonstrates that 
these claims are a manipulative and deceptively selective use of data de
signed to conceal the large and growing Soviet advantage in the category of 
INF systems. If truly comparable systems are counted in an objective and 
impartial manner, what emerges is not a balance but, as President Reagan 
noted earlier this week, a Soviet advantage of about six to one. As you can 
see from our analysis, their alleged claim of about 1,000 systems on each 
side hides the Soviet monopoly in the most threatening category of sys
tems — long-range systems. The table shows the Soviets have about 600 
SS-20, SS-4, and SS-5 missiles, with a total of about 1,100 warheads. 
NATO deploys no comparable missiles.

In addition, Soviet claims that a balance exists date back at least to 1979. 
Since then they deployed some 350 new SS-20 warheads while NATO de

' Department of State Bulletin, Jan. 1982, pp. 31-32.
* Not printed here. Cf. President Reagans address, ante, Nov. 18. Brackets in source text. 
 ̂ See ante, Nov. 18.
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ployed none. Even if a balance existed in 1979 —and it emphatically did not 
at that time — these additional deployments make Soviet claims completely 
untenable. In fact, these additional deployments have only increased their 
preponderance in these systems.

Several other flaws in the Soviet claims are worth noting and here, I 
think, the table is useful. What we have done in this table is essentially taken 
the Soviet definition for the United States of "medium'-range and applied 
those same criteria to Soviet systems and come up with a figure that com
pares comparable systems by range.

For example, the Soviets include American carrier-based aircraft, like the 
A-6s and A-7s, but count none of their own sea-based systems. Nor do they 
count Soviet naval aviation aircraft bases in the western Soviet Union. They 
compare NATO aircraft with ranges or combat radii of less than 1,000 
kilometers, like the U.S. F-4, with the 4,000-kilometer radius Backfire 
bomber.

The roughly 2,700 nuclear-capable Soviet Fencer, Flogger, and Fitter air
craft in Eastern Europe and the western Soviet Union are not counted by 
President Brezhnev, although they have capabilities and ranges similar to 
the F-4.

Looking at this one table —and there are other tables that can be devel
oped by the Special Consultative Group to examine different elements of the 
balance —the conclusion is that if one counts Soviet systems and compar
able American systems, one does arrive at not a balance but at a highly lop
sided situation, which President Reagan noted can lead to a balance of six to 
one to the Soviets advantage.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Adelman) to the First 
Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: World Disarma
ment Campaign, November 20, 198V

Let me say that throughout our deliberations in this Committee my dele
gation has stressed the need for practical, serious measures to promote dis
armament and world peace. My Government s unswerving commitment to 
a concrete set of disarmament goals was underscored on 18 November when 
President Reagan presented a realistic four-point plan to achieve reduc
tions—not just limitations but actual reductions — in nuclear and conven- 
tionaLarms, and thus to advance peace, security and freedom in the world.* 

Unfortunately, the proposals contained in the draft resolution A /C .1/36/ 
L.11/Rev.1 are anything but concrete, realistic and practical.® They exem
plify instead a kind of well-meaning but fundamentally flawed approach to 
disarmament that has made real progress in this crucial area more, rather 
than less, difficult.

' A/C.1/36/PV.38, pp. 52-56.
* Ante.
 ̂ I.e., the draft resolution that was subsequently adopted by the G.A. as res. 36/92C.
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Let me be quite specific: the draft resolution envisions the possibility of 
the General Assembly's launching a campaign to mobilize world public 
opinion on behalf of disarmament, a "world disarmament campaign".

In so doing, however, it blurs the vital distinction between open and 
closed societies. In open societies, appeals to public opinion are readily 
made; no censors impede the flow of public information and no ideological 
commissars stand guard over the media, alert to the mere hint of heresy. But 
in closed societies, just the reverse is true: public access to information is 
strictly controlled by the Government; the public is told only what the Gov
ernment wishes it to be told, and only when, and in what context, the Gov
ernment may wish.

Thus the consequences of a United Nations campaign to mobilize world 
opinion on behalf of disarmament are not hard to predict. Despite the inten
tions of the campaigns sponsors —and we do not for a moment question 
their sincerity — the campaign would inevitably come to focus only on pub
lic opinion in the free societies of the world. Its effects on public opinion in 
closed societies would be zero. Yet in free societies numerous private bodies 
already exist with aims identical to those presented in this draft resolution. 
How, then, would the draft resolution before us materially advance the goal 
of disarmament? In free societies, its aims are already being met; in closed 
societies, they stand no prospect of being met.

Moreover, it seems to my delegation that "mobilizing world public opin
ion" is an activity singularly unsuited to this Organization. The United Na
tions is an assemblage of Governments. Its appeals are properly directed to
wards Governments and not to so amorphous an entity as "world public 
opinion". For this Organization to undertake to mobilize world public opin
ion, be it for disarmament or for the environment or for health, or for any 
other worthwhile goal, would constitute a serious departure from its legiti
mate role, that of a forum of nations.

My Government and my delegation are also disturbed by the draft resolu
tion s mention of a possible pledging conference" to launch the campaign of 
"mobilizing world public opinion on behalf of disarmament". As the record 
of the United Nations assessments clearly shows, free societies in general, 
and the United States in particular, invariably shoulder the financial brunt 
of most United Nations undertakings. For the United States to assume or to 
be expected to assume financial burdens on behalf of noble United Nations 
activities is one thing; for the United States to do so on behalf of its imprac
tical public-opinion initiative is something entirely different and quite unac
ceptable.

Precisely because my delegation is so deeply and so realistically commit
ted to genuine arms control and arms reduction and so wary of encouraging 
this world Organization to launch public opinion campaigns on any topic, 
however noble, we must abstain on draft resolution A /C .l/3 6 /L .ll/R ev .l.
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Statement on Behalf of the European Community by the U.K. 
Representative (Summerhayes) to the First Committee of 
the U.N. General Assembly: World Disarmament Campaign, 
November 20, 1981 '

I am speaking on behalf of the 10 Member States of the European Com
munity.

In accepting the passage of draft resolution A/C. 1/36/L.11/Rev.1, just 
adopted, entitled 'World disarmament campaign", the Member States of the 
European community would like to make a few observations after the vote.^ 

We have examined carefully the study carried out by the small group of 
experts, to which the draft resolution refers. We have noted that that study 
confines itself to making suggestions, sometimes alternative suggestions, 
rather than offering conclusions. Therefore we are somewhat puzzled by the 
language in operative paragraph 1 of draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.11/R ev.1, 
which asks the General Assembly to commend the conclusions of the study.

Operative paragraph 3 of the draft resolution implies that what is really 
intended is that the General Assembly take note of the recommendations in 
the study, for in that paragraph Member States are given an opportunity to 
express themselves on the implementation of all the recommendations con
tained in the study. Operative paragraph 4, however, gives the impression 
of prejudging the direction that the views of Member States might take: for 
example, with respect to the desirability of a pledging conference.

The delegations on whose behalf I speak reserve the right of their Govern
ments to express themselves freely on the implementation of the recommen
dations contained in the study, as provided for in operative paragraph 3, in
cluding the option of a pledging conference.

As far as the financial implications are concerned, the Ten note the rec
ommendation in the report that in the carrying out of a possible campaign 
the existing resources of the United Nations in the disarmament field should 
be utilized to the fullest extent possible in order to reduce administrative ex
penses to the minimum.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Prokofiev) to the First 
Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: World Disarma
ment Campaign, November 20, }9SV

The Soviet delegation actively supports the proposal made by Mexico 
and the other sponsors of the draft resolution for the carrying out of a world 
disarmament campaign.

We attach great importance to world public opinion. We regard those in 
the anti-war movement who have spoken in favour of peace and disarma-

' A/C.1/36/PV.38, pp. 62-65.
’ I.e., the draft resolution that the G.A. subsequently adopted as res. 36/92 C. 
’ A/C.1/36/PV.38, pp. 63-66.
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ment as important allies in the efforts to prevent the nuclear threat, to curb 
the arms race and to proceed to disarmament. In this connexion, we are 
gratified to see the growing wave of demonstrations among various seg
ments of the populations in various parts of the world, including Europe, 
against the increasing threat from nuclear and other types of weapons.

We share the general policies mentioned in the study presented by the 
Secretary-General in document A/36/458, since they emphasize the signifi
cance of mobilizing world opinion in support of disarmament so that it can 
play a constructive part for the achievement of genuine and effective steps 
towards disarmament. We support initiatives that help to achieve that end. 
In particular, we are very pleased to see draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.32,'* 
which has been submitted by Bulgaria and Mongolia and which puts for
ward the idea of carrying out a world-wide campaign to collect signatures in 
support of measures to prevent nuclear war, to curb the arms race and for 
disarmament.

The Soviet Union, too, has put forward a very important initiative. At 
the XXVI Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, L. I. 
Brezhnev proposed that a committee be set up of authoritative scholars 
from different countries which would show peoples the truth regarding the 
terrible consequences of nuclear war and which would help step up efforts 
to prevent such a war.* We believe that the United Nations could play a use
ful part in disseminating the results of the work done by such a committee.

In view of what I have said, the Soviet delegation supported and voted in 
favour of the draft resolution contained in document A/C.1/36/L.11/Rev.1, 
operative paragraph 1 of which we regard as acknowledging the basic idea 
of the study mobilizing world public opinion in support of disarmament. ‘ 

Of course. States will need to give detailed and thorough consideration to 
the study and to any other proposals on a world disarmament campaign. 
For example, some further serious work and consideration will be required 
by the recommendations of the study dealing with the role of the United Na
tions and its Secretary-General in conducting this campaign with its financ
ing and with the preparation and selection of informational and educational 
materials on relevant issues.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Adelman) to the First 
Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Implementation 
of the Recommendations and Decisions of the Tenth Special 
Session, November 20, 1981 '

My delegation has joined in the consensus on draft resolution A /C .1/36/ 
L.26/Rev. 1 * on the review of the implementation of the recommendations 
and decisions adopted by the General Assembly at its tenth special session.

* I.e., the draft resolution subsequently adopted by the G.A. as res. 36/92 J.
» See ante, Feb. 23.
‘ I.e., the draft resolution that the G.A. subsequently adopted as res. 36/92 C. 
' A/C.1/36/PV.38, p. 72.
* Adopted by the G.A. as res. 36/92 M. /
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The United States strongly supports the general thrust of the draft resolu
tion, in that it calls for progress in arms control.

President Reagan s proposals of 18 November ® attest to that fact. We are 
concerned, however, that the draft resolution fails to acknowledge that gen
uine progress in arms control negotiations must take into account the essen
tial requirements of verification, balance and mutual restraint. As we pro
ceed in our work towards establishment of effective arms control agree
ments, the challenge of meeting those requirements must not be obscured by 
hortatory or unrealistic appeals such as the references in the draft resolution 
to general and complete disarmament.

My delegation, however, is committed to work towards an effective, bal
anced and verifiable agreement.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Adelman) to the First 
Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Reduction of 
Military Budgets, November 20, 19Sr

I should like to speak on draft resolutions A/C.1/36/L.38 and L.39 to
gether.^ Both are entitled ''Reduction of military budgets".

The United States has contributed actively over the years, and continues 
today to contribute, to the work of the United Nations aimed towards the 
goal of restraining and reducing military expenditures and redirecting scarce 
resources to economic and social development. We believe United Nations 
resolutions, especially initiatives aimed at greater openness in reporting on 
military budgets, are an essential part of efforts to promote military re
straint and to control military budgets.

With that in mind, we are pleased to support resolutions promoting a re
duction of military budgets. However, while we shall join the consensus 
adoption of both these resolutions, my Government has reservations re
garding A/C.1/36/L.38.

Before discussing those reservations, I should like to discuss draft resolu
tion A/C.1/36/L.39.

Over the past decade, the United States has supported a series of resolu
tions initiated by Sweden and a broad group of neutral and non-aligned 
States designed to prepare the way for standardized reporting, to the Secre
tary-General by all Member States, of national military expenditures. That 
initial goal is now nearer achievement. For the first time, in 1981, a number 
of States submitted national military expenditure data to the Secretary-Gen
eral in a standard format approved by the General Assembly. The United 
States submitted detailed data on its expenditures, and further progress is 
being made. Another panel of experts is studying problems of comparing

® Ante.
' A/C.1/36/PV.38, pp. 76-82, 92-95.
’ Adopted as G.A. res. 36/82 A and 36/82 G, respectively.
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and verifying national military expenditure data and the Secretary-General 
will report on that work to the second special session on disarmament.

Even with the active co-operation of all Member States — something far 
from having been achieved today — agreement on reduction of military 
expenditures may seem remote. None the less, real steps to building mutual 
confidence can be registered, on a worldwide, regional or bilateral basis, if 
States will pursue a course of greater openness and restraint while taking 
into account their legitimate security concerns.

The General Assembly at its last session adopted resolution 35/142 B, 
which calls for all Member States to report their military expenditures annu
ally to the Secretary-General.® If all States would follow that procedure, in 
fact as well as in principle, we would go a long way towards encouraging re
straint on military expenditures. In addition, progress in the area of reduc
ing military budgets is undermined by the uniform and pervasive secrecy of 
the communist States with regard to the size and shape of their military ex
penditures.

Sadly, while my country has provided, and will continue to provide to 
this body publicly and in great detail, information on our military expendi
tures, the Soviet Union has opposed all United Nations efforts in that field. 
That is perhaps not surprising since the Soviet Union has much to hide.

The fact is, as I mentioned before in the First Committee, the Soviet 
Union has been out-spending, out-producing and out-gunning the United 
States and other Western nations for the past decade and it continues to do 
so today. This frightening reality has been documented by all recognized 
centres of disarmament studies.

During that period, while we heard many lofty thoughts from the Soviet 
delegation in this forum on the reduction of military budgets, what have 
been the facts?

Since 1968, while the United States defence budget has declined by 25 per 
cent in real terms, the Soviet defence budget has increased by almost 50 per 
cent.

During the same period, the Soviet Union has spent twice as much as [on] 
conventional armament and nearly three times as much on strategic arms as 
has the United States. The Soviet Union, with a population 20 per cent 
greater than ours, fields a standing army 100 per cent larger and a reserve 
force 1,000 per cent larger than those of the United States. Soviet investment 
in military research and development exceeds that of the United States by 85 
to 100 per cent.

But Soviet military expenditures have a human as well as a monetary as
pect. For example, at least 70 per cent of the approximately 800,000 Soviet 
scientists and engineers who are now engaged in full time research and de
velopment efforts are graduates in fields applicable to military research.

That disproportionate, unprecedented use of scarce resources on the 
Soviet military-industrial complex has other, more immediate, side effects. 
It is a sad fact of life that the people of that country, so rich in natural re-

’ For text, see General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-fifth Session, Supp. No. 48 (A/35 
48), pp. 58-59.
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sources and so fertile in agricultural land, must rely on the production of 
foreign nations for the very bread on their table.

The tragedy of misused resources is compounded in much of the develop
ing world, where expanding military budgets deprive the people of that re
gion of even scarcer resources. The reduction of military budgets should not 
be a goal of the major Powers alone, but a goal for all nations.

If all States would submit information on their military expenditures, mu
tual knowledge and confidence could be built up in these regions, which 
have often only known fear and distrust.

Unfortunately, today the developing world devotes a higher percentage 
of its gross national product to military expenditures than does the devel
oped Western world. During the past decade military expenditures in
creased in all regions of the world except North America.

To obtain a true picture of the impact of military expenditures, one must 
compare spending on the military with spending on health, welfare and edu
cation. Total world military expenditures in 1978 —the last year measured 
by most internationally recognized disarmament study groups — amounted 
to twice as much as devoted to education and 5 per cent more than that de
voted to health.

In general, developed Western countries, including the United States, 
tend to spend more on health and education combined than they do for mili
tary purposes. In contrast, except for Latin America, developing States have 
devoted a larger proportion of their budgets to the military than they have 
to health and education.

I address these unfortunate realities not to cast aspersions, but rather to 
emphasize that expanding military expenditures are a sad fact that affects 
most nations represented in this forum. The manner in which a country 
chooses to allocate its resources is, of course, a sovereign decision. How
ever, greater openness, and adequate verification of military budgets, as 
well as all arms control agreements, is essential if we are to build a founda
tion of trust and confidence among nations.

I should now like to come back to my delegation s reservations about 
draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.38 and the key question of verification. As the 
General Assembly has repeatedly stressed in its resolutions — including the 
one in the Final Document of the first special session of the General As
sembly on disarmament — verification and compliance with arms control 
agreements is a fundamental necessity. In the light of the long and consistent 
record of secrecy with regard to the military expenditures of some States, 
therefore, my Government considers it of exceptional importance that any 
resolution on the subject of reduction of military budgets explicitly and 
prominently recognize the importance of verification measures. Resolution 
34/83 F,** the father, so to speak, of draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.38, in its 
operative paragraph 1, stated that impetus should be given to reaching 
agreements to freeze, reduce or otherwise restrain military expenditures, "in
cluding adequate measures of verification satisfactory to all parties con
cerned".

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 777-779.



614 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1981

In resolution 35/142 A and again in draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.38, the 
need for verification has regrettably been relegated to a position of lesser im
portance by being placed in the preambular section. It is no secret which na
tions object to prominent references to verification: those nations invariably 
call for unilateral freezes, reductions or renunciations devoid of provisions 
for verifying compliance.

My Government will continue to support every serious proposal directed 
towards the goal of the reduction of military budgets. One means of doing 
so is annual standardized reporting of national military expenditures to the 
Secretary-General. Another is avoidance of the illusion that arms restraint 
or reduction can go forward without mutual confidence that each State s na
tional security is being protected.

The road of progress in this area will not be short, nor will it be easy, but 
each one of us can contribute to the goal of the reduction of military budgets 
by increased openness leading to increased mutual confidence. It is with this 
goal in mind that we support the reduction of the resolution of military bud
gets.

I just want to emphasize that we supported these two items because we do 
believe it is the responsibility of all the countries of the world to look at the 
expenditures on military arms, especially, as I said in my statement, in com
parison with expenditures on health and education. I do not believe it is at 
all the obligation of particular States. I believe it is the obligation of all the 
States of the United Nations.

Secondly, I would say that in order to move forward in the whole field of 
the reduction of military expenditures, and indeed in the reduction of arma
ments in the world, there must be a certain openness and certain means of 
verification.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Prokofiev) to the 
First Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Reduction 
of Military Budgets, November 20, 198r

The position of the Soviet Union on the question of the reduction of mili
tary budgets of States has been set forth on a number of occasions. The 
Soviet Union is a constant advocate of reducing military expenses which it 
considers to be an indissoluble part of its policy in favour of reducing the 
arms race and disarmament.

* This ellipsis indicates a break during which the Brazilian representative explained his vote. 
It does not indicate the omission of anything said by Amb. Adelman, whose statement is 
printed here in full.

' A /C .1/36/PV .38, pp. 88-95.
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The Soviet Union does not increase its military budget; on the contrary, 
over the past few years it has on many occasions reduced its budget uni
laterally.

Speaking today in the First Committee, the delegation of the United States 
tried to blacken and distort the position of the Soviet Union in the area of 
the reduction of military budgets. That statement was aimed at diverting the 
attention of the members of the Committee from the important military 
preparations being engaged in by the United States of America.

It is very well known that the military budget of the United States of 
America has beaten all records. The representative of the United States 
should be the last to dwell on this question. It is in the United States that the 
military budget is being increased enormously, that new systems of nuclear 
weapons are being elaborated and implemented, that a rapid deployment 
force is being created and that the network of military bases on the territory 
of other countries is being expanded. It is precisely the leading circles of the 
United States and of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) who 
have openly set as their goals the breaking up of the strategic balance that 
has been established in the world and the destruction of the strategic stabil
ity which flowed from that.

We of the Soviet Union were the ones who in 1973 took the initiative in 
presenting to the General Assembly the draft resolution that became resolu
tion 3093 A (XXVIII), aimed at reducing the military budgets of States per
manent members of the Security Council by 10 per cent and the allocation 
of part of the funds thus released for the provision of assistance to develop
ing countries. That resolution laid a sound foundation for the settlement of 
problems posed by the growth of military budgets.^

The Soviet Union is prepared to reach agreement on the size of the 
amounts that would be assigned to assistance to the developing countries by 
each State that reduced its military budget. In the case of the United Na
tions, machinery could be created to distribute the resources thus released to 
the States benefiting from that assistance.

In the past few years the Soviet Union has proposed various alternatives 
and has expressed the will to seek flexible solutions that are acceptable to all. 
We are prepared forthwith to consider reductions either in percentages or in 
absolute terms as a first stage, either for the three coming years or for any 
other period to be considered. We could have begun by freezing military 
budgets. The achievement of a practical agreement on the reduction of mili
tary budgets does not require very much time if member States of the 
Organization demonstrate the necessary political will and a real desire to 
solve this problem, which is so crucial in our time.

Nevertheless the cause of the real reduction of military budgets has not 
progressed. A number of States, including certain permanent members of 
the Security Council, refuse to go along with a practical agreement and 
endeavour to set up a system to control military budgets by using a system 
of "normalized relations" in order to camouflage their real military budgets.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1973, pp. 876-877.
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which would make it possible for them to conceal the fact that they are not 
prepared to proceed to a reduction of military budgets.

The theoretical and abstract research conducted in recent years by the 
United Nations into military budgets and the comparing of military budgets 
is quite removed from reality and does not serve the cause of the reduction 
of military budgets. In the present circumstances, to deal with elaborate 
bookkeeping machinery on the reduction of military budgets would be a 
step [sic] concrete decisions that have been taken and would lead to an im
passe in the reduction of military budgets.

It is precisely in that direction that the draft resolution just adopted, 
A/C.l/36/L.39,^ guides us. The Soviet delegation, which is interested in the 
reduction of military budgets, could obviously not support the draft resolu
tion and abstained in the vote.

Statement by Secretary of State Haig: U.S. Ratification of 
Protocol I to the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America, November 23, 1981 ^

Last week President Reagan described the control of nuclear weapons as 
an essential part of an American program for peace.* It is my privilege today 
to take this program one step further as the United States deposits the instru
ment of ratification of Protocol I to the Treaty for the Prohibition of 
Nuclear Weapons in Latin America. By adhering to Protocol I, the United 
States undertakes not to test, use, produce, or deploy nuclear weapons any
where within the zone of the Latin American treaty. Our action today, com
bined with our earlier adherence to Protocol II, completes formal U.S. in
volvement in the process of establishing such a zone.

The United States is proud to participate in this pioneering achievement. 
The Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuckar Weapons in Latin America speaks 
to the finest aspirations of the hemisphere. It embodies our yearning for 
peace by prohibiting the most terrible instrument of war. It strengthens the 
cause of nuclear nonproliferation that must be a priority for all nations. It 
demonstrates that patient but imaginative diplomacy can, indeed, advance 
us toward a more secure future. It testifies to the vision and dedication of 
the nations that conceived it. Finally, it is a great tribute to the unique role 
of Mexico that the pact will be known to history as the treaty of Tlatelolco.

The treaty of Tlatelolco — the effort to establish a nuclear-free zone for 
Latin America—has a significance that goes beyond our hemisphere. The 
zone, when fully realized, will help to stabilize world politics and reduce the

’ Subsequently adopted by the G.A. as res. 36/82 B.
' Department of State Bulletin, Jan. 1982, p. 85. The Secretary made the statement when he 

formally deposited the U.S. instrument of ratification during a ceremony in Mexico City. The 
text of the treaty and its protocols may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 
69-83.

 ̂Nov. 18, ante.
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risk of war. The treaty is already being studied as a possible model for us in 
other regions of the world exposed to the threat of nuclear proliferation.

The progress we celebrate in this ceremony does not complete the task. 
Other states have yet to adhere to the treaty and to take steps to fulfill its 
promise. But we are pleased to join your request for the cherished goal of a 
nuclear-weapons-free zone in Latin America.

Address by Soviet President Brezhnev: Medium-Range 
Nuclear Forces, November 23, 1981 ^

Thank you, Mr. Federal Chancellor, for the warm words of greetings. I 
would like to express gratitude for the invitation to visit the Federal Repub
lic. The Soviet leadership always highly values the opportunity of a serious, 
constructive exchange of views with you and your colleagues.

Last time I was in Bonn in spring. I remember the May sun rays playing 
even on the faces of people. Now it is autumn, the season of falling leaves, 
and it seems that even human faces have become more serious. The cause of 
this, apparently, is not only in the change of the seasons of the year. Every
where alarm has grown for the destinies of peace.

But people want greater confidence in the morrow. We know it both from 
meetings with our compatriots and foreign representatives. People wish to 
work peacefully, bring up their children, and peace is necessary for this.

You, Mr. Federal Chancellor, probably feel these sentiments as well. This 
is understandable. The peoples of our states went through such grim suffer
ings during the years of the Second World War that it is no wonder that the 
very idea of a new war, the more so of a nuclear war, seems criminal to 
them.

There are situations in politics, when a single wrong step may become a 
fatal one. The same holds true now. The point is in what direction the 
events in the European Continent will develop in the near future: towards 
consolidating the fundamentals of peace, as was decided at Helsinki, or their 
destruction.

We have discussed this subject in great detail with the federal chancellor 
today, including, certainly the question of the medium-range nuclear weap
ons in Europe. And I expressed the Soviet viewpoint in all sincerity.

We consider this situation to be alarming. The West's biggest power is out 
to further spiral the arms race. This includes the adoption of new gigantic 
programmes for the deployment of strategic and other weapons. This also 
includes the start of production of the neutron weapons. But using them 
would mean leaving Europe without human beings, turning it into a tomb
stone to itself.

Things have gone so far that assertions are being made about the possibil
ity and all but the advisability of limited nuclear wars.' Doesn't the stubborn

' Moscow TASS in English, Nov. 23, 1981. Brezhnev spoke in Bonn at a dinner given in his 
honor by Chancellor Schmidt. FBIS Daily Report, Nov. 24, 1981, pp. G7-G10.
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reluctance to assume on a mutual basis the commitment not to be the first to 
use the nuclear weapon, as is proposed by the Soviet Union, speak for itself?

It comes out that the possibility to use nuclear weapons in the "European 
theatre of military operation is being elevated to the status of a military 
doctrine. As if Europe, where hundreds of millions of people live, were al
ready doomed to become a theatre of military operations. As if it were a 
box of little tin figurines which do not deserve a better fate than being 
melted in the flames of nuclear explosions.

It is bitter and painful to speak of such things. But it is our duty, espe
cially to young people, to say the whole truth about war. Not only about 
the tragedy of the past, but also about what a nuclear war may mean.

Whatever may divide us, Europe is our common home. Common fate has 
linked us through centuries, it links us today, too.

We are deeply convinced that the plans to deploy in Western Europe, 
above all on the FRG s territory, the new U.S. nuclear-missile weapons tar
geted on the USSR, are creating for the whole continent such a formidable 
danger which has never existed before. People are keenly aware of this dan
ger and, of course, expect that everything will be done to eliminate it.

The question of nuclear weapons in Europe will be, as is known, the sub
ject of Soviet-American talks, which are to open in Geneva shortly.

It would, of course, be naive to surmise that the very fact of the start of 
the talks is already enough to resolve a problem of such concern to the peo
ples of Europe. The outcome of the talks will depend on both sides. The 
Soviet Union goes to the talks with a firm intention to achieve positive re
sults. As regards the other side, however, we are of the view that signs 
capable of putting one on ones guard abound.

In the USA, as well as in some other NATO countries, one frequently 
hears statements attesting to a desire to spare no effort to deploy new U.S. 
missiles in Europe, rather than to a desire to seek a balanced agreement.

These apprehensions are only enhanced by the contents of the recently 
published U.S. administration proposal as to how to solve the problem of 
medium-range nuclear weapons in Europe.

How do we assess this proposal? If one is to speak frankly, then, in our 
opinion, its sponsors turn upside down the very notion of fairness and reci
procity in a question affecting the interests of security and the very life of 
hundreds of millions of people. And, of course, there is already no question 
whatsoever of any zero option' in it.

It is being demanded of us that we should unilaterally disarm, while hun
dreds of land-based and sea-based missiles trained on our country and our 
allies, aircraft with nuclear bombs, all this formidable arsenal now in the 
possession of the United States and other NATO countries in the region of 
Europe is to remain intact. In other words, if at present the ratio between the 
medium-range nuclear means of the two sides of Europe is expressed quite 
accurately by the figure of one to one, the USA would wish to change it to 
about two to one favoring NATO.

It is clear that the Soviet Union will never agree to such a variant. We call 
on our partners in the coming talks to adopt a more objective approach to
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the question and to seek, together with us, a solution which is really accept
able to both sides and useful for the cause of peace and universal security.

To facilitate the dialogue and to create a favourable atmosphere for it, we 
have put forward this proposal: that while the talks continue, both sides 
should abstain from deploying new and modernising the existing medium- 
range nuclear means in Europe. As you can see, there is no question here of 
any perpetuation for all times of the present level of medium-range nuclear 
means.

Besides, as we have informed the federal chancellor today, should the 
other side consent to the moratorium I have just spoken about, the Soviet 
Union would be prepared not only to discontinue a further deployment of 
its SS-20 missiles. We would go even further.

As an act of goodwill, we could unilaterally reduce a part of our medium- 
range nuclear weapons in the European part of the USSR. In other words, to 
engage in some anticipatory reduction, moving to that lower level which 
could be agreed upon by the USSR and the USA as a result of the talks. This 
is a new and substantive element in our position.

In the course of the talks with the United States we will resolutely advo
cate radical cutbacks in the medium-range nuclear weapons maintained by 
each side in Europe. It stands to reason that specific figures should be 
worked out in the course of the talks themselves. But speaking about us, we 
would be prepared to effect reductions not by dozens but by hundreds of 
units of weaponry of that class. I repeat, by hundreds of units. This is our 
approach.

If our partners display readiness to reach agreement on the complete re
nunciation by both sides, the West and the East, of all the types of medium- 
range nuclear weapons aimed at targets in Europe, we stand for this.

Generally speaking, we stand for Europe becoming eventually free from 
nuclear weapons, both medium-range and tactical ones. That would be gen
uine zero option,' which would be just for all the sides.

The Soviet Union and the FRG have different social systems. Each of us 
has his own friends and allies. We have largely disparate political views, 
and we have our differences. But we believe that they should recede into the 
background before our common main task, that of safeguarding peace, this 
supreme value of mankind.

The 1970s, the decade of detente, did not pass without trace. They made 
a deep impact on the consciousness of the peoples, on their minds. Detente 
has demonstrated that peaceful and mutually beneficial cooperation among 
nations is a realistic possibility. Moreover, it is an imperative need.

Quite a good deal of what is useful has been accumulated in this respect in 
relations between the Soviet Union and the FRG. The historical role of the 
Moscow treaty has made itself felt here. This treaty and the commitments of 
the sides written into it reflected a new character of relations between our 
states and a new approach to the problems of ensuring peace in Europe. I 
think every one of us can say with satisfaction: Mutually beneficial coopera
tion between the USSR and the FRG has become a weighty factor of stabil
ity in the European Continent and in international life as a whole.
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Perhaps you will agree with me that our contacts in various fields are 
evolving propitiously. Trade turnover between our countries is steadily 
growing and becoming ever weightier. A number of large-scale projects are 
in the offing, and some of them are projected into the next century. Contacts 
in the cultural field and between youth, trade union and other mass organi
sations have become livelier and more varied.

In short, our joint and purposeful work is bringing a lot of what is good 
to our people. So let us cherish and multiply what we have achieved and for 
this purpose do everything within our power to safegard and strengthen 
peace.

I would like to conclude my speech by expressing our friendly feelings for 
the citizens of the Federal Republic of Germany and wishing them peace and 
wellbeing.

Qatari Amendments to the Egyptian Draft Resolution Sub
mitted to the First Committee of the U.N. General Assem
bly: Establishment of a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in the 
Region of the Middle East, November 23, 1981 ^

The following amendment after preamble paragraph 4,

Recalling Security Council resolution 487 of 19 June 1981;*
Recalling further the report of the Secretary-General concerning Israeli 

Nuclear Armaments contained in document A/36/431;

The following amendment after preamble paragraph 6,

Deeply concerned that the future of the NPT in the region was gravely en
dangered by the attack carried out by Israel, a non-NPT party, on the 
nuclear installations of Iraq which is a party to the NPT ®

The following amendment is added to operative paragraph 1,

, particularly in view of the Israeli attack on the nuclear installations of 
Iraq as well as Israels nuclear capability;

Delete operative paragraphs 5, 6 and 7;
Insert the following new operative paragraph after operative paragraph 4:

"5. Requests the Secretary-General to submit an interim report to the sec
ond special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament in 
1982, and a final report to the thirty-seventh session of the General Assem
bly and to the Security Council on the implementation of this resolution;"

Re-number operative paragraph 8 into 6.

’ A/C.1/36/L.53. Egypt rejected the amendments and submitted a revised draft resolution; 
see ante, Nov. 16, footnote 1.

* Ante.
* For text of the NPT, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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Statement by the U.S. Representative (Adelman) to the First 
Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Convention on 
Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Certain Conven
tional Weapons, November 23, 1981'

The United States would like to explain its vote in joining the consensus in 
favour of the resolution on the Convention on Prohibitions or Restrictions 
of Use of Certain Conventional Weapons Which May Be Deemed to Be Ex
cessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate Effects because we believe that 
the Convention can serve real humanitarian interests.* We want to empha
size once again, however, that formal adherence by States to agreements re
stricting the use of weapons in armed conflict would be of little purpose if 
the parties were not at the same time formally committed to taking every 
appropriate step to ensure compliance with those restrictions after their en
try into force. As we have noted on previous occasions. States parties have 
a variety of actions, which we shall not now again list here, open to them to 
deal with the situations in which significant doubts might arise as to compli
ance with this Convention. However, the United States continues to regret 
that the provisions for the creation of a special consultative committee of ex
perts, which was proposed by a number of States at the Conference, was 
not adopted. The United States continues to reserve the right to return to 
this idea at some appropriate time in the future.

We trust that States which become party to this Convention will do all in 
their power to ensure that its provisions are fully observed. We believe that, 
if States adhere to the Convention with this determination, it can be an im
portant and useful step in advancing the humanitarian cause of giving the 
maximum feasible protection to civilian populations in times of armed con
flict.

Statement by the French Representative (Lennuyeux- 
Comnene) to the First Committee of the U.N. General 
Assembly: Cessation of Nuclear Weapon Tests, November 
23, 198r

The French delegation will abstain in the vote on draft resolution A /C .l /  
36/L.22. * Its position on the question of nuclear tests has repeatedly been set 
forth. The French Government considers, for its part, that the cessation of 
tests must be connected with the process of nuclear disarmament itself. We 
do not think that an agreement on banning them can constitute a prelimi
nary or isolated measure. This agreement would not represent a step for-

' A/C.1/36/PV.39, pp. 7-10.
* The text of the convention may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1980, pp. 

440-452. The resolution was subsequently adopted by the G.A, as res. 36/93.
3 A/C.1/36/PV.39, pp. 12-13.
* Adopted by the G.A. as res. 36/84.
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ward towards nuclear disarmament. Furthermore, in the light of the number 
of tests carried out by the two major nuclear Powers, and the technological 
advances for them which follow from those tests, the cessation of tests 
would essentially lead to the consecration of the quantitative and qualitative 
advantages which those Powers have secured.

With regard to the recommendation expressed in draft resolution A /C .l /  
36/L.22 for the establishment of a working group on the prohibition of tests 
in the Committee on Disarmament, the French delegation would like to re
call its position, which it expressed in the Committee on Disarmament. We 
would have no objection to a consensus on this point, subject to the word
ing of the mandate of the group.

For the French delegation, the rule of consensus remains fundamental for 
all decisions in the Committee on Disarmament. That is why we cannot ap
prove the recommendation contained in operative paragraph 4 (a) of draft 
resolution A/C.1/36/L.22. We do not think that recourse to the rule of the 
majority for the establishment of subsidiary bodies in the Committee can in 
any way contribute to progress in negotiations on the substance.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (issraelyan) to the 
First Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Cessation 
of Nuclear Weapon Tests, November 23, 1981 ^

The draft resolution we have just adopted is devoted to a question to 
which the Soviet delegation has always attached and continues to attach 
particular importance.* Bearing in mind that the draft resolution as a whole 
is aimed at activating efforts to bring about an early solution to the problem 
of halting nuclear-weapon testing, which our country is, of course, in 
favour of, the Soviet delegation has voted in favour of the adoption of this 
draft resolution. Accordingly, in order to bring about the full and complete 
prohibition of nuclear tests the Soviet Union is ready to use any ways and 
means in order to attain that goal. Thus it is well known that thanks to the 
constructive position of the Soviet Union, it was possible to make consider
able progress at the trilateral talks on this question the resumption of which 
as has now become entirely clear, is now being threatened and not through 
any fault of ours. It is also well known that the Soviet Union from the very 
beginning supported the proposal to create, within the framework of the 
Committee on Disarmament, a special working group on the question of 
prohibiting nuclear-weapon tests. But here again the matter is being blocked 
by the Western Powers, as is quite rightly pointed out in the draft resolu
tion. Similarly positive has been and remains the attitude of the Soviet 
Union to the idea of establishing a moratorium on nuclear-weapon tests. At 
the thirty-third session of the General Assembly, the Soviet Union sup
ported resolution 33/71 C, containing an appeal to all Powers which pos
sessed nuclear weapons to refrain from any testing of nuclear weapons.® As

' A /C .1/36/PV .39, pp. 23-26.
 ̂ I.e., A /C .1/36/L .22, which the G.A. subsequently adopted as res. 36/84.

’ For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 7^6-747.
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was pointed out in the proposal of the Soviet Union on certain urgent 
measures to reduce the danger of war, submitted at the thirty-fifth session, 
we consider that a decision by all nuclear-weapon States not to carry out 
nuclear explosions for a certain period of time will do a great deal to facili
tate the working out and conclusion of a treaty on the complete and general 
prohibition of nuclear-weapon testing.

Unfortunately, we are compelled to note that, in the draft resolution 
adopted, the idea of a moratorium is clearly selective in character, and we 
drew the attention of the sponsors to that fact during both the thirty-fifth 
session and the current session. Our views, however, were not taken into 
account. As a result, the Soviet delegation was compelled to abstain on op
erative paragraph 5 of the draft resolution.

We also have reservations about certain provisions of operative para
graph 4. As we have repeatedly stated, the solution of questions regarding 
the organization of the work of the Committee on Disarmament and the ap
plication of the rules of procedure of the Committee are the exclusive prero
gative of the Committee itself.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) to the 
First Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Prevention 
of an Arms Race in Outer Space, November 23,1981 ^

The Soviet delegation would like to explain its reasons for abstaining in 
the vote on the draft resolution sponsored by Italy and other countries, con
tained in document A/C.1/36/L.7.* Of course, on the whole, we support 
the idea of preventing an arms race in outer space.

However, in the draft resolution on which we have just voted, pride of 
place is given only to one aspect of the problem of preventing the spread of 
this race, that is, the prohibition of anti-satellite systems. Thus, in essence, 
we are moving away from resolving in general the whole problem of pre
venting an arms race in outer space, which is the main goal of the Soviet 
proposal put forward for the General Assembly's consideration. The Soviet 
draft Treaty on the Prohibition of the Stationing of Weapons of Any Kind 
in Outer Space ® includes the question of anti-satellite systems but within 
the context of other measures aimed at achieving this goal.

The Soviet delegation would like to stress that the most important task is 
now to exclude the possibility of converting outer space into a source of 
danger of war for States, a danger which would inevitably arise should 
outer space be filled with various kinds of weapons. It is precisely the solu
tion of this task which is the goal to which, in our view, the efforts of States 
should be directed.

' A/C.1/36/PV.39, pp. 38-40.
* I.e., the draft resolution subsequently adopted by the G.A. as res. 36/97 C. 
® Sept. 22, ante.
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Furthermore, in the preambular part of draft reS’olution A/C .1/36/L .7  
the matter is represented in such a way as to suggest that talks are going on 
between the Soviet Union and the United States on limiting anti-satellite sys
tems. But, as is well known, these talks were broken off by the American 
side and are not now being carried on, and the prospects of their resump
tion, for us at least, remain not at all clear.

In conclusion, I should like to express my gratitude to the delegations of a 
number of countries — Sweden and Argentina, among others —which have 
expressed some interesting ideas, which, of course, we shall take into ac
count in our further work on this problem.

Statement by the Chinese Representative (Yang Hushan) to 
the First Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Prevent 
tionof an Arms Race in Outer Space, November 23, 1981 ^

China has consistently held the view that as the common heritage of man
kind outer space should be used exclusively for peaceful purposes. All outer 
space exploration and use should serve the interests of world peace and 
mankind. We are opposed to any military activities in outer space which 
might endanger peace and security.

Like many other countries, China is equally concerned and perturbed by 
the increasingly intense rivalry between the super-Powers in outer space in 
the military field. We support any effort which might lead towards the 
peaceful use of outer space and against its militarization.

In the two draft resolutions adopted by the Committee on the prevention 
of an arms race in outer space,* references have been made to a draft Treaty 
on the Prohibition of the Stationing of Weapons of Any Kind in Outer 
Space, to preventing an arms race in outer space and to the prohibition of 
anti-satellite systems.® We have our own views on these two questions of 
substance, but it is not my intention to comment on them at this point.

In view of the fact that those two draft resolutions are aimed primarily at 
requesting the Committee on Disarmament to consider and to negotiate 
these questions, they are basically of a procedural nature and the Chinese 
delegation voted in favour of them. We merely wished to place on record 
our explanation of vote.

’ A/C.1/36/PV.39, pp. 43-45.
’ I.e., A/C.1/36/L.7 and A/C.1/36/L.8, which the G.A. subsequently adopted as res. 36/97 

C and 36/99, respectively,
 ̂ Sept. 22, ante.
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Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fields) to the First 
Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Prevention 
of an Arms Race in Outer Space, November 23, 1981 ^

The United States fully supports the goal of protecting outer space for 
peaceful purposes and is committed to avoiding a military confrontation in 
outer space. For this reason we have voted in favour of draft resolution 
A/C.1/36/L.7,* which was sponsored by a number of Western countries. 
We believe that it can form an adequate basis for future consideration of this 
question in the Committee on Disarmament. My delegation is prepared to 
participate fully in the discussions in the Committee on Disarmament on the 
question of the need for outer space arms control measures.

We have abstained in the vote on draft resolution A/C.l/36/L.8,^ which 
was sponsored by Mongolia and others. The purpose of that draft resolu
tion is noble and worthy, but to my delegation it smacks of hypocrisy for 
the Soviet Union to seek a treaty that would prohibit the stationing of weap
ons in outer space when in fact it is the only country that has already de
ployed a weapons system for destroying satellites. The existence of the 
Soviet AS AT system clearly complicates this entire issue. My delegation is 
of the view that when the Committee on Disarmament begins its discussions 
on the question of outer-space arms-control primary emphasis should be 
placed on the threat posed by the Soviet AS AT system.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Adelman) to the First 
Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Prohibition of the 
Nuclear Neutron Weapon, November 23, 1981̂

The United States wishes to express its strong opposition to this draft res
olution as one of the most misguided and hypocritical draft resolutions to 
come before this Committee.®

In this explanation of vote, I wish to present the hard facts, which present 
a rather stark contrast to the misleading statements contained in this draft 
resolution.

First, the draft resolution expresses the standard Soviet desire to "contrib
ute to halting the arms race". As such, this would not be objectionable were 
it not for the relentless Soviet military expansion the unprecedented magni
tude of which has forced others to respond in defence of their interests and 
in defence of their values. Nowhere is this more evident than in the case of 
the so-called neutron weapon, more accurately called the reduced-blast 
weapon. The motivation for the United States to begin to assemble this

 ̂ A /C.1/36/PV.39, pp. 47-48.
* Adopted by the G.A. as res. 36/97 C.

Adopted by the G.A. as res. 36/99.
A/C.1/36/PV.40, pp. 27-32.

* I.e., A/C.1/36/L.33, which the G.A. subsequently adopted as res. 36/92 K.
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weapon lies, quite simply and quite urgently, in the massive Soviet build-up 
sustained over many years —a build-up which has turned the European 
theatre balance against democratic societies. Moreover, the reduced-blast 
weapon is an anti-tank weapon and purely defensive in purpose, as the rep
resentative of France has just mentioned.

Moreover, today the Warsaw Pact forces have expanded their inventory 
of tanks to some 50,000, as compared to our 11,000 —an advantage of ap
proximately five to one. Such an increase necessitates the modernization of 
the deterrent forces of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) as 
well as of our own capability to deter Soviet threats in other theatres.

Secondly, the draft resolution wishes us to be:

Aware of the inhumane effects of that weapon, which constitutes a 
grave threat, particularly for the unprotected civilian population.

This Soviet infusion of moral considerations into foreign policy, and par
ticularly into arms policy, just cannot be taken seriously. None the less, I 
ask my fellow representatives to consider the morality issue for a moment. 
Suppose for a moment that it were possible to increase the military effective
ness of a battlefield weapon and at the same time to reduce substantially the 
number of civilians who would be killed by its use just because they were 
unfortunate enough to live near the area of the conflict. Suppose, for a mo
ment, that the weapon were designed to stop a massive invasion by enemy 
armour that might otherwise roll in blitzkrieg fashion across democratic Eu
rope and the territory of our principal allies. Suppose, for a moment, that in 
addition to the weapon s ability to help blunt an invasion of Europe and 
save thousands of innocent civilian lives, it was safer, had increased range 
and better security and replaced older weapons on a less than one-for-one 
basis, so that the total number of weapons would actually decline, would 
such a weapon be objectionable on moral grounds? Would it deserve to be 
singled out as inhumane?

This is precisely the case with the reduced-blast weapon. It offers signifi
cant improvements in military effectiveness over existing battlefield weap
ons while, simultaneously, dramatically limiting the damage normally asso
ciated with nuclear weapons. With the same radiation effects as current 
nuclear weapons, it produces greater reduced thermal and blast effects. 
Consequently, the risk of casualties to civilian populations would be signifi
cantly reduced. In addition, the weapons have better accuracy, longer range 
and more rapid response and improved safety and security. In sum, their pro
duction is fully consistent with the United States Government's goal of en
suring the most effective, damage-limiting and credible deterrent possible.

This is the summary of the facts on reduced-blast weapons. Given these 
facts, I completely fail to understand the morality argument of this draft 
resolution, even if it were not made by the Soviet Union, that is, even if the 
morality argument were not made by the country which has developed and 
deployed the SS-20 mobile missiles, which even in the most moderate esti
mate is some 2,000 times more devastating in its explosiveness than the 
neutron warhead, with the SS-20s designed to strike at populated cities and 
not at tanks of attacking armies, and even if the morality argument were not
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made by a country whose own leader. President Leonid Brezhnev, told a 
group of 12 visiting United States Senators in Moscow in November of 
1978 —that is, three years ago —that the Soviet Union itself was testing a 
neutron weapon. We know that the Soviet Union tested this weapon as 
early as 1978.

Thirdly, this draft resolution would have us believe that the introduction 
of neutron weapons "significantly lowers the threshold to nuclear war, 
thereby increasing the danger of such a war". This argument is patently 
false. The claim it makes is that the reduced-blast weapon, precisely because 
it would not entail massive civilian fatalities near the battlefield, is more 
likely to be used than the weapons it may replace. A logical conclusion of 
that reasoning is that we should all make our weapons as indiscriminately 
damaging as possible, so that we would be deterred from using them. That 
certainly is not the sort of deterrence that will keep the peace.

Surely, the reduced-blast weapon is not designed, nor would its effect be, 
to make nuclear war more thinkable, but rather to make aggression less so, 
for the most important characteristic of these weapons is their reduction of 
the likelihood that, even in a crisis, the Soviets would be tempted to launch 
an attack on our allies. The weapons thus promise to add to the credibility 
of our deterrence. Because they would do that, they actually reduce the like
lihood that nuclear weapons would ever be used in a European, or any 
other, conflict.

Fourthly, and finally, this draft resolution conveys the false notion that 
the reduced-blast weapons are being deployed. The fact is that these weap
ons will be stockpiled on American territory and not dispersed or deployed. 
We have no plans at present to deploy these weapons outside of United 
States territory.

The historical facts of the case should by now be rather clear. When Presi
dent Carter decided in 1978 to defer production of this reduced-blast 
weapon, he made it quite plain to everyone that the United States expected 
similar restraint by the Soviet Union. ‘ Instead of reciprocal Soviet restraint, 
however, we have witnessed the massive Soviet military build-up which I 
have discussed repeatedly in this committee. It is that build-up, and not the 
counter-measures it has provoked, which deserves to be called inhumane. It 
is that build-up which my delegation and my country sincerely hope can be 
addressed in the forthcoming arms negotiations with the Soviet Union that 
President Reagan so fervently desires. As the President stated last week,  ̂the 
United States seeks real reductions in nuclear weapons: real reductions and 
not just limitation. We are serious and we are sincere, and we hope that oth
ers are sincere as well.

I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for giving my delegation the opportunity to 
make this statement in strong opposition to this draft resolution. The vote 
we take today on this draft resolution cannot be divorced from the serious 
arms control discussions which will soon be held. We also take this vote as a 
serious indication of the credibility of this Committee and, indeed, of the

^Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 230.
^Nov. 18, ante.
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United Nations itself. The vote on this draft resolution will help indicate 
whether this world Organization is to aid the Soviet Union in perpetuating 
an outrageous propaganda assault, thereby adding another black mark 
against its reputation, or whether the First Committee and the United Na
tions are actively to contribute to efforts for true arms reduction, as urged 
by President Reagan.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) to the First 
Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Prohibition of the 
Nuclear Neutron Weapon, November 23, 1981 '

We too would like to express our views on the draft resolution which will 
be soon put to the vote. We support the draft resolution and shall vote in 
favour of it.*

The Soviet Union has consistently favoured, and continues to favour, the 
exclusion from the arsenals of States of new types of weapons of mass de
struction. As everyone knows, it was possible at one time, as a result of the 
forward-looking and vigorous actions of peace-loving forces, to call a halt 
to the implementation of plans to deploy the nuclear neutron weapons in 
western Europe. Now once again attempts are being made to suspend the 
sword of Damocles constituted by this weapon particularly over the coun
tries of Europe, and this has given rise to a new, broad wave of protests.

Now why do we want the adoption of a separate resolution banning the 
neutron weapon? It has been said here that the Soviet Union fears the United 
States coming into possession of the neutron weapon while the^Soviet Union 
does not possess it. No, it is not that which we fear; it is not that about 
which we are apprehensive. What we are apprehensive about is a new spiral 
in the arms race. From the rostrum at the twenty-sixth Congress of the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union, President Brezhnev stated, abso
lutely clearly, that we will not begin to manufacture this weapon.® There is 
no contradiction between what was said by President Brezhnev this year 
and what was said here by one of our representatives: we will not begin to 
manufacture the neutron weapon if it does not come into the possession of 
other States. We have said that we are ready to conclude an agreement pro
hibiting the manufacture and deployment of the neutron weapon.

What answer did we get? Are talks going on anywhere on prohibiting the 
nuclear neutron weapons? They are not. Are there any plans for bilateral or 
trilateral or five-sided talks on prohibiting the nuclear neutron weapon? 
There are none.

The SS-20 weapon is mentioned. Yes, it is a terrible weapon. But there are 
other dangerous types of weapon — the Pershing, the cruise missile and oth
ers. But negotiations are to start in a week or so on nuclear arms in Europe.

' A/C.1/36/PV.40, pp. 33-37.
* I.e., A/C.1/36/L.33, which the G.A. subsequently adopted as res. 36/92 K. 
’ Feb. 26, ante.
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We are ready to engage in these negotiations. What we are now calling for is 
to start negotiations also on prohibiting the nuclear neutron weapon.

Is the United States willing to hold bilateral talks on the matter? It is not. 
Whom then should we apply to? To the Special Committee Against Apar- 
theidl No, but obviously to the Committee on Disarmament.

We are told we should not single out this particular issue. But we did sin
gle out inhumanitarian t}^es of weapons within the framework of conven
tional weapons. Why could we hold separate talks on booby-traps and 
mines and not be able to hold talks on nuclear neutron weapons? Where is 
the logic here? Why could we hold talks on radiological weapons, one of the 
varieties of new weapons of mass destruction, but cannot have talks on the 
nuclear weapon? We are told: This must be considered within the 
framework of discussion of questions of nuclear disarmament. We have no 
objection, but we want this weapon, which we continue to consider one of 
the most dangerous — and this is shown by the mass demonstrations against 
it in Europe and throughout the world — to be discussed, we want negotia
tions to prohibit it, in the same way as there will be negotiations on 
medium-range missiles.

As far as concerns the statement of my United States colleague, who put 
questions to me, I can only hope that he reads The New York Times, which 
stated yesterday, for example:
(spoke in English)

The Reagan Administration has told allied Governments in recent days 
that it expects Soviet-American relations to enter a new phase marked 
less by polemics and more by concrete discussion of arms control and 
further issues.

(continued in Russian)

The statement of the United States representative demonstrates that he 
has not yet received new instructions and that he is continuing this unwor
thy line of polemics in every statement he makes. In conclusion, I only want 
to say that mankind will be grateful to us if we succeed in prohibiting this 
type of weapon too, the nuclear neutron weapon which is a weapon of mass 
destruction.

We shall therefore vote in favour of this draft resolution and we call on 
everyone also to vote in favour.
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Statement on Behalf of the European Community by the British 
Representative (Summerhayes) to the First Committee of 
the U.N. General Assembly: Prohibition of the Develop
ment and Manufacture of New Types of Weapons of Mass 
Destruction and New Systems of Such Weapons, November 
23, 1981 ^

On behalf of the ten member States of the European Community I wish to 
make the following comments on the draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.13 before 
us entitled "Prohibition of the development and manufacture of new types 
of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons".*

As the Committee is aware, in 1978 two separate resolutions were pre
sented on this subject. In that year the member States of the European Com
munity voted for resolution 33/66 A and abstained on resolution 33/66 B.** 
Both resolutions covered similar ground but differed in the details of their 
approach to the solution of the problems involved. The voting reflected 
those differences.

During the present session, as in 1979 and 1980, the sponsors of resolution 
33/66 A have not submitted their own text to this Committee. We again be
lieve however that the approach adopted in the present draft resolution 
A/C.1/36/L.13 is not a realistic one.

Clearly there is no dispute within this Committee on the need to prohibit 
any and all new weapons of mass destruction which are identified as such. 
The point at issue is simply the choice of means in seeking most efficiently to 
pursue that objective. The Ten, together with many other States, believe 
that new weapons of mass destruction and their technologies, if they are to 
be effectively and permanently prohibited, must be the subject of specific 
verifiable agreements. This fundamental consideration, however, has not 
received the necessary emphasis in the present draft resolution. Moreover, 
the special importance given in operative paragraph 1 of the draft resolution 
to the negotiation of a single blanket prohibition on the development and 
manufacture of new weapons of mass destruction does not appear in our 
view to be warranted.

A comprehensive agreement could not in the first place adequately distin
guish between peaceful research without any military implication, and areas 
of research which could eventually be given military application. Its verifi
cation would furthermore require detailed international supervision of the 
many and various civil research activities in many States with a view to 
determining whether particular research areas could lead to the develop
ment of new weapons of mass destruction. This is neither feasible nor realis
tic. Not least, those engaged in peaceful academic or industrial research ex
pect that their efforts should not be impeded. And in the absence of verifica
tion—and it is generally accepted that a comprehensive prohibition could

' A/C.1/36/PV.40, pp. 61-66.
* Adopted by the G.A. as res. 36/89.
’ Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 734-735.
- Ibid., pp. 735-736.
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not be verified —confidence and certainty in the long term would be traded 
for optimism in the short term and the door would be opened to suspicion, 
recrimination and divisive debate unhelpful to larger disarmament objec
tives.

While not believing that a generalized prohibition offers a practical solu
tion to the problems involved, the Ten fully recognize the need to continue 
international discussions with a view to identifying potentially dangerous 
developments in science and technology so that early necessary controls can 
be introduced. In July of this year informal discussions took place in the 
Committee on Disarmament in Geneva between qualified governmental ex
perts, and might be followed up in the future. Such further discussions may 
produce results leading to the conclusion of individual verifiable agreements 
where dangerous new weapons possibilities are seen to emerge.

The Ten believe that the definition established by the Commission for 
Conventional Armaments of 5 August 1948 continues to provide a valid 
ground for the negotiation of individual agreements. According to this defi
nition weapons of mass destruction are: (a) atomic explosive weapons; (b) 
radioactive material weapons and lethal chemical and biological weapons; 
(c) any weapons developed in future which might have characteristics com
parable in their destructive effect to those of the atomic bomb or other 
weapons mentioned above.®

This appears to us to be the most realistic, practical and productive ap
proach to the problems involved. Each weapon and weapon system has its 
own particular characteristics which require detailed separate negotiation. 
Only through the conclusion of separate agreements rather than a blanket 
prohibition can we ensure that adequate verification arrangements are es
tablished so that all prohibitions will be fully effective and durable.

Only through the conclusion of individual agreements dealing with spe
cific weapon systems, rather than a global convention affecting many 
branches of science and technology, can we adequately meet the need to dis
tinguish between peaceful research and weapons development. We firmly 
believe that such agreements should be designed and implemented in such a 
way and manner as to avoid hampering the economic or technological de
velopment of States parties to those agreements. We do not, however, insist 
that a resolution such as the present one should emphasize only this particu
lar approach to the problem. Indeed, we would have hoped in the interests 
of establishing a basis of consensus that a formulation which sought to keep 
all possibilities open and avoided giving priority to one approach over an
other would have been provided.

This year's draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.13, in addition to proposing a 
comprehensive agreement, suggests that the States permanent members of 
the Security Council as well as other militarily significant States make sol
emn declarations identical in nature in which abstention from the creation 
of new types of weapons of mass destruction is pledged and which declara
tions would thereafter be approved by a decision of the Security Council.

Given the approach to this problem I have already described, the Ten dif

* Ibid., 1945-1959, vol. I, p. 176.
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fer with the sponsors of this draft resolution on this score also. We do not 
consider the proposed action in and by the Security Council as a first step 
towards the conclusion of a comprehensive agreement or in itself as an effec
tive measure to prevent the emergence of new types of weapons of mass de
struction based on new scientific principles and achievements, as in para
graph 77 of the Final Document/

It is because the Ten fully support the need for effective and lasting prohi
bition of new weapons of mass destruction that they cannot endorse the ap
proach of the present draft resolution and will therefore abstain.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Adelman) to the First 
Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Prohibition of the 
Development and Manufacture of New Types of Weapons 
of Mass Destruction and New Systems of Such Weapons, 
November 23, 1981 '

I shall be brief. I merely wished to point out that this draft resolution * is 
another in a seemingly endless series of propagandist ploys, and we shall ab
stain on this particular draft resolution. But this should not mask the facts of 
what has been going on in the world over recent years with regard to these 
types of weapons.

I would point out to the First Committee that since the signing of the 
SALT I agreement in 1969 [1972] ® the Soviet strategic offensive threat 
against the United States, according to various measurements, has increased 
seven-fold, the Soviets have flight-tested or deployed 11 new or modified 
land-based missiles and seven new or modified submarine-launched ballistic 
missiles. The Soviet Union has developed and deployed its fourth genera
tion of land-based missiles, which are capable of threatening our land-based 
systems, as well as its Backfire bomber and its modernized strategic defence 
system, which includes a major civil-defence programme.

To show the massiveness of the drive, one United States research insti
tute, the Rand Corporation, estimates that from 1973 to 1980 the Soviet 
Union out-spent the United States in the strategic nuclear realm alone by 
some $100 billion. Had the United States allocated that staggering sum, 
which, again, is the difference between Soviet and American strategic 
nuclear spending, Rand believes the United States could have funded:

. . . the entire B-1 program; the baseline MX program (missiles and 
shelters); all of the currently programmed Trident submarines and mis
siles; the roughly 7,000 XM-1 tanks we now plan to acquire, together 
with a matching number of infantry fighting-vehicles, and the once- 
planned buy of AMST s to provide them with intra-theater mobility; 
and still left enough money over to buy all the F-14s, F-15s, F-16s,

‘ I.e., the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session. For text, see ibid., 1978, pp. 411 ff. 
> A7C.1/36/PV.40, pp. 67-68.
’ I.e., A/C.1/36/L.13, which the G.A. subsequently adopted as res. 36/89.
* For text of the agreement, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff.
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F-18 s and A-10 s now planned for Air Force and Navy tactical air mod
ernization.

Hence, the United States could have, in short, modernized all three legs of 
the strategic triad at once, strengthened the United States ground combat 
capability and modernized its Air Force and naval tactical power.

I would just remind the Committee once again that the signs indicate that 
momentum has been built for a continuing build-up in this area. According 
to various evaluations, the Soviet military is increasing its share of highly 
skilled labour, even though perhaps more than half of its research-and- 
development scientists and engineers are already thought to be working on 
military projects. Their impressive efforts, marshalling increasingly scarce 
roubles, seem to signal a wish to persist in acquiring larger and more 
capable military forces.

Such activities also propel the Soviet society and economy into additional 
military endeavours, thereby feeding arms-related institutions and spawning 
military-oriented activities that over time gain a momentum of their own.

The draft resolution before us is one thing of course, and the facts of what 
happens in the real world are something else again.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Adelman) to the First 
Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Denuclearization 
of Africa, November 24, 1981 '

My delegation has asked to speak to explain its vote on draft resolutions 
A/C.1/36/L.15 and A/C.1/36/L.16, 'TNiuclear capability of South Africa" 
and 'Implementation of the Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa", 
respectively.*

The United States supports in principle the creation of an African nuclear- 
weapon-free zone, consistent with our well-known position on the princi
ples for establishing such a zone. The United States remains firm in its belief 
that an Africa free of nuclear weapons is a goal worth our collective energies 
and co-operation, and the Organization of African Unity deserves great 
credit for its early recognition of the importance of denuclearization of the 
African continent.

However, it is our view that these draft resolutions do not serve the pur
pose of non-proliferation and in fact discourage South Africa from imple
menting a non-proliferation policy. Moreover, my delegation believes that 
the intemperate tone and unproved allegations in the draft resolutions do 
not contribute to the goals of the draft resolutions themselves or to an im
provement of the situation in South Africa, especially at a sensitive time 
when discussions are well under way leading, we hope, to a solution of the 
Namibian conflict.

The United States has long recognized the danger of proliferation of

’ A/C.1/36/PV.41, pp. 9-12.
* Subsequently adopted by the G.A. as res. 36/86 A and 36/86 B, respectively.
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nuclear weapons and has worked to strengthen and maintain the interna
tional non-proliferation regime. The operation by South Africa of an un
safeguarded uranium enrichment facility and the absence of a treaty obliga
tion not to develop or acquire nuclear explosives are of great concern to us. 
It has been the long-standing policy of the United States that we would be 
prepared to supply nuclear fuel to South Africa if it adhered to the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty ® and accepted International Atomic Energy Agency 
(IAEA) safeguards on all its nuclear facilities. The United States non
proliferation Act of 1978  ̂provides that a non-nuclear-weapon State have 
all its nuclear activities under safeguards as a minimum condition for the 
licensing of exports to it of nuclear fuel and facilities as defined in the Act. 
As a practical matter, the United States has not exported nuclear fuel or 
facilities to South Africa since 1975.

Since 1977 the United States has sought to engage in discussions with 
South Africa on nuclear safeguards and non-proliferation. Specifically, we 
have encouraged South Africa to accept safeguards on all its nuclear facili
ties and to adhere to the Non-Proliferation Treaty. We have indicated to 
South Africa that resumption of peaceful nuclear relations with us would be 
possible if there were co-operation in this area. The United States Govern
ment has not provided nuclear fuel to South Africa, nor has the United 
States supplied to South Africa nuclear materials which are not under the 
safeguards of the IAEA. We note that operative paragraph 5 of draft resolu
tion A/C.1/36/L.15 and operative paragraph 6 of draft resolution 
A/C.1/36/L.16 recognize the importance of the application of full-scope 
safeguards by the IAEA, a principle which the United States strongly sup
ports and is encouraging the South African Government and other govern
ments to adopt. South African acceptance of such safeguards and adherence 
to the Non-Proliferation Treaty would be important steps toward our 
shared non-proliferation objectives.

The United States continues to believe that nuclear co-operation for ap
propriate peaceful uses under suitable international safeguards and controls 
need not contribute to the proliferation of nuclear explosives. It is the judg
ment of the United States that implementation of the actions called for by 
operative paragraphs 3 and 4 of A/C.1/36/L.15 and operative paragraphs 
3, 4 and 5 of A/C.1/36/L.16, dealing with nuclear collaboration, could pre
vent co-operation of a kind that offers South Africa the best rationale for ac
cepting appropriate non-proliferation controls. Moreover, we must reject 
efforts to broaden the existing arms embargo against South Africa to include 
all high-technology items, such as "computers, electronic equipments and 
related technology", in the words of the resolutions. While the United States 
supports and enforces the existing military embargo against South Africa as 
set forth in Security Council resolution 418 (1977) * — I remind the Commit
tee that the United States was the first major Power to extend a full arms 
embargo to South Africa, which it did in 1963, 13 or 14 years before the

' For text of the treaty, see Documents on Disarmcanent, 1968, pp. 461-465.
‘ Ibid., 1978, pp. 118-164.
‘ Ibid., 1977, pp. 685-686.
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United Nations action. While we support the arms embargo we oppose the 
imposition of general economic sanctions against South Africa on the 
grounds that they are the wrong way to achieve the objectives which we all 
share in southern Africa.

Finally, as we noted at the outset, we must oppose the intemperate lan
guage of the resolutions at a time when the contact group is again directly 
engaged with the parties in trying to achieve a solution to the question of 
Namibia. The language of the draft resolution on the nuclear capability of 
South Africa is particularly unfortunate in this regard. That resolution, in 
addition, calls for "enforcement action" by the Security Council.

For those reasons, we shall vote against draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.15  
and abstain on draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.16, even though we have seri
ous reservations about portions of draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.16, which 
we shall deal with individually.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Prokofiev) to the 
First Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Prohibition 
of the Production of Fissionable Material for Weapons Pur
poses, November 24, 1981 '

The delegation of the Soviet Union has frequently stated that the solution 
of the problem of the prohibitiofi of the production of fissionable material 
for weapons purposes cannot be separated from the problem of the cessa
tion of the production of nuclear weapons in all of their forms and the 
gradual reduction of their stockpiles until they have been completely elimi
nated, because such a separation would run counter to the aims of nuclear 
disarmament.

As is well known, the proposal of the group of socialist countries to begin 
negotiations on this question, which was put forward in the Committee on 
Disarmament and appears in document CD/4, specifically provided that at 
a certain stage of such negotiations it would be possible to consider also the 
question of the prohibition of the production of fissionable material for 
weapons purposes.* However, draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.28, as has pre
viously been the case, separates this question from that of nuclear disarma
ment through appropriate negotiations in the Committee on Disarmament.® 

In our view, such an approach on the part of the sponsors of draft resolu
tion A/C.1/36/L.28 runs counter to the cause of nuclear disarmament and 
the various relevant provisions of the Final Document of the special session 
of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament, in which 
the prohibition of the production of fissionable material for weapons pur
poses is closely linked with the cessation of the production of all forms of

’ A/C.1/36/PV.41, pp. 38-40.
 ̂ See Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 40-41.

’ The draft resolution was adopted by the G.A. as res. 36/97 G.
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nuclear weapons as one of the ways to reduce stockpiles of nuclear weapons 
and bring about their complete elimination/

Guided by these considerations, the delegation of the Soviet Union voted 
against draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.28.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) to the 
First Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Cessation of 
Nuclear Weapon Tests, November 24, 1981 '

The Soviet Union has constantly sought the conclusion of a treaty on the 
general and complete prohibition of nuclear-weapon testing. Towards that 
end, in 1977 the Soviet Union entered into negotiations with the United 
States and the United Kingdom and in a constructive spirit has fostered the 
continuation of those negotiations. We advocate their further continuation 
and are prepared to do our utmost to bring about their successful comple
tion.

The Soviet Union also advocates that the Committee on Disarmament 
play an active role in the solution of the tasks involved in the cessation of 
nuclear-weapon testing and supports the establishment of a working group 
on nuclear-weapon tests with the participation of representatives of all the 
nuclear Powers within the Committee.

Since the draft resolution * is designed to secure the most prompt solution 
to the problem of a complete and general nuclear-weapon test ban, we have 
voted in favour of it.

The Soviet delegation also notes that the draft resolution contains a num
ber of provisions which have prompted certain reservations on our part. In 
particular, operative paragraph 4 contains an appeal to the participants in 
the tripartite negotiations to prepare a report on the state of those negotia
tions, and this is at variance with the provisions of paragraph 114 of the 
Final Document ® of the first special session of the General Assembly de
voted to disarmament, especially as the question of the preparation of rele
vant information on the negotiations may be considered by the participants 
in those negotiations only after the resumption of such negotiations, and the 
efforts of the international community ought to be designed to secure just 
that end. Moreover, we wish to emphasize again that the determination of 
the mandate of subsidiary bodies of the Committee on Disarmament is ex
clusively the prerogative of the Committee itself.

* The Final Document of the Tenth Special Session is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 
1978, pjp. 411 ff.

’ A/C.1/36/PV.41, pp. 42-46.
* I.e., draft res. A7C.1/36/L.31, which the G.A. subsequently adopted as res. 36/85.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 432.
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Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fields) to the First 
Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Cessation of Nu
clear Weapon Tests, November 24, 1981 '

The United States is of the view that arms control efforts in the nuclear 
field should be concentrated on negotiating balanced and verifiable nuclear 
arms reductions that will enhance international stability and reduce the risk 
of nuclear war. As regards draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.31,* it also deals 
with the method of work in the Committee on Disarmament and is thus in
consistent with the arrangement recorded in paragraph 120 of the Final 
Document of the tenth special session of the General Assembly, stipulating 
that the Committee is the master of its procedures.® We regard it as inappro
priate for the General Assembly to suggest how the Committee should han
dle its agenda items.

Draft resolution A/C. 1/36/L .22/w hich  was voted on yesterday, con
tains a number of additional provisions which the United States caimot ac
cept—in particular, a call for an unverified moratorium on nuclear tests.

It is for these reasons that the United States delegation abstained on draft 
resolution A/C.1/36/L.31 and cast a negative vote on A/C.1/36/L.22.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fields) to the First Com
mittee of the U.N. General Assembly: Chemical Weapons, 
November 24, 1984 ^

The United States deeply regrets that the traditional consensus on the 
draft resolution just passed has been prevented this year for the first time. 
My delegation deeply appreciates the efforts of Canada, Japan and the other 
sponsors to put together a consensus on this draft resolution.

The amendment which this draft resolution now includes was introduced 
despite the fact that the consequence of such action was well known. The 
substance of the amendment is inconsistent with the organizational arrange
ments for the Committee on Disarmament, as recorded in paragraph 120 of 
the Final Document of the tenth special session of the United Nations Gen
eral Assembly.‘ Under those arrangements, the Committee itself is to decide 
its internal procedures for dealing with the issues on its agenda. The United 
States cannot support any infringement of the Committees authority.

The United States had intended to support draft resolution A /C .1/36/ 
L.35  ̂ before this unfortunate amendment ® was incorporated. We did so.

’ A/C.1/36/PV.41, p. 48.
J Adopted by the G.A. as res. 36/85.

Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 433-434.
* Adopted by the G.A. as res. 36/84.
‘ A/C.1/36/PV.42, pp. 22-23.
‘ See Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 433-434.
' Adopted by the G.A. as res. 36/96 A.
® I.e., A/C.1/36/L.48, urging the CD to reestablish its ad hoc working group on chemical 

weapons with a mandate revised to enable it to achieve agreement on a chemical weapons con
vention.
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because the United States strongly supports the objective of effective prohi
bition of chemical weapons. Together with most other States, we are of the 
firm view that, to become a reality, such a prohibition must include verifica
tion measures that would provide adequate assurance of implementation 
and compliance. Some States, however, refuse to accept international on
site verification, and their negative position on this issue remains the most 
important obstacle to the achievement of the objectives set forth in this draft 
resolution.

My Government is currently reviewing issues relating to chemical weap
ons and, pending the completion of that review, reserves its position regard
ing the way in which efforts to ban such weapons can be pursued in the 
most effective manner.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Adelman) to the 
First Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Chemical 
Weapons, November 24, 1984^

In explaining the vote the United States delegation just cast on draft reso
lution A/C.l/36/L.35,^ Ambassador Fields stated that the United States 
strongly supports the objective of the effective prohibition of chemical 
weapons.® We also indicated that opposition by some States to effective in
ternational verification is the main obstacle to achieving that objective.

I reiterate that support in connexion with the draft resolution before us.'* 
As to the draft resolution itself, however, it duplicates a great deal of draft 
resolution A/C.1/36/L.35 and also contains points which, if the sponsors 
were really interested in ensuring the best conditions for progress towards a 
prohibition of chemical weapons, they should have raised a number of years 
earlier.

I remind this Committee that the United States ceased production of 
chemical weapons 12 years ago, in 1969. In fact, we are not producing such 
weapons even today, although in view of the continuing and massive Soviet 
chemical weapons programme we have no choice but to take steps soon to 
redress that balance. Despite the unilateral and drastic curtailment of United 
States chemical weapons capability since 1969, the Soviet Union has relent
lessly continued to produce and deploy a variety of modem agents and 
multiple delivery systems for chemical weapons. Today, the United States 
has only one chemical weapons production facility. Even that facility, how
ever, is inactive and in disrepair. The Soviet Union, on the other hand, 
maintains and operates at least 14 chemical-weapons facilities. A larger of
fensive chemical-warfare organization is an organic part of the Soviet armed 
forces. The Soviet Union includes, as part of its forces, about 100,000 per
sonnel with specialized chemical-warfare training who are assigned down to

' A /C.1/36/PV.42, pp. 24-27.
 ̂ Adopted as G.A. res. 36/96 A.

® Supra.
 ̂ I.e., A /C .l/36/L .36/R ev.l, which was adopted as G.A. res. 36/96 B.
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the company level. In contrast, at present the United States has only 5,700 
troops trained in chemical-warfare defence. This is approximately a 15 to 1 
ratio between the Soviet and American troops trained in this area.

As we all know, the issue of a chemical-weapons prohibition has been be
fore the international community since the mid-1970s. In 1977 we also be
gan bilateral negotiations with the Soviet Union to develop, for submission 
to the Committee on Disarmament, a joint initiative for a multilateral con
vention prohibiting the production, development and possession of 
chemical weapons. If the sponsors of this draft resolution are sincerely con
cerned that production of chemical weapons can impede negotiations on 
such a convention, why are they calling for restraint in this area only now 
and why are they asking that only new types of chemical weapons should 
not be produced, as if the older and more accident-prone types of such 
weapons were less lethal and irrelevant? The answer is obvious. The pur
pose of the sponsors of this draft resolution is not to facilitate achievement 
of a chemical-weapons prohibition. What they are attempting to do is to in
hibit counter-measures required by the vast Soviet chemical-weapons pro
gramme by allowing that programme to proceed at full speed. Given the list 
of sponsors, this blatant disregard for the principle of balance and equity 
should surprise no one.

Draft resolution A /C .l/36/L .36/R ev.l is not only superfluous, but it is 
also clearly one-sided. Rather than to contribute to progress towards the ob
jective of a chemical-weapons prohibition, it merely seeks to shift the blame 
for lack of such progress. The United States will accordingly oppose it.

Statement by the British Representative (Marshall) to the 
First Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Study on 
the Relationship Between Disarmament and Development, 
November 24, 1981 '

I should like to make a few remarks about draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.21  
concerning the United Nations study on the relationship between disarma
ment and development.^

The United Kingdom supported the initiation of this study and took a 
close and active interest in the work of the Group of Experts, and we have 
just joined in the adoption of the draft resolution submitting the report 
which the Experts made to the Secretary-General.® However, there are a 
number of aspects about the conduct of the study which my Government 
finds disturbing.

It is a great pity that after three years of hard work by the Experts—and I 
should like here to pay a tribute to them for their efforts—it was not possi
ble to produce a consensus report. No fewer than ten Experts, including the

' A /C.1/36/PV.42, pp. 33-36.
’ Adopted by the G.A. as res. 36/92 G. 
“ A/36/356.
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United Kingdom member of the Group, were obliged to make reservations 
on certain parts of the report because in their view adequate discussion was 
not permitted, nor was sufficient time allowed for the reconciliation of dif
fering points of view. Indeed, after lengthy discussion of minor issues, a vot
ing procedure was introduced to dispense swiftly with contentious points. 
This is not adequately reflected in the letter of transmittal and the draft resolu
tion that was before us. It is my Government s view that such studies should 
be conducted on the basis of consensus and that the practice of voting 
through proposed textual amendments is highly undesirable.

On matters of substance, the United Kingdom shares the tentative conclu
sions in the final chapter of the report. However, as Mrs. Thorsson indi
cated in her statement to this.Committee on 26 October,** the relationship 
between disarmament and development exists only as part of the more com
plex triangular disarmament-development-security relationship. It is unreal
istic to expect progress in any of these fields in isolation, and we therefore 
hope that the Experts' report will not be considered outside the context of 
the international security situation.

The United Kingdom also regrets the unbalanced data contained in the re
port. It is significant, for instance, that the Soviet Union, one of the world s 
highest military spenders, is recognized by international authorities to have 
one of the lowest records of overseas aid for development. Unfortunately, 
the general insufficiency of data relating to the Warsaw Pact in the study 
prevents this and other facts from emerging as clearly as they might.

It is my Government's hope that the study on the relationship between 
disarmament and development will act as a spur to an improvement in all 
three elements of the triangular relationship between disarmament, develop
ment and security.

Joint Communique by the Federal Republic of Germany 
and the Soviet Union [Extract], November 25, 1981 '

Leonid Brezhnev and Helmut Schmidt gave special attention during the 
talks to the questions of security, arms limitation and disarmament. They 
said it was necessary to contribute, through concrete accords, to a stable 
balance of forces at the lowest possible level. Progress in this field can facili
tate to a high degree the improvement of the political climate and the re
establishment of confidence in international relations. The two sides are de
termined to continue and step up their efforts to achieve concrete positive 
results within the frameworks of the forums discussing these problems.

The two sides stressed the importance they attach to the forthcoming sec
ond special session of the UN General Assembly session on disarmament 
and its thorough preparation.

 ̂A/C.1/36/PV.12, pp. 18-40.
' Moscow TASS in English, Nov. 25, 1981. FBIS Daily Report, Nov. 25, 1981, vol. Ill, p. 

G-13. The communique was issued at the conclusion of Soviet President Brezhnev's visit to the 
FRG, Nov. 22-25.



AL-ZAHAWI STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 25 641

The two sides outlined again their positions on the issue of nuclear arms 
limitation. They attach special importance to the continuation of the proc
ess of limitation and reduction of strategic nuclear armaments. They ex
pressed satisfaction with the fact that the Soviet Union and the United States 
of America are to begin, in Geneva on November 30 talks on which agree
ment was reached on September 23, 1981. The two sides set forth their re
spective views on relevant problems on which they differ. They believe that 
the establishment of a balance of forces, at the lowest possible level, in the 
field of arms to be discussed during the talks, is of great importance for 
strengthening stability and international security and that all efforts should 
be made to achieve agreement. [The Moscow Domestic version says: . . . 
made to achieve a relevant accord.] ^

The two sides exchanged opinions on the state of affairs at the Vienna 
talks on mutual troop and arms reductions in central Europe and measures 
relating to this. The two sides stressed the importance of these talks for 
strengthening security and stability in Europe and reaffirmed their desire to 
contribute actively toward their success.

Statement by the Iraqi Representative (Ai-Zahawi) to the 
First Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Establish
ment of a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in the Middle East, 
November 25, 1981 ^

The establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of the Mid
dle East is certainly one of the most urgent and important questions before 
this Committee, particularly in view of the explosive situation in the region.

Iraq has fully supported all previous draft resolutions on this item. It is a 
question of vital interest to our region. We strongly believe in the absolute 
necessity of preventing the production, acquisition or stockpiling of nuclear 
weapons in the area. My country was among the first to join the Non-Prolif
eration Treaty * and place all of its nuclear installations under the compre
hensive international safeguards system.®

Since the adoption of last year's resolution, however, an unprecedented 
act of aggression by Israel was committed against the safeguarded nuclear 
facility in Iraq. The Security Council discussed the matter last June, and in 
its resolution 487 (1981) it expressed its deep concern about the danger to in
ternational peace and security created by the premeditated Israeli air attack 
on Iraqi nuclear installations which, in the Councils words.

* Brackets in source text.
’ A/C.1/36/PV.44, pp. 2-10.
* For the treaty text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
* Guidelines for IAEA safeguards agreements that were adopted by the Board of Governors 

may be found ibid., 1971, pp. 218-244.
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could at any time explode the situation in the area, with grave conse
quences for the vital interests of all States.

The Security Council also considered that the said attack

constitutes a serious threat to the entire IAEA safeguards regime which 
is the foundation of the non-proliferation Treaty/

A resolution adopted by the International Atomic Energy Agency's 
(IAEA) Board of Governors on 12 June 1981 also expressed its consideration 
that, in addition to affecting the peace and security of the region, this mili
tary action had shown clear disregard for the Agency's safeguards regime 
and the Non-Proliferation Treaty and could do great harm to the develop
ment of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. The Board of Governors fur
ther expressed its grave concern at the far-reaching implications of such a 
military attack on the peaceful nuclear facilities of a member State.* 

Furthermore, the General Conference of the IAEA adopted another reso
lution on 26 September in which it considered the Israeli act of aggression 
against the safeguarded Iraqi nuclear installations as constituting an attack 
against the Agency and its safeguards regime, which is the foundation of the 
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.‘

The Committee on Disarmament, in adopting its report on 23 September 
1981 [21 August 1981], also underlined the gravity of the Israeli attack and 
its consequences for international non-proliferation efforts and peaceful 
nuclear co-operation. The Committee further expressed its unanimous rec
ognition of the necessity of ensuring against the repetition of such an attack 
on nuclear facilities by Israel or by any other State. The call for the prohibi
tion of attacks against nuclear facilities was widely supported.^

On 11 November, the General Assembly adopted a resolution containing 
a paragraph which considered the premeditated Israeli air attack as consti
tuting a serious threat to the entire International Atomic Energy Agency 
safeguards and to the development of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes.® 
In another paragraph in that same resolution, the General Assembly called 
upon all States fully to respect their obligations under the Charter of the 
United Nations and to refrain from the threat or use of force against the ter
ritorial integrity or political independence of any State, including in particu
lar any armed attack on its nuclear installations. It is interesting to note that 
Israel did not participate in the vote on the second amendment, which was 
adopted by 129 to none, with two abstentions.’

It has been established that Israel is the only party in the region with a 
nuclear capability. Israel has adamantly refused to place its nuclear facilities 
under IAEA safeguards, in spite of repeated calls by the General Assembly 
and the Security Council for it to do so. The draft resolution in document

 ̂Ante, June 19.
* IAEA Bulletin, vol. 23, No. 4 (Dec. 1981), p. 45.
‘ Ante.
 ̂ CCD/228, pp. 108-109.

■ G.A. res. 36/25; Report of the International Atomic Energy Agency.
’ Amb. Al-Zahawi is referring to paragraphs in amendments submitted in doc. A /36/12 by 

Iraq on Nov. 12.
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A/C.1/36/L.34 failed to take note of or to take into consideration all 
those momentous developments and decisions by various United Nations 
bodies and the IAEA. The amendments submitted in document A /C .1/36/ 
L.53 did attempt to take account of those developments and of the very 
legitimate concerns expressed by the majority of countries in the region.” 
As to the draft resolution we are now considering, however, L.34/Rev.1, we 
find it to be a merely procedural draft. We have gone along with it, but we 
still feel that it is highly unsatisfactory. It has been presented in a haphazard 
manner at a very late hour, and it does not take into consideration the cru
cial developments in the region or the legitimate concern of the majority of 
the countries in the region.’*

In our view, the situation calls for a basic reappraisal of the entire ques
tion of the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the area. By 
merely presenting last year's resolution to the special session on disarma
ment, we feel the Committee would be failing to fulfil the duty incumbent 
upon it. We would suggest that the Chair consider the possibility of not 
closing consideration of this agenda item in order that the subject might be 
treated in a more satisfactory manner during this session.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fields) to the First 
Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Establishment of 
a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in the Middle East, November 
25, 1981 ^

We had hoped to vote in favour of the original draft resolution A /C .l/  
36/L.34,* as we felt strongly about this constructive proposal put forward 
by the Egyptian delegation. Moreover, the concept of nuclear-weapon-free 
zones in appropriate areas has long been supported by the United States, 
and it is our policy to continue to support their development. However, we 
have joined in the consensus resulting from the revision to draft resolution 
A/C.1/36/L.34.

'® I.e., the original draft resolution submitted by Egypt (see ante, Nov. 16).
" Submitted by Qatar. Substantially the same as G.A. res. 36/87 B. See ante, Nov. 23. 

A /C .l/36/L .34/R ev.l was adopted by the G.A. as 36fS7 A, on the same day tJhat 
A/36/L.53 was adopted as res. 36/87 B.

' A/C.1/36/PV.44, p. 12.
* Ante, Nov. 16.
® The revised resolution was adopted by the G.A. as res. 36/87 A.
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Statement by the Indian Representative (Krishna) to the First 
Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Establishment of 
a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in South Asia, November 25, 
1981 '

Over the past few years it has become patently clear that the countries of 
South Asia do not have a consensus on the setting up of a nuclear-weapon- 
free zone in the area.

We have repeatedly pointed out that the proposal does not conform to 
the principles laid down for the setting up of nuclear-weapon-free zones, 
which have been universally accepted by all States. One of the basic princi
ples is that the initiative for the creation of a nuclear-weapon-free zone 
should come from the States of the region concerned and that participation 
must be voluntary. To be viable, such a zone must be the result of the initia
tives taken by the States concerned on the basis of their common security 
concerns and, equally important, common perceptions of the threat to their 
security.

In these important aspects, the proposal contained in draft resolution 
A/C.1/36/L.18 does not conform to the internationally recognized princi
ples for the setting up of nuclear-weapon-free zones; and yet it is presented 
each year as if persistence could ultimately triumph over principles.

I could of course draw attention to various other deficiencies in the pro
posal contained in this draft resolution. In our view. South Asia is an inte
gral part of the Asia-Pacific region and cannot, on grounds of history or cul
ture, be artificially isolated from that region. What is important is to take 
into account the geopolitical situation and security environment which cur
rently prevail in the Asia Pacific region and which have a direct bearing on 
the security of South-Asian States. It is an undeniable fact that nuclear 
weapons are deployed in the region of which South Asia is a part and that 
some nuclear-weapon States have military bases in our immediate neigh
bourhood. Some of the States belonging to the region are also being drawn 
into the strategic arrangements of nuclear-weapon Powers.

All those factors complicate the security environment of the Asia-Pacific 
region and make the situation inappropriate for the establishment of a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia.

In introducing draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.18, the representative of 
Pakistan quoted from the joint communique''issued by the Foreign Ministers 
of India and Pakistan on 10 June this year concerning our two countries' 
commitment to using nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. The joint com
munique also called upon nuclear-weapon States to give serious considera
tion to nuclear disarmament. We are glad that the representative of Pakistan 
drew attention to an important part of this joint communique. India has 
consistently declared that it will use nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. It 
has also called for the urgent achievement of nuclear disarmament. How
ever, we cannot see how these statements of our consistent positions on such

’ A /C .1/36/PV .44, pp. 21-25.
’ Adopted by the G.A. as res. 36/88.
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key issues could be regarded as the basis for pursuing the concept of a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia. We have co-operated with other 
countries, including Pakistan, in promoting the goal of nuclear disarma
ment. We shall continue to do so. We are also together with Pakistan in 
emphasizing that nuclear energy should be used for peaceful purposes, and 
not just by our two countries but by all States of the world.

But to link these statements of common positions to the proposal for set
ting up a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia is to distort the very con
text of these statements. Once again we should like to make it clear that we 
reject the proposal contained in draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.18.

It would be far better if the countries of South Asia continued to explore 
and pursue mutual co-operation in areas where they can evolve common 
positions. There are vast possibilities of such co-operation in the economic, 
social and cultural fields. The representative of Pakistan himself referred to 
the historical and cultural links which exist among the countries of South 
Asia. Would it not be better if our countries worked together to strengthen 
those links rather than indulge in the futile exercise of pushing through draft 
resolutions which only serve to heighten our differences and further aggra
vate our mutual suspicions? It would be much more constructive if we 
worked together for nuclear disarmament and for ensuring that nuclear 
energy is used for peaceful purposes in the spirit of the joint communique of 
10 June 1981 rather than engage in a debate over a proposal which clearly 
does not enjoy the support of all the South-Asian States.

India will accordingly vote against draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.18.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fields) to the First 
Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Nuclear-Weapon- 
Free Zones, November 25, 1981 '

The United States voted in favour of the draft resolution just adopted in 
document A/C.1/36/L.18.* This vote reflects our continuing support for 
the concept of establishing nuclear-weapon-free zones in South Asia and in 
other regions of the world.

We believe that effective nuclear-weapon-free zones negotiated and sup
ported by the appropriate parties can enhance the security of their partici
pants and reinforce non-proliferation goals on a regional basis.

The criteria by which the United States judges the effectiveness of any 
nuclear-weapon-free zone have been elaborated by my delegation at previ
ous sessions of the Committee. It may be useful to mention them briefly 
again.

First, the initiative for the creation of a nuclear-weapon-free zone should 
come from the States in the region concerned.

Secondly, all States whose participation is deemed important should par
ticipate in the zone.

' A /C .1/36/PV .44, pp. 32-35.
’ Adopted by the G.A. as res. 36/88.
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Thirdly, the zone arrangement should provide for adequate verification 
of compliance with the zone s provisions.

Fourthly, the establishment of the zone should not disturb existing secur
ity arrangements to the detriment of regional and international security.

Fifthly, the zone arrangement should effectively prohibit its parties from 
developing any nuclear explosive device for whatever purpose.

Sixthly, the zone arrangement should seek not to impose restrictions on 
the exercise of rights recognized under international law, particularly the 
principle of freedom of navigation on the high seas, in international air 
space and in straits used for international navigation and the right of inno
cent passage through territorial seas.

And, finally, the establishment of a zone should not affect the existing 
rights of its parties under international law to grant or deny transit privi
leges, including port calls and overflights to other States.

While we strongly support this draft resolution, we want to make it clear 
that our vote is not directed against any particular State in the region. More
over, it is our firm belief that any nuclear-weapon-free zone arrangement 
must effectively preclude the conducting of any nuclear explosions. Moves 
by any State towards development of nuclear weapons concern us all 
equally.

As we did last year, I should like to take particular note of operative para
graph 2 of the draft resolution, which urges all States in the region to refrain 
from any conduct contrary to the objective of the draft resolution. The 
United States decision to vote for the draft resolution is based on our expec
tation that the sponsors and others supporting it will demonstrate that they 
also take this provision with the utmost seriousness.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Prokofiev) to the First 
Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Report of the 
Committee on Disarmament, November 25, 1981 '

The Soviet delegation voted in favour of the draft resolution on the report 
of the Committee on Disarmament, contained in document A/C.1/36/L.19.* 

However, in connexion with the formulation of its operative paragraph 4, 
in which members of the Committee on Disarmament are invited to submit 
a full report on their separate negotiations and the results achieved, the 
Soviet delegation wishes to emphasize that recently negotiations on dis
armament have been marking time, and that therefore no results have been 
achieved. Also, the content, volume and character of the information con
cerning the negotiations which may be conducted outside the framework of 
the Committee on Disarmament fall within the competence of States which 
are parties to such negotiations.

We also consider that the organization of the work of subsidiary bodies of

’ A /C .1/36/PV .44, p. 37.
* Adopted by the G.A. as res. 36/92 F.
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the Committee on Disarmament, the formulation of their mandates and the 
definition of the practical tasks allocated to them which are to be carried out 
in the course of negotiations are the prerogative of the Committee on Dis
armament itself.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fields) to the First Com
mittee of the [).N. General Assembly: Report of the Com
mittee on Disarmament, November 25, 1981 '

Members of the Committee may recall that my delegation abstained on a 
similar draft resolution adopted last year. Our intention in abstaining both 
this year and last was not to call into question the role of the Committee on 
Disarmament. Indeed, we reiterate our support for the Committee.

The draft resolution before us,* however, deals with a number of issues 
which, as recorded in paragraph 120 (e) of the Final Document of the first 
special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament,® are for 
the Committee on Disarmament itself to decide. In particular, the Commit
tee on Disarmament decides at the outset of each session which questions it 
will address and what organizational arrangements for their consideration 
should be.

As for the role of the Committee on Disarmament in substantive negotia
tions on priority questions of disarmament, while we all agree on the im
portant role of the Committee we do not accept that it is the only forum for 
arms control and disarmament negotiations or that it should have primacy 
on all substantive items which might be under negotiation in other forums. 
It was never envisioned that the Committee would deal with every issue on 
the international arms control and disarmament agenda or take up issues 
without reflection on whether the subject was appropriate for the Commit
tee's consideration or ready for negotiation in this multilateral body.

Logically, certain issues should be addressed by the countries directly 
concerned, and involvement by the Committee on Disarmament at an inap
propriate stage could even jeopardize the productive potential of particular 
negotiations. For example, the Final Document of the special session 
stressed that nuclear disarmament issues are the primary responsibility of 
the nuclear-weapon States. In addition, measures of a bilateral or regional 
character are, of course, the primary responsibilities of the parties directly 
concerned.

For these reasons my delegation carmot support draft resolution A /C .l/  
36/L.19, although we continue to support the work of the Committee on 
Disarmament.

' A /C.1/36/PV.44, p. 38.
* Adopted by the G.A. as res. 36/92 F.
® The text of the Final Document may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 

411 ff.
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Statement on Behalf of the European Community by the British 
Representative (Summerhayes) to the First Committee of 
the U.N. General Assembly: Confidence-Building Measures, 
November 25, 1981 '

Speaking on behalf of the Ten member States of the European Commu
nity, I should like to make some remarks about draft resolution A /C .1/36/ 
L.23/Rev.2 concerning confidence-building measures.*

The Ten welcome the initiative taken by the Federal Republic of Germany 
for a comprehensive study on confidence-building measures. They also 
commend the Secretary-General and the experts from various countries for 
the dedicated and valuable work they have done.

The Ten have consistently supported the concept of confidence-building 
measures. They hold the view that such measures can strengthen interna
tional peace and security and contribute to the development of confidence, 
better understanding and more stable relations between nations, thus creat
ing and improving the conditions for fruitful international co-operation. 
Thus confidence building should facilitate the process of arms control and 
disarmament negotiations, including verification.

One important task for confidence-building measures is in our view to 
allay fear and insecurity resulting from important routine military activity, 
through indicating as reliably as possible States' peaceful intentions. Any 
major deviation from agreed parameters of confidence-building measures 
would thus give a strong indication of dubious intent, for example to pro
vide warning of a possible surprise attack. The value of such measures will 
increase the more as they relate to the nature of the specific military threat 
considered to be of greatest concern in a specific region at a specific time.

In the view of the Ten, one of the main characteristics of confidence-build
ing measures must be that they translate universally recognized principles— 
such as renunciation of the use or threat of use of force in accordance with 
the United Nations Charter—into reality by the application of concrete, 
specific and verifiable measures.

In this connexion it is obvious that misconceptions and prejudices which 
may have developed over an extended period of time cannot be overcome 
by a single application of a confidence-building measure. The seriousness, 
credibility and reliability of a State s commitments to confidence building 
without which the confidence-building process cannot be successful can 
only be demonstrated by the continuous, regular and full implementation of 
such measures.

Confidence-building measures can only achieve their desired stabilizing 
effect and contribute to preparing progress in disarmament if they enhance 
the security of States. Therefore, in order to maintain and strengthen the 
security of States it is indispensable to ensure equality and balance between 
those participating in the process. This requires a uniform application by all 
States committed to a specific measure.

' A /C.1/36/PV.44, pp. 42-46.
* I.e., the draft resolution that was adopted by the G.A. as res. 36/97 F.
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The Ten believe that one essential element of confidence-building meas
ures is transparency in military matters, which can effectively reduce or 
eliminate miscalculations or misapprehensions which may lead to the crea
tion or exacerbation of tensions. They welcome, therefore, that, while there 
were differences of views concerning the degree of openness necessary for 
confidence building, all experts agreed in principle on the need for an ex
change of information on the military activities of States and matters related 
to mutual security.

The Ten are of the opinion that this Committee as well as the Disarma
ment Commission and the Committee on Disarmament can play a valuable 
role in the further development of confidence-building measures. We there
fore support draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.23/Rev.2 which, among other 
things, invites all States to consider the possible introduction of confidence- 
building measures in their particular regions, in keeping with conditions and 
requirements prevailing in their respective regions. We express the hope that 
the General Assembly at its second special session on disarmament will give 
intensive consideration to this item, so as to further enhance the prospects 
for an effective and lasting intensification of the confidence-building process 
thereby making a substantial contribution to our pursuit of balanced and 
verifiable disarmament measures.

Statement by the French Representative (de la Gorce) to 
the First Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Addi
tional Protocol I to the Treaty for the Prohibition of 
Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, November 25, 1981 ^

The French delegation regrets that it had to abstain in the vote that has 
just been taken on the draft resolution relating to the signature and ratifica
tion of the Treaty of Tlatelolco. We did so because our situation has been 
called into question as regards the signature and ratification of Additional 
Protocol I of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin 
America.^

My delegation is surprised to find that this draft, which identifies France 
by name, does not appear to take account of the exchanges of view that re
cently took place on this subject at the highest level between the authorities 
of my country and those of the depositary State for the Tlatelolco Treaty.

It is regrettable that the spirit of concertation that prevailed at the talks to 
which I refer should not have been manifested in the preparation of draft 
resolution A/C.1/36/L.41/Rev.2.®

The Committee will recall that on 2 March 1979 the President of the 
French Republic signed Additional Protocol I to the Treaty of Tlatelolco at 
Mexico City, thus showing that France was as concerned as others with the 
need to meet the obligations deriving from the Treaty for the territories of 
Latin America for which it is internationally responsible. However, France

' A /G.1/36/PV.44, pp. 67-70.
* The treaty and its protocols may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69-83. 
’ Adopted by the G.A. as res. 36/83.
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cannot accept that its responsibility in the matter be called into question, 
when the Treaty itself has not been ratified, or even signed, by all the States 
of the region it covers and that, for some of those States, the implementa
tion of its provisions remain subject to the implementation of all the condi
tions making possible the creation of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in Latin 
America.

Lastly, the sponsors of the draft resolution are no less respectful than my 
own country of the procedures which each sovereign State decides to follow 
with regard to the ratification of international treaties. They will no doubt 
agree with my delegation that it is not for the General Assembly to interfere 
in those procedures.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fields) to the First 
Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Additional Proto
col I to the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons 
in Latin America, November 25, 1981 '

My delegation is pleased to have supported draft resolution A /C .1 /36/ 
L.41/Rev.2, dealing with additional Protocol I of the Treaty of Tlatelolco.* 

As we have previously informed the Committee, on 13 November of this 
year the United States gave its advice and consent to the ratification of Pro
tocol I of that Treaty. I should like at this time to announce that on 23 
November Secretary of State Alexander Haig deposited the United States' 
instrument of ratification of that Protocol with the Government of Mexico 
in a ceremony held in Mexico City. At that ceremony Secretary Haig said:

The United States is proud to participate in this pioneering achieve
ment. The Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin 
America speaks to the finest aspirations of the Hemisphere. It embodies 
our yearning for peace by prohibiting the most terrible instrument of 
war. It strengthens the cause of nuclear non-proliferation, that must be 
a priority for all nations. It demonstrates that patient but imaginative 
diplomacy can indeed advance us towards a more secure future. It testi
fies to the vision and dedication of the nations that conceived it. Fi
nally, it is a great tribute to the unique role of Mexico that the pact will 
be known to history as the Treaty of Tlatelolco.®

The Treaty of Tlatelolco has a significance that goes beyond our own 
hemisphere. That is a valuable contribution to our non-proliferation goals 
and could serve as a possible model for use in other regions of the world ex
posed to the threat of nuclear proliferation.

Our goal has been and continues to be to see the Treaty in force for all 
countries of the region. This is a task that remains before us, since there are 
States in the region which have not adhered to the Treaty. We regret that

' A/C.1/36/PV.44, p. 71.
 ̂ I.e., the draft resolution that the G.A. adopted as res. 36/83. For the treaty and its proto

cols, see Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69-83.
’ For the complete text of the Secretary's remarks, see ante, Nov. 23.
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the sponsors of this draft resolution chose to single out one country for at
tention in this respect. My delegation would have preferred that this draft 
resolution call upon all States eligible to adhere to the Treaty, to sign it and 
to take the necessary steps to bring it into effect. All such nations should 
adhere to the Treaty and take steps to fulfil its promise.

Statement on Behalf of the European Community by the 
British Representative (Summerhayes) to the First Commit
tee of the U.N. General Assembly: Implementation of the 
Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace [Ex
tract], November 25, 1981 ^

The Ten approached the 1981 sessions of the A d Hoc Committee on the 
basis of the mandate set out in General Assembly resolution 35/150, the 
draft of which was adopted by consensus in this Committee last year.* 
Among other things, in that resolution the General Assembly asked the A d  
Hoc Committee to continue its efforts to secure the necessary harmonization 
of views on the issues related to the convening of the Conference and to 
make every effort, in consideration of the political and security climate in 
the Indian Ocean area, to finalize all preparations for the Conference, in
cluding the dates of its convening.

It is essentially to these questions that the A d Hoc Committee addressed 
itself during the course of its 1981 sessions. Serious attempts were made to 
make progress on the harmonization of views on the issues related to the 
convening of the Conference on the Indian Ocean. The Ten maintain the 
view that there remains a lot of work to be done before it would be either 
wise or appropriate to convene such a conference.

We were forced to conclude that there had been no improvement in the 
security situation in the Indian Ocean region. It is self-evident that a com
mittee dealing with the question of peace in the Indian Ocean region cannot 
simply ignore the presence in Afghanistan of large numbers of Soviet 
troops. In these circumstances, it is hardly surprising that the Committee 
was unable to agree upon the dates for a conference in 1981. It remains our 
view that it would be inappropriate to convene a conference on the Declara
tion of a zone of peace in the Indian Ocean area while a non-aligned State of 
the region continues to be occupied by foreign troops and in the absence of 
any real progress in the harmonization of views on the many fundamental 
issues which remain to be resolved.

The draft resolution ® contained in the A d Hoc Committee's report, 
which appears in document A /36/29, calls upon the Committee to continue

’ A/C.1/36/PV.44. pp. 86-90.
* For text, see General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-fifth Session, Supp. No. 48 

(A/35/48), pp. 66-67.
® Adopted as G.A. res. 36/90.
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its work on the harmonization of views, taking into account the political 
and security climate, with a view to considering the date for a conference on 
the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace. As in the past, those members of the 
Ten which are represented in the Committee will endeavour to make a con
structive contribution to the work of the Committee. But the difficulties 
which we have encountered during this last year, and indeed during previ
ous years, cause us to question the way in which the A d Hoc Committee ap
proaches its task. We believe that the lack of any real progress is due to a 
large extent to the limitations imposed upon the Committee by the insistence 
of some that we should not stray beyond the very limited definition of the 
concept of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace contained in General Assem
bly resolution 2832 (XXVI).That resolution dates back to 1971 and, as we 
are all aware, things have changed since then. We would not wish to suggest 
that resolution 2832 (XXVI), which spawned the A d Hoc Committee, 
should be ignored, but the Ten feel strongly that the A d Hoc Committee 
should be prepared to face up to reality and consider whether more progress 
might not be made if the mandate of the Committee were developed.

We are convinced that all those concerned in the A d Hoc Committee wish 
to see progress. In our view, the best way of achieving this would be to 
broaden the present focus of attention in the Committee. In our view, the 
approach suggested in resolution 2832 (XXVI) does not adequately reflect 
the realities of the current geo-political situation in the Indian Ocean region. 
We think, therefore, that it will next year be necessary for the A d Hoc Com
mittee to look closely at its mandate with a view to considering how its elab
oration might contribute to the furtherance of our over-all objective, which 
remains the creation of a zone of peace in the Indian Ocean region.

Statement by the Chinese Representative (Yang Hushan) to 
the First Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Imple
mentation of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone 
of Peace [Extract], November 25, 1981 ^

China has all along supported the convening of the Conference on the In
dian Ocean at the earliest possible date. In order to implement the Declara
tion of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace * and promote the convening of 
the Conference on the Indian Ocean, it was thought that the draft resolution 
submitted to the General Assembly this year could point out in a down-to- 
earth way the difficulties and obstacles in the way of convening the Confer
ence and could strongly reflect the legitimate desire for the implementation 
of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace. But, for well-

 ̂ Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 901-903.
' A /C.1/36/PV.44, pp. 93-95.
* The declaration may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 901-903.
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known reasons, the draft resolution that has been adopted has many serious 
deficiencies.®

The Conference on the Indian Ocean could not be convened at an early 
date and the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace could not 
be implemented mainly because of the hegemonism and the policies of ag
gression and expansion practised by the super-Powers in the Indian Ocean. 
Their rivalry in that region is daily becoming more acute and their military 
presence is constantly increasing.

In particular, the armed aggression against and military occupation of a 
hinterland State of the Indian Ocean has seriously breached the peace and 
security of the region and undermined the climate of trust necessary for the 
convening of a conference on the Indian Ocean.

The general wish of the States of the region is that the super-Powers cease 
aggression and expansion in the Indian Ocean region, that all their military 
presence be eliminated, and in particular that foreign occupation and ag
gressor troops be withdrawn. However, the draft resolution which has been 
adopted inadequately reflects those points. The Chinese delegation agrees 
with the adoption of the draft resolution, but we could not do other than 
frankly point out its deficiencies.

Interview With FRG Chancellor Schmidt: Negotiations on 
Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces [Extract], November 
29, 1981 '

Question In the negotiations between the United States and the Soviet 
Union on the Eurostrategic weapons scheduled to open in Geneva tomor
row the intention is a solution in stages of the problem of the medium-range 
missiles. This, Mr Chancellor, probably is one of the interesting prospects 
which was termed the result, or one of the results, of your talks with the 
Soviet general secretary. Could you somewhat expound on what is meant 
by a stage-wise or phase-wise solution?

Answer You mentioned a stage-wise solution of the missile problem. It is 
a problem of the medium-range weapons at large, Mr Woerdehoff. The 
ground-launched U.S. cruise missiles, for instance, are not missiles, yet they 
are medium-range weapons. Likewise the Soviets have medium-range 
weapons which are not missiles, and both sides have airplanes which are 
medium-range weapons but not medium-range missiles. After my talks with 
Messrs Brezhnev and Gromyko I can very well imagine that one will solve 
the missile problem harmoniously in an initial phase if one simultaneously 
makes the fundamental agreements for the subsequent phase in which the 
remainder of the medium-range weapons will be balanced as well. You are 
aware that as far as the missiles are concerned we strongly advocate a zero 
solution, meaning the total renunciation in East and West alike.

® The draft resolution, which was submitted in the A d Hoc Committee s report (A/36/29), 
was adopted as G.A. res. 36/90.

' Cologne Deutschlandfunk Network in German, Nov. 29, 1981; FBIS Daily Report, Dec. 1, 
1981, vol. VII, p. Jl.
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Let me use this question to add a word about the overall results of the 
Soviet visit to Bonn: It was a very good, collegial climate; people must not 
overlook the fact, however, that this involved a dialogue between a nuclear 
world power and a non-nuclear medium power which, however, by its geo
graphical location—and we are living in the center of Europe, after all—is 
bound to be interested in a reasonable solution of this problem for the sake 
of its existence. We Germans are not only threatened by the Soviet medium- 
range weapons so far in existence, and in particular by the numerically in
creasing SS-20 missiles; we are also not at all eager to see Western medium- 
range weapons deployed on our territory.

Yet, we told the Soviet leadership in no uncertain terms that we will do 
that, that we will allow the Americans to start deploying U.S. medium- 
range weapons in late 1983, 24 months from now, unless the problem has 
been solved in Geneva by then through negotiations. The Russians clearly 
understood this, and there is not the least doubt in my mind about the readi
ness of the Soviet Union to negotiate seriously on its part. There were some 
doubts on their part whether the will for negotiations on the American side 
should be taken as seriously as ours. We spent a great deal of time on mak
ing the intentions of the U.S. leadership plausible to the Soviet leadership, 
on explaining them, and also on making it clear how we Germans exerted 
influence on the U.S. position as represented by the great speech which 
President Reagan gave 2 weeks ago.

The zero solution had not been a U.S. proposal in the first place. It was a 
German proposal. True, we will not negotiate ourselves, yet we will stay in 
contact about these issues throughout the negotiations not only with the 
United States and our Western allies but also with the Soviet Union. I think 
the Soviets left Bonn with a feeling of satisfaction. They obtained clarity, 
and I believe that this clarity was desirable also in our interest. Compromise 
can be built only on clear positions. Anyone going to the negotiating table 
with an unclear position cannot expect any compromise to be made while 
there is a lack of clarity about him. Clear starting positions are necessary to 
achieve usable compromises.
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Eleventh Semiannual Report by President Reagan to the Com
mission on Security and Cooperation in Europe on the Im
plementation of the Helsinki Final Act: Confidence-Building 
Measures [Extract], November 30, 1981 '

• • • • • • •

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 invitation of observers to maneuvers, ex
changes 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 military maneuvers of more 
than 25,000 ground troops have provided prior notification of those 
maneuvers, although there is a question whether the exercise ''Soyuz-81" 
should have been notified. However, the information in notifications issued 
by Eastern states has normally been minimal. The Soviet Union s notifica
tion of the September maneuver ''Zapad-81" did not contain all the informa
tion required by the CBM on prior notification of major military 
maneuvers, since it failed to include information on the size of the maneuver 
or its designation.

With regard to smaller scale maneuvers, a number of NATO and Neu
tral/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 and in allowing 
observers the opportunity to understand and follow the maneuvers. NATO 
members invited observers to 16 of their 21 major military maneuvers, in
cluding 2 of the 3 major military maneuvers conducted during the reporting 
period. The Eastern states invited observers to 7 of their 14 major military 
maneuvers, though in some cases (such as ''Zapad-81"), only observers from 
Warsaw Pact states were invited. Moreover, opportunities provided ob
servers at Eastern maneuvers to view activities remain restricted, particu
larly in comparison with the treatment accorded observers at Western and 
Neutral/Non-Aligned maneuvers.

Prior Notification of Major Military Maneuvers

NATO members conducted three major military maneuvers involving 
more than 25,000 troops during the reporting period. In all three cases, com
plete notifications were made in full compliance with this CBM:

’ Dept, of State Special Report No. 89, Dec. 1981, pp. 13-14.
* The Final Act may be found in Department of State Bulletin. Sept. 1, 1975, pp. 323 ff. The 

arms control portions are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304-308.
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• The Federal Republic of Germany (F.R.G.) and the United States each 
notified ''Certain Encounter/' a major military maneuver involving F.R.G., 
U.S., and British troops, held in the F.R.G. from September 14-23.

• The F.R.G. and Canada each notified "Scharfe Klinge," a major mili
tary maneuver involving F.R.G., Canadian, and U.S. troops, held in the 
F.R.G. from September 14-18.

• The F.R.G. and the United Kingdom each notified "Red Claymore/' a 
major military maneuver involving British forces, held in the F.R.G. from 
October 1-23.

Switzerland was the only Neutral/Non-Aligned state to provide notifica
tion of a major military maneuver during the reporting period, notifying the 
maneuver "Cresta," which involved approximately 25,000 Swiss troops and 
took place in Switzerland from October 12-22.

Only one major maneuver was notified by an Eastern state during the last 
6 months: the Soviet maneuver "Zapad-81," which took place from Septem
ber 4-12. In this instance, the Soviet Union failed to give all the information 
required by the confidence-building measure on prior notification of major 
military maneuvers. That CBM requires the notifying party to provide "in
formation of the designation, if any, the general purpose of and the states 
involved in the maneuver, the type or types and numerical strength of the 
forces engaged, the area and estimated time-frame of its conduct." The 
Soviet notification, issued on August 14 in Moscow, did not include the 
maneuver's designation. It also did not provide the types of forces engaged. 
Finally—and most importantly—the Soviet notification did not include the 
number of troops taking part. Through diplomatic channels, the United 
States asked the Soviet Union about these items prior to the beginning of the 
maneuver. No further information was provided by the Soviet Union until 
September 5 (the second day of the maneuver), when the Soviet news agen
cy TASS reported the name of the maneuver and the fact that approxi
mately 100,000 troops were taking part. "Zapad-81" is the largest maneuver 
conducted by any signatory state, or group of signatory states, since the 
Final Act was adopted in 1975.

Prior Notification of Smaller Scale Maneuvers

The NATO states, in their continuing policy of support for the implemen
tation of discretionary CBMs, gave prior notification during the reporting 
period to three maneuvers involving fewer than 25,000 troops:

• Norway notified "Barfrost," a smaller scale maneuver involving Nor
wegian and Canadian troops, held in Norway from September 18-23.

• Denmark notified "Amber Express," a smaller scale maneuver involving 
elements of the Allied Mobile Force, and Danish and British troops, held in 
Denmark from September 20-25.

• The F.R.G. notified "Cross Fire," a smaller scale maneuver involving 
F.R.G. and Belgian troops, held in the F.R.G. from October 12-24.

No East European state gave notification of a smaller scale maneuver dur
ing the reporting period. The only Eastern European state to have given 
notification of a smaller scale maneuver in the CSCE context is Hungary,
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which did so twice in 1976 and again in 1979. Spain was the only Neutral/ 
Non-Aligned state to notify a smaller scale maneuver during the reporting 
period, notifying the maneuver ''Crisex-81/' which involved Spanish and 
U.S. forces and took place in Spain during October 26-November 4.

Prior Notification of Major Military Movements

No signatory state has given notification of a major military movement 
not associated with a maneuver. The United States and other NATO Allies 
have, however, provided information on movements in the context of cer
tain maneuver notifications.

Exchange of Military Visits

Signatory states are encouraged by the Final Act to promote exchanges 
among their military personnel. During June 2-6, U.S. naval vessels called 
at the Romanian port of Constanta as part of the annual U.S. ship visit to 
Romania.

Questions Relating to Disarmament

The Final Act makes no provisions for arms control negotiations but does 
express the belief of the signatories in the necessity for effective arms con
trol. During the period covered by this report, the United States conducted a 
comprehensive review of U.S. security policy, including the contribution 
that efforts in the arms control field could make in promoting and enhanc
ing U.S. and Western security. With respect to security matters directly re
lated to Europe, the United States:

• Continued its support for the French initiative at the Madrid meeting 
for a conference of the 35 CSCE participants to negotiate effective new con
fidence-building measures;®

• Began arms control negotiations with the Soviet Union on November 
30 in Geneva on the subject of Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF);

• Consulted closely with the Allies regarding the implementation of all as
pects of the December 1979 decision by NATO Foreign and Defense Minis
ters on modernization and arms control for INF;  ̂and

• Participated in the Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions negotiations 
(MBFR) in Vienna.

 ̂ Discussed by the U.S. representative (Kampelman) to the Madrid Conference on Feb. 16, 
ante.

* For the dual-track decision, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 814-816.



658 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1981

Statement by Secretary of State Haig: Negotiations on 
Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces, November 30, 1981 '

Today marks the formal opening of negotiations between the United 
States and the Soviet Union on intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF). 
These negotiations are of fundamental importance to the security of the 
Atlantic alliance and to the peace of the world.

These negotiations are a result of the December 1979 decision of the alli
ance to initiate arms control involving intermediate-range forces while pro
ceeding with modernization of alliance forces.^ The United States is espe
cially gratified that the opportunity has arrived to reduce the Soviet nuclear 
threat to its allies through negotiations. As President Reagan said in his 
November 18 speech/ the United States views that threat as a threat to it
self. We will negotiate in this spirit.

President Reagan has proposed a fair and straightforward solution to this 
problem: The United States would cancel its plans to deploy cruise missiles 
and Pershing II missiles if the Soviet Union dismantled its SS-20 and retired 
its SS-4 and SS-5 missiles. Thus, if the Soviets are prepared to eliminate the 
problem that caused the December 1979 modernization decision, we are 
prepared not to implement the decision. Our position takes into account 
Soviet desires that we not implement our modernization decision. We now 
look to the Soviets to show an equally forthcoming attitude. Ambassador 
Nitze [Paul H. Nitze, head of the U.S. delegation to the INF negotiations]  ̂
will lay the details of this proposal before Soviet representatives in the nego
tiations that begin today.

The American position at these talks is based upon intensive and lengthy 
alliance-wide consultations. It is fully supported by our NATO partners. It 
is based on our common concerns about the threat and our common goal of 
genuine arms control. [West German] Chancellor Schmidt has left no doubt 
of this during his recent conversations with [Soviet] President Brezhnev.

We do not approach these negotiations with a closed mind. As the Presi
dent stated: "VJe intend to negotiate in good faith and go to Geneva willing 
to listen to and consider the proposals of our Soviet counterparts."

We note that President Brezhnev indicated in Bonn that the Soviet Union 
was prepared to negotiate reductions in intermediate-range missiles. While 
we are disappointed that the Soviet position remains the moratorium pro
posal they first advanced 2 years ago,® we are hopeful that the negotiations 
will bring a more forthcoming stance. Clearly, both sides have a stake in 
reaching an equitable and verifiable agreement that improves mutual secu
rity and confidence.

As the talks begin, we are resolved to pursue them with care and patience. 
Progress depends not only on the skill of our negotiators but on NATO s re
solve to continue its preparations to deploy the missiles that will offset

’ Department of State Bulletin, Jan. 1982, p. 30.
 ̂ For the decision, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 814-816. 

® Ante.
* These and following brackets are in the source text.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1979, p. 606.
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Soviet advantages. These preparations are the incentive that brought the 
Soviets to the negotiations and that will encourage them now to take a seri
ous position. Parallel implementation of modernization and negotiation, as 
foreseen in the 1979 NATO decision, offers the only hope for an agreement 
that will assure our security for years to come. And Western unity remains 
the best guarantee that the longest period of peace known by Europe in this 
century will endure.

Address by ACDA Director Rostow: The Unnecessary War 
[Extracts], November 30, 1981 '

The Indivisibility of Peace

My thesis tonight is simple; Peace has now become truly indivisible, in 
the memorable words of a Soviet foreign minister 45 years ago. It is a thesis 
entirely appropriate for us to consider on the first day of a new round of 
Soviet-American talks on the reduction of nuclear weapons. The pervasive 
menace of the Soviet nuclear arsenal and the apparently inexorable spread 
of nuclear weapons create profound political instabilities. But nuclear 
weapons are not the only factors of disequilibrium in the world. Conven
tional warfare, subversion, and terrorism have become epidemic and com
monplace. Their influence, added to that of the nuclear arsenals, has trans
formed world politics into a witches' brew for a reason which becomes more 
obvious and more ominous every day: because the wall between conven
tional and nuclear war can never be impermeable, no matter how high we 
make it. Small wars can become big ones at least as readily as in the days 
when archdukes were assassinated at Sarejevo, and Danzig was the center of 
world concern. It is now apparent that arms control agreements are hardly 
worth having if they make the world safe for conventional warfare, terror
ism, and the movement of armed bands across international frontiers.

Consider, for example, an issue now before our governments. The Soviet 
Union has revived its old proposal for a U.N. General Assembly declaration 
banning the first use of nuclear weapons.* The Soviet goal is transparent. 
They know as we do that the recovery and renaissance of the NATO allies, 
Japan, and many other countries since 1945 have depended on the credible 
threat of the United States to use its full military capability, including 
nuclear weapons if necessary, in defense of its allies and other supreme in
terests against conventional as well as nuclear attack. That is what nuclear 
deterrence and the American nuclear umbrella are about; the belief through
out the world—and particularly in the higher circles of the Soviet Union— 
that nuclear weapons would be used, however reluctantly, if they were 
needed, for example, to stop a massive invasion of Western Europe. Until

' Department of State Bulletin, Feb. 1982, pp. 32-37. Address at the Winston Qiurchill 
Lecture of the English Speaking Union in London.

* Sept. 22, ante.



660 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1981

the Soviet Union joins us in agreements which could genuinely remove the 
menace of nuclear war from world politics altogether—a goal to which the 
United States has been passionately committed since we offered the Baruch 
plan in 1946 ®—there can be no escape from nuclear deterrence when the su
preme interests of the United States and the free world are threatened by ag
gression.

The sound and reasonable response of the Western allies to the Soviet 
proposal for a ban on the first use of nuclear weapons, therefore, should be 
an appeal for a rededication of the entire world community to the principles 
of the U.N. Charter against any form of aggression, whether conducted by 
nuclear or conventional force or by the movement of armed bands across 
international frontiers. This appeal should be coupled with a corresponding 
rededication to the goal of bringing nuclear energy under more effective in
ternational control in order to permit the fullest possible use of nuclear 
energy for peaceful purposes and end the danger of nuclear weapons prolif
eration. The Baruch plan, you will recall, would have placed what was then 
an American nuclear monopoly into the hands of a U.N. agency. The means 
proposed in the Baruch plan are obsolete now, but its animating ideas re
main important.

No lesser steps could begin the indispensable process of restoring world 
public order. The decline of world public order and the specter of nuclear 
anarchy beyond it are the greatest of all the threats to the peace. The best 
available way to deal with that threat is through international cooperation 
in enforcing the rules of peace embodied in the Charter of the United Na
tions. They constitute the only available code of detente—and the only pos
sible code of detente.

There is no blinking the fact that the Soviet Union risks war in its cam
paigns of expansion all over the world. Those campaigns use aggressive war 
as an instrument of national policy; they are carried on by methods which 
violate the rules of the charter governing the international use of force. No 
one claims that the Soviet Union initiates all the trouble in the world. But it 
does take advantage of trouble in order to expand its sphere of influence. 
The Soviet campaigns of expansion have gone too far. They now threaten 
the world balance of power on which the ultimate safety of the Western na
tions depends, and, therefore, they touch nerves of immense sensitivity.

'\Nestem Public Opinion

The men and women on the Clapham omnibus know this in their bones. 
That is why there is so much concern about war in Western public opinion. 
The current wave of anxiety about the possibility of war is natural and reas
onable. We all share it. But we cannot allow it to paralyze us. The 
pervasiveness of anxiety is not a sign of cowardice or pacifism but a normal 
symptom of the fact that public opinion has reluctantly begun to acknowl
edge the true condition of world politics.

The turbulence of our public opinion does not prove that there is some
thing wrong with the younger generation, that our moral fiber has been

’ For the Baruch plan, see Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 7-16.
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ruined by the welfare state, or that the leaders of our churches and peace 
movements are all Communists or fellow travelers or their innocent dupes. 
Of course the Communists are trying to manipulate the feelings of people 
about war and to harness them to a political movement that would serve the 
ends of the Soviet Union.

But Communists have never controlled our politics in the West, and they 
will not succeed now. We cannot ignore their activities. But we should not 
be unduly agitated about them, either.

After all, the anxiety of public opinion about war is not manifested only 
in demonstrations against the presence of troops and weapons and in ex
pressions of the perfectly correct view that there is insanity in the continued 
accumulation of weapons, especially nuclear weapons. There are other ex
pressions of that anxiety and concern, equally significant and much more 
realistic. Throughout the West, people are coming to the conclusion that 
their governments must stop the process of Soviet expansion before it ex
plodes into general war. They know that peace cannot be achieved by uni
lateral disarmament. And they recognize the wisdom of the old Russian pro
verb, "If you make yourself into a sheep, you will find a wolf nearby." 
Sadly and without jingoism, our people support their governments in poli
cies which seek to prevent war while there is still time to do so by peaceful 
means.

As a result, the North Atlantic allies and many other nations are follow
ing the broad lines of policy Churchill counselled in vain before the Second 
World War. They are restoring the military balance which has eroded dur
ing the last decade. And they are resuming the quest for peace through 
negotiation with the Soviet Union. They realize how little has been accom
plished by arms control and disarmament treaties in the past. Nonetheless, 
without illusion or euphoria, they wish to be certain that no conceivable op
portunity for peace is ignored. Therefore, they welcome President Reagan s 
effort to persuade the leaders of the Soviet Union that it is in the highest in
terest of the Soviet state and of all other states—and, indeed, in the highest 
interest of humanity itself—to accept the obligation which history has thrust 
upon the Soviet Union and the United States.

If we are to retreat, step by cautious step, from the brink of the abyss, the 
United States and the Soviet Union must lead the way, together. This duty 
can be translated into two simple axioms.

• The United States and the Soviet Union should reach verifiable arms re
duction agreements which give each side an equal deterrent capacity.

• World public order should be restored in conformity with the rules 
upon which the United Nations agreed in San Francisco at the end of a terri
ble war they had barely won.

These two propositions are closely related. Together they define the ob
jectives of the United States as we approach these nuclear arms negotiations. 
We hope the Soviet Union will come to agree with us and to accept these 
principles as major premises for a process of Soviet-American cooperation 
which has now become imperative.
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Preparing for Arms Control Negotiations

The two principles I have tried to formulate are the essence of President 
Reagan s methodical approach to the task of preparing for the nuclear arms 
control negotiations. If the Soviet Union accepts the principle of equal deter
rence, it should be possible for carefully worked out and verifiable agree
ments to improve the security position of the West as a whole. By allowing 
each side to maintain equal deterrence, nuclear arms agreements should pre
vent any form of coercive predominance. They could, therefore, result in a 
somewhat more stable environment, at least in restraining the potential es
calation of conventional force conflicts. Under contemporary circum
stances, however, this is an insufficient goal and probably an illusory one. 
But it should give diplomacy an opportunity to press for the ultimate fulfill
ment of agreement on the second principle, that of mutual and reciprocal re
spect for the rules of the charter regarding the international use of force. As 
President Reagan has pointed out, a double standard in this regard is simply 
not viable.

Sometimes the Soviet spokesmen say that the American position would 
require the Soviet Union to give up a foreign policy rooted in its nature as a 
society and a state. This is not the case. So far as the United States is con
cerned, the Soviet Union is free to preach the gospel of communism 
throughout the world. But we cannot accept its claim of a right to propagate 
its faith with a sword. All the United States urges is that, with regard to the 
international use of force, the Soviet Union follows the same rules which all 
states accepted when they became signatories of the U.N. Charter. There 
can be no peace until those rules are equally and reciprocally obeyed.

Thus far, there have been no signs of progress in that effort. Soviet be
havior, diplomacy, and propaganda remain what they have been for a long 
generation. The Soviet submarine caught in the approaches to a Swedish 
naval base is hardly an encouraging omen. We have no choice but to per
severe, however, in seeking to reach the Russian people and the other peo
ples of the Soviet Union with every resource of our intelligence and imagina
tion while the expansionist policies of the Soviet Government are restrained 
by the calm deployment of deterrent force. We know that more than 60 
years of Soviet rule have not destroyed the love of liberty and justice in 
Russia and that the peoples of Eastern Europe, who have always been of the 
West, remain an integral part of the European culture and policy. So long as 
we in the West are strong, confident, and determined, the forces of hope in 
the East will not sink back into despair.

• • • • • • •

The Threat Today

But the threat we face is more than the threat of arms and the challenge of 
ideology. Sir Isaiah Berlin uses a simple phrase to sum up the most funda
mental difference between societies devoted to the freedom of the individual 
and societies in which the state manipulates the individual in the name of a 
greater good: the difference between 'Treedom from" and 'Treedom to." We
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believe with Sir Isaiah in 'Treedom from"; that is, we believe in the auton
omy of man as a good in itself and the most important rightful goal of or
ganized society. It follows that we must also believe with Jefferson that "'the 
just powers of government derive from the consent of the governed." If this 
is so, high principles of ethical responsibility should govern the discourse 
among men and women which is the source of public opinion and thus the 
predicate for their consent. Democracy is impossible unless we speak to 
each other with civility and scrupulous respect for the truth as best we can 
perceive the truth.

As George Orwell saw so clearly, the most important distinction between 
free societies and modern tyranny is a totally different attitude toward the 
problem of truth. This difference is why our efforts at propaganda, even in 
wartime, are so different, defensive, and ineffective. Everyday we read and 
hear propositions as bizarre as those of Orwells Newspeak. We find it al
most impossible to offset their impact on our own minds or to explain to 
others why those propositions are wrong. We are simply not equipped to 
contest the propaganda of Newspeak. In the end, we deal with it as if it were 
the argument of a parliamentary opposition. That is all we know how to do.

Let me give you an example of central importance to my thesis tonight. 
We are being bombarded at the moment by the breathtaking claim that the 
NATO allies, and the United States in particular, are seeking to disturb a 
stable equilibrium of world power, gain military superiority over the Soviet 
Union, and start a nuclear war to destroy the Soviet regime. Sometimes an 
additional detail is added for European consumption—that the United 
States is planning to fight the nuclear war entirely in Europe and to its last 
ally. Soviet spokesmen addressing the United States say the opposite—that 
if the Soviet Union is hit by a nuclear missile, it will pay no attention to the 
calling card attached to the weapons but respond at once with all its missiles 
against the continental United States.

How can these contentions be answered? Can anyone really believe that 
the American people miss Vietnam and are looking for an excuse to start an
other such campaign, this time with nuclear weapons, or even a third world 
war on a much larger and more exciting scale than Vietnam? Can anyone 
suppose we are bored because our universities are quiet and busy, preoccu
pied with education rather than with antiwar protests? Can anyone imagine 
that an American President could contemplate the use of force for any rea
son except the most austere sense of duty and obligation, knowing that Pres
ident Truman's political career was ruined by the Korean war as President 
Johnson s was destroyed by Vietnam and, indeed, that every major war and 
most minor wars in American history became politically unpopular in the 
end?

The Military Balance

Or let us look at another aspect of the Soviet thesis—the actual state of 
the military balance and especially the balance in intermediate range nuclear 
weapons in and near Europe. Year after year, the Soviet Union tells us that 
there are roughly 1,000 weapons of this kind on each side and that the 
NATO decision to deploy modem nuclear weapons in Europe is a destabil-
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izing quest for nuclear superiority in preparation for nuclear war. There is 
irony in this claim. The magic figure remains near 1,000 although the Soviet 
Union deploys a new SS-20 every 5 days. And the Soviet Union has not yet 
offered a detailed statistical table to support its charges, although its most 
recent effort, a pamphlet called The Threat to Europe, begins to approach 
that point.

But Soviet spokesmen have said enough to make the statistical fallacies of 
their argument apparent. For example, they count only SS-20 missiles de
ployed in European Russia, although many of these missiles located beyond 
the Urals can reach targets in Western Europe without difficulty. And they 
count certain American planes in making their calculations but exclude 
Soviet planes of the same type. Mr. Brezhnev s proposal, made at Bonn last 
week,^ simply offers to move some SS-20 missiles from European Russia to 
Siberia—a proposal without substance or interest to the West. It would 
hardly increase the security of NATO to transfer these missiles to locations 
from which they could threaten Japan or the Middle East or be returned to 
their original positions. All the studies I have seen confirm the judgment of 
the International Institute of Strategic Studies that Soviet superiority in this 
particularly threatening category of nuclear weapons is more than 3 to 1, so 
that even the full deployment of the American weapons scheduled for Eu
rope could not produce anything like equality, to say nothing of 'superior
ity."

The record/is not notably different in the field of intercontinental nuclear 
weapons. There, too, the Soviet Union claims that parity exists and that 
American plans to restore its deterrent capacity are '"destabilizing." There, 
too, the Soviet Union is engaged in an active program of improvement and 
expansion while the United States has, until recently, been passive. The 
United States may still have a slight lead in the total number of warheads, 
but the Soviet Union has moved ahead in every other measure of the de
structive power of nuclear weapons and is adding to its arsenal at a rapid 
rate. Unless the United States does add to its forces, the balance will shift ir
revocably against the West.

NATO Objectives and Soviet Strategy

Nevertheless, the charges continue to be made. The problems the NATO 
allies face together at this juncture have nothing to do with the fantasies of 
Soviet propaganda. We do not have to choose between protecting our inter
ests and fighting a nuclear war or any other kind of war, in Europe or else
where. That is a false dichotomy. The sole object of U.S. and NATO policy 
is to protect our common interests by restoring stability without war. There 
is no reason to doubt our capacity to protect the future of liberty in peace, 
by the methods of alliance diplomacy backed by deterrent military power. 
The NATO allies, Japan, Australia, New Zealand, China and other coun
tries which oppose Soviet hegemony have ample power and potential power 
to stop the process of Soviet expansion. With Poland in the process of un

 ̂Nov. 23, ante.
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dergoing profound social changes, this is hardly the time to bend our knees 
to the power and ideology of the Soviet Union as the wave of the future.

The highest objective of Soviet strategy is to separate Western Europe 
from the United States. If Western Europe could be brought within the 
Soviet domain, the geopolitical theorists of the Soviet Union believe, Japan, 
China, and many other nations would draw the necessary conclusions, and 
the United States would be left isolated and impotent. The enormous Soviet 
effort in the field of intermediate-range missiles is intelligible only in the per
spective of this Soviet doctrine. In that perspective, it is all too intelligible. 
The objective, as always, is to decouple the United States from Europe. The 
scenario would follow these lines: the subliminal radiations of the Soviet in
termediate-range nuclear arsenal would induce panic in Europe while the 
growing Soviet long-range arsenal would paralyze any possibility of an 
American strategic response. Presto and checkmate. The Japanese, Chinese, 
and many other nations would follow suit.

This was the nightmare which started to provoke deep European and 
American concern 5 or 6 years ago. The Soviet SS-20s had begun to impinge 
upon our consciousness. Henry Kissinger s Brussels warning in 1977 drama
tized the issue. But the anxiety would have been the same if Mr. Kissinger 
had never spoken. The danger of decoupling Europe from the United States 
is implicit in the changing overall intercontinental nuclear balance between 
the Soviet Union and the United States, weakening the counterweight which 
has kept superior Soviet conventional forces at bay since 1945. After a year 
or two of discussion, NATO decided that the United States should deploy 
American intermediate-range land-based missiles in Europe and at the same 
time negotiate with the Soviet Union about removing the threat to Europe 
arising from the existence of these first-strike and particularly devastating 
missiles.®

The reasoning behind the NATO decision parallels the argument which 
has persuaded the United States to keep large American conventional forces 
in or near Europe. There has been periodic political agitation in the United 
States for a reduction of our conventional forces in Europe and for exclusive 
reliance on intercontinental nuclear weapons to protect Europe against 
Soviet pressures. But proposals of this kind have been firmly and repeatedly 
rejected. The United States wishes not only to make the nuclear guaranty 
clear and credible but to be in a position to respond appropriately to threats 
across the entire spectrum of threat or attack. To remove American forces 
from Europe would escalate every conflict there instantly to the nuclear 
level. As President Reagan pointed out on November 18,* the purpose of de
ploying American intermediate-range nuclear weapons on European soil is 
to remove all doubt about the credibility of the American intercontinental 
nuclear guaranty to Europe both in Europe and in the Soviet Union. As a re
sult, the risk of war by miscalculation would be reduced.

The problem of the intermediate-range nuclear weapons must be exam
ined in the SALT context, as the North Atlantic Council has declared, be

® For this decision, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 814-816.
‘ Ante.
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cause the line between intermediate-range and intercontinental nuclear 
forces is not clear cut. Intercontinental weapons can also be aimed at targets 
in Europe, Japan, or the Middle East. And some weapons normally classi
fied as theater weapons can be used under certain circumstances on inter
continental missions. While much could be accomplished by successful in
termediate-range nuclear force talks, both in reducing weapons and con
tributing to crisis stability, the ultimate security of the NATO allies will con
tinue to rest on the reliability of the U.S. strategic guaranty.

When I was a student at King s, the great Alfred Marshall had gone, but 
the young dons still faithfully took their texts from his books and lectures. 
One of their favorites, I recall, is appropriate to our problem tonight. Mar
shall liked to say, 'Trees do not grow to the sky.'' He was talking about 
firms and trade unions and the checks and balances of economic life. But his 
observation applies also to empires.

The Soviet Union is still in the imperial mood which the other imperial 
powers have long since given up with relief and conviction. Those nations 
have discovered what Ben than pointed out long ago—that the imperial 
powers had no right to govern the peoples they had conquered; that they 
gained nothing from their efforts; and, as Sir Norman Angell concluded 
much later, that imperialism is extremely expensive. An Italian minister 
summed up the problem of costs in the late 1940s: 'Italy has lost the war/' 
he said, 'l^ut in compensation it has lost its empire." The former imperial 
powers have learned that it is more profitable and more satisfactory all 
around to make money, not war.

If we take the Soviet drive to be the Hegelian thesis, it has already stimu
lated a normal antithesis—a coalition of nations determined to retain their 
independence. In the nature of things, the forces of the antithesis are bound 
to prevail. Can the Soviet Union acknowledge that fact and accept the in
evitable gracefully—as gracefully as the United Kingdom or the Netherlands 
welcomed the end of empire after World War II? Will the last surviving tra
ditional empire join the other nations in seeking the world order anticipated 
by the Charter of the United Nations—a world order based on the equality 
of states large and small and on the rule that no state use force to attack the 
territorial integrity and political independence of any other state and on re
spect for the principle of the self-determination of peoples?

Negotiating With the Soviets

In our view, those are the ultimate questions of world politics today. The 
answers to those questions are in the mist. All I can tell you tonight is that 
the United States and its allies view the process of arms control negotiations 
as a possible key to the riddle of the future. Arms control negotiations have 
no magic in themselves. Negotiating with the Soviet Union is a rough sport, 
and a satisfactory outcome is hardly guaranteed. But we cannot ignore what 
may be an opportunity for progress toward peace. The Soviet policy of ex
pansion, fueled by the extraordinary growth of the Soviet armed forces, and 
particularly of its nuclear forces, has produced a situation of growing ten
sion and instability. The efforts of the Soviet Union to split the West and to 
prevent Western modernization of its defenses will surely fail. Ever since
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1945, the United States has appealed to the Soviet Union for cooperation be
tween us—in making the offer of the Marshall plan and the Baruch plan and 
on many other occasions, too. President Reagan renewed that appeal on 
November 18 with great force, as the only rational way out of the nuclear 
dilemma both camps now confront. The fruits of SALT I and SALT II  ̂
have turned to ashes in our mouths. The decade which began 10 years ago 
with the high hopes of detente became the worst decade of the entire cold 
war. The cold war is no longer a peripheral matter of border skirmishes, a 
cloud no larger than a man's hand, but the dominant problem of world 
politics.

We approach the task of negotiation determined not to confuse our hopes 
with reality. We know that the Soviet Union, like most other countries, has 
at least two cultures—the culture of Catherine the Great and the culture of 
Ivan the Terrible; the Russian culture of inspiring intellectual quality and 
moral distinction; the culture of Tolstoy, Turgenev, Chekhov, and their 
modem successors, as well as the culture of Oriental despotism now in the 
ascendant. From long experience we know that a Soviet spokesman was 
right when he said, 'We are neither pacifists nor philanthropists."

But there are positive elements in the situation which ought to lead the 
Soviet leaders to choose a policy of stability in their relationship with the 
West; the situation in Poland and the apparently insoluble problems of the 
Soviet economy, to mention only two. In part, Soviet economic problems 
are the result of difficulties which all modem economies share—the insati
able and astronomic claims of science against the defense budget. In part, 
however, they represent factors peculiar to the system of Soviet planning.

I can sum up all I have tried to say tonight in four simple propositions. 
They were put very well, early in the nuclear age, by a distinguished English 
social scientist. First, the secret is out of the laboratory and can never be re- 
tumed. Any industrial country can make nuclear weapons. Secondly, it fol
lows for obvious reasons of pmdence that the Westem nations cannot give 
up nuclear weapons. Third, nuclear war is unthinkably destmctive, and the 
West must find ways to protect its freedom and security and at the same 
time prevent nuclear war. From these three propositions we draw a conclu
sion we regard as inescapable, because small wars sometimes become big. 
The goal of policy must be not simply the avoidance of nuclear war but the 
elimination of all intemational war.

’’ For the SALT I agreements, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff.; for the 
SALT II agreements, see ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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Soviet Statement on the Results of President Brezhnev's 
Visit to the Federal Republic of Germany: Negotiations on 
Medium-Range Nuclear Forces, November 30, 1981 '

The Political Bureau of the CPSU Central Committee, the Presidium of the 
USSR Supreme Soviet and the Council of Ministers of the USSR, having 
considered the results of the visit by the General Secretary of the CPSU Cen
tral Committee, President of the Presidium of the USSR Supreme Soviet 
Leonid Brezhnev to the Federal Republic of Germany, held on 22-25 
November, wholly and fully approve the very important and useful work 
done by him in the course of the talks and conversations with the FRG 
Chancellor Helmut Schmidt, and other West German statesmen and politi
cal figures.

Leonid Brezhnev s statements in the course of the visit have evoked re
sponse throughout Europe and the world. The visit has been in general a 
true mission of peace in its fullest and loftiest meaning.

At this tense and very responsible juncture in international relations, 
when they may sharply worsen or be turned in a better direction, Leonid 
Brezhnev's visit to the FRG is assuming a special significance both for bilat
eral Soviet-West Germany relations and for the whole complex of East-West 
relations, for the general trend in world politics.

The progress and the results of the new Soviet-West German meeting at 
the summit level constitute a fresh confirmation of the viability of the course 
in international affairs, formulated by the 26th CPSU Congress, the course 
of averting the threat of war, above all nuclear war, the course of disarma
ment, detente and peaceful coexistence of states with different social sys
tems. The talks and conversations held by Leonid Brezhnev in the FRG, his 
meetings and statements have become a major political action in the practi
cal implementation of the peace programme for the eighties.

The vital interests of security of the Soviet people, of our friends and al
lies, of all the peoples of Europe dictated the need to centre the talks in Bonn 
on this most acute and burning issue: how to avert the threat hanging over 
Europe in connection with the plans to deploy in a number of West Euro
pean countries, and first of all in the FRG, new types of American nuclear 
missiles and to prevent a tipping of the balance of forces in favour of the 
NATO bloc.

This question was raised by Leonid Brezhnev in the most straightforward 
and clear-cut manner.

In the FRG Leonid Brezhnev put forward new far-reaching proposals, 
which serve one aim—that of reaching a mutually acceptable agreement, of 
delivering Europe from the danger of nuclear conflagration. These pro
posals are addressed not only to the FRG and the other West European 
countries. They are also addressed to the United States in connection with

' Moscow TASS in English, Nov. 30, 1981; FBIS Daily Report, Dec. 1, 1981, vol. Ill, pp. 
G1-G3.
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the commencement in Geneva on November 30 of the Soviet-American 
talks on medium-range nuclear weapons in Europe.

The substance of the new Soviet proposals is as follows:
First, the Soviet Union has considerably complemented its earlier pro

posal on a moratorium on the deployment of new and the modernisation of 
existing medium-range nuclear weapons in Europe for the period while the 
talks on these types of weapons are under way. The Soviet side expressed 
readiness, provided the opposite side agrees to such a moratorium, to re
duce a certain part of its medium-range nuclear weapons in the European 
part of the USSR unilaterally, advancing towards the lower level on which 
the USSR and the USA could agree as a result of the talks.

Second, the Soviet Union's intention was stressed to advocate in the 
course of the Geneva talks radical reductions of medium-range nuclear 
weapons by both sides, not by tens but by hundreds of units. In so doing, of 
course, it is necessary to take account both of the American forward-based 
weapons and the corresponding nuclear weapons of Britain and France.

Third, the USSR would be prepared to reach agreement also on the com
plete renunciation by the two sides, the West and the East, of all the types of 
medium-range nuclear weapons aimed at targets in Europe.

Moreover, as Leonid Brezhnev stressed, the Soviet Union favours in gen
eral that in the long run there be no nuclear weapons—either medium-range 
or tactical ones—in Europe. This would be a truly "zero option," fair for all 
sides.

The proposals put forward by Leonid Brezhnev are a programme for scal
ing down nuclear weapons in Europe. They accord with the aspirations of 
all peoples, with the demands o f the broacJ masses declaring against the 
threat of nuclear war.

It is expected in the Soviet Union that the West, above all the United 
States, will give full and objective consideration to the fresh Soviet initia
tives.

On the basis of the conversations conducted by Leonid Brezhnev, the 
Soviet delegation at the Soviet-American talks has been given correspond
ing instructions.

The question of nuclear weapons in Europe is not only the question of the 
future of the continent, of the destinies of hundreds of millions of people liv
ing on it. This is also a question of the destinies of universal peace. The 
Soviet Union advocates seeking at the table of negotiations a solution that 
would not prejudice the security of any side, while lowering the level of 
military confrontation in Europe.

But it would be an illusion to hope that such a decision will come by itself. 
The USA and its main allies in NATO have so far manifested no desire to 
seek mutually acceptable agreement in the spirit of realism, on the basis of 
the principle of equality and equal security. The talks in Bonn provided 
fresh indication that substantive differences remain in the positions of the 
Soviet Union and NATO, including the FRG, on the question of medium- 
range nuclear weapons in Europe.

Judging by many indications, the dominant powers in NATO, above all 
the USA, are as before staking on getting military advantages for them
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selves, actually on the Soviet Unions unilateral disarmament. As Leonid 
Brezhnev firmly and explicitly declared, including during his visit to the 
FRG, the Soviet Union will not agree to this. The Soviet people, the Com
munist Party will never forego the security interests of our country, of our 
allies and friends. The peoples of Europe, the American people, all who 
cherish the cause of disarmament and peace should know this. And this 
should also be realised by the responsible leaders of the Western states.

One of the main conclusions, which follows from Leonid Brezhnev's talks 
in the FRG, is that states, irrespective of their social system and of participa
tion in one military alliance or another, should make every effort and con
tinue to work jointly for the sake of strengthening peace, restoring the cli
mate of detente and trust. It is important that this should be a pointer for the 
practical policy of all states.

Leonid Brezhnev s talks in Bonn brought out the coincidence of the Soviet 
Union s and the FRG's views on the importance of maintaining political dia
logue between states in the complicated international conditions.

The CPSU and the Soviet state believed and continue to believe that 
every country which is aware of its responsibility for the course of interna
tional developments should do everything within its power to create a polit
ical atmosphere favouring the successful conduct of talks and the develop
ment of dialogue.

As for the dialogue between the USSR and the USA, the Soviet Union's 
position on this score was defined quite clearly, primarily at the 26th CPSU 
Congress. It stands for such a dialogue.

The political bureau of the CPSU Central Committee, the Presidium of 
the USSR Supreme Soviet and the USSR Council of Ministers highly evalu
ate the results achieved in the course of the visit as far as the development of 
bilateral Soviet-West German relations is concerned. They give a fresh vig
orous impetus to the development of good-neighbourly, peaceful coopera
tion between the USSR and the FRG in various fields. On the eve of the visit 
the ' gas-pipes" contract was signed. It is the biggest project in this century in 
solving energy problems within the framework of Europe. Together with 
the other projects, agreed upon or being examined by the sides, it forms a 
solid basis for a consistent growth of mutually beneficial relations extending 
beyond the limits of the twentieth century.

In the course of the talks and in the joint communique adopted by the 
sides it was stressed that favourable development of economic cooperation, 
meeting mutual interests, has a positive effect on relations between states as 
a whole and can contribute to international stability and strengthening 
peace.

As a result of the visit, the leaders of the Soviet Union and the FRG reaf
firmed that both states would continue to follow the historic road paved in 
the relations between the USSR and the FRG by the Moscow treaty, and in 
the relations between all participatory states of the Conference on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe—by the Helsinki Final Act.

The Soviet leadership gave instructions to the corresponding ministries, 
departments and organizations to the effect that the accords stemming from 
the talks and conversations of Leonid Brezhnev in the FRG on the develop-
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ment of cooperation in the trade, economic, scientific, technological, cul
tural and other fields should be strictly implemented in their full volume.

The Soviet people have every reason to feel profoundly satisfied with the 
results of Leonid Brezhnev s visit to the FRG. The Leninist foreign policy of 
the CPSU and the Soviet state, pursued in close coordination with the fra
ternal socialist countries, has again demonstrated its adherence to peace, its 
scope and initiative, convincingly influencing the minds and hearts of peo
ple.

The international activities of the Soviet Union for the good of the secur
ity and progress of the peoples, detente, the curbing of the arms race, and 
also Leonid Brezhnev's personal contribution to the achievement of these 
great goals contribute to the strengthening throughout the world of the will 
to preserve peace, this supreme asset of human civilization, and to work for 
it actively and every day.

Practice shows that the stronger and more insistently the voice of the peo
ples and various public forces and circles resounds in defence of peace, the 
better the chance that this struggle will be crowned with success. The results 
of Leonid Brezhnev's visit to the FRG extend the possibilities for the struggle 
for continued peace to become even more effective and add to the peoples' 
confidence that even the most complex international problems can be re
solved.

Address by the Assistant Secretary of State for Oceans and 
International Environmental and Scientific Affairs (Malone): 
Nuclear Cooperation and Nonproliferation Strategy [Ex
tract], December 1, 1981 '

Today I would like to review for you the progress of the Administration's 
nuclear cooperation and nonproliferation policy since President Reagan's 
July 16 general statement on this subject.* I know that most of you are famil
iar with that document and have followed closely the speeches and policy 
statements of other Administration representatives over the past several 
months. Therefore, I felt that, after some brief general comments on the 
principles that are guiding our approach, it would probably be most useful 
at this point for you to have a preliminary report on a number of the specific 
cases with which we have been dealing and to hear how the Administration 
believes each individual case fits into its overall policy framework.

The past year has been an exciting time for those of us who have been in
volved in the evolution of a new American strategy on nuclear cooperation 
and nonproliferation. One result of our efforts has been the initiation of a 
heightened level of exchange between nuclear industry and the government. 
This is something that we will need to pursue and strengthen from both 
sides. For our part, we recognize that national and world public opinion

’ Dept, of State Current Policy No. 354. The address was delivered to the annual conference 
of the Atomic Industrial Forum in San Francisco.

’ Ante.
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about our policies will make a decisive contribution to their success or fail
ure. Public judgment will be formed in the first instance by a process of de
bate and discussion among those, like you, who have a special knowledge 
of, and involvement in, these issues. And we also recognize that, for the suc
cess of its decision-making process, the nuclear industry of the United States 
must be confident that it has a solid understanding of the direction of its 
government s nuclear policies.

Principles Guiding U.S. Approach

At the outset I want to lay to rest one possible misperception, entertained 
in some quarters, of the bottom line on U.S. nonproliferation policy. It is, of 
course, true that we intend to enhance the international competitiveness of 
U.S. nuclear exports by all appropriate means. Assisting U.S. firms to com
pete on a more equal, nondiscriminatory basis with nuclear suppliers from 
other countries in meeting peaceful nuclear power needs is not only a legiti
mate activity of any U.S. administration, it is one to which the present occu- 
pant of the White House has directed the urgent attention of the several 
agencies involved.

It is also true that, in contrast to the uniform approach that held sway 
previously, our approach will be a more differentiated one. It was, perhaps, 
natural that over the years there arose a tendency in U.S. nonproliferation 
and nuclear export policy to seek to treat all customers alike and to expect 
that the inflexible and nondiscriminatory rule of law that guides our affairs 
at home could somehow be universally applied to regulate our decisions on 
nuclear exports. Of course, in the real world, it turns out that potential cus
tomers for our nuclear exports are characterized by an extreme disparity in 
their non-proliferation merit and run the gamut from those countries whose 
sense of responsibility on this issue is no less than our own to those with 
whom we could not consider nuclear cooperation at all. It is precisely this 
diversity that our new policy is designed to recognize in full.

However, it is most definitely not true—and this is a point to which I par
ticularly want to draw your attention—that the Reagan Administration is 
less concerned than its predecessors about the threat of nuclear prolifera
tion. There is no more terrifying prospect than that nuclear arms might one 
day be in the hands of a government that would seek its desperate ends by 
using them. The imperatives of our own security on this score are self-evi
dent: For the United States there is no alternative to a full commitment to 
preventing the further spread of nuclear weapons.

In our bilateral discussions on matters of nuclear commerce and non-pro
liferation—which I will examine in more detail shortly—it has been clear to 
our counterparts from other countries that the Reagan Administration's ori
entation on this critical issue extends forward the straight line of American 
policy concern that goes back to the beginning of the atomic age. In our 
confidential diplomatic exchanges, the concrete direction of our policy is 
necessarily more fully and candidly revealed than in public statements by 
government officials. It should be evident to those who keep a close watch 
on the public results of such meetings and who can read carefully between 
the lines that there is no indication from this quarter that the United States
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may be dropping its guard or relaxing its concern about the need to avert 
nuclear proliferation. Quite the contrary.

While our concern is in no way diminished, our approach, as you know, 
has been significantly altered in several regards. A few moments ago, I men
tioned our intention to reestablish the competitiveness of American nuclear 
exports. Maintaining the economic health of this major industry is in itself a 
very important objective, both for the domestic energy role the industry 
must be in a position to play over the next decades and for the overall con
tribution we need it to make to the economy with regard to jobs and our 
balance of trade.

But the really decisive consideration is the fact that, in order to influence 
the development of nuclear energy around the world, in order to insure that 
that development is proliferation safe, we must be a leading participant in it. 
If we are not, not only do we risk the progressive atrophy of this country's 
technological capabilities, the loss of jobs at home and the weakening of our 
payments position, we also risk that countries will go their own ways in 
matters of nuclear development to the detriment of our nonproliferation ob
jectives. U.S. leadership has played a key role in raising international 
awareness about nuclear proliferation and in helping to create a system that 
is able to give governments a real measure of confidence that their neighbors 
are not building nuclear weapons. It is important to realize that the critical 
factor in enabling the United States to make such a contribution has not in 
the first instance been the correctness of our position but rather the influence 
we were able to muster by virtue of our role as a technology and trade 
leader in international nuclear commerce.

Unfortunately, there is a recurring tendency to turn away from the com
plex and difficult burdens of involvement—to adopt an above-the-battle 
stance in which the United States is more concerned with insuring that its 
own hands are clean than with coping with the threat of proliferation as it 
exists in an often messy and complex world—but in the long run we have in
evitably found such an attitude to be unrealistic. The Reagan Administra
tion s nuclear export policy is a return to realism.

With the foregoing description of our policy's conceptual basis in mind, I 
would now like to turn to a review of several of the specific country-related 
issues that have been prominent on our agenda over the past months.
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Statement by the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Interna
tional Security Policy (Perle) Before the Senate Committee 
on Armed Services: Arms Control Negotiations With the 
Soviet Union, December 1, 1981 ^

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. With your permission, I will read 
the statment, which I wrote as a summary.

Mr. Chairman, there is no committee before which I am more pleased to 
appear and no subject I would rather address than the issue which brings me 
here today, national security and arms control. It is an issue that I was privi
leged to work on for this committee during the negotiations that led to the 
SALT I agreements * and the SALT II Treaty.® I need hardly say that the 
judgment of this committee that the latter treaty was not in the national se
curity interest of the United States is a view that has come to be shared by 
the administration.

I remember well the Senate Armed Services Committee deliberations on 
the SALT II Treaty. The hearings held by the committee were serious and 
thorough. They challenged the executive branch witnesses to make a case 
that in the end the committee judged they were unable to make persuasively.

I hope and trust that you will hold this administration to the same high 
standard of public policy that you sought to impose on the last. And I hope 
and believe that this administration will benefit from the committee s wis
dom and experience in these matters. I look forward to a process of consul
tation between us, the end result of which will be, I am sure, a deeper under
standing of these issues than either branch could achieve alone.

Unlike the technical issues that attend the selection of one weapons sys
tems over another or those matters of national priority that resolve into lev
els of defense spending, clarity about the role of arms control in our national 
defense is as crucial as confusion about it is pervasive.

If we are wrong about the purchase of a plane or a missile or a ship or if 
we spend too little for national defense, the effectiveness and capability of 
our forces will be diminished for however long it takes to recognize our er
ror and correct it.

But if we harbor illusions about our adversary and build policies of dis
armament upon those illusions, if we sign treaties that create the impression 
but not the reality that our adversaries have joined us in a search for re
straint and accommodation, we will set in motion the trends of history that 
weapons procurement and budget levels may prove powerless to arrest.

It is now 12 years since the first round of the SALT I negotiations began in 
Helsinki, Finland. On the 12th anniversary of the opening of those talks, the 
United States finds itself embarking on negotiations with the Soviet Union 
aimed at limiting the arsenals of our two countries.

' Arms Control Policy, Planning and Negotiating: Hearings . ., July 21, 24; December 1, 
1981, pp. 92-97.

 ̂ For the SALT I agreements, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff.
’ Ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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In the intervening 12 years a generation of Americans then in the first 
grade has graduated from high school and a generation of government offi
cials has had the benefit of an education about arms control with the Soviet 
Union. I want to take a moment today to discuss some of what we have 
learned and how we in the Department of Defense intend to apply those les
sons to the negotiations that lie before us.

I should say at once that a long and dismal history of disarmament pre
ceded the lessons of the past dozen years. It was a history in which there was 
little in the way of disarmament that was worthy of the name, a history of 
disarmament that may be properly described as little more than the story of 
unsuccessful attempts to bring it about.

I hope I may be forgiven for beginning on a note of skeptic, but the task 
before us is long and hard, and we will not make the job easier or our poli
cies wiser by ignoring what has come before or romanticizing about what is 
yet to come. We have learned the last 12 years that Soviet willingness to 
negotiate is not the same as and must not be confused with Soviet willing
ness to accommodate.

The Soviets have demonstrated a capacity to negotiate on arms control 
while building precisely those nuclear forces that are the subject of negotia
tion. Whatever they may say about the illegitimacy of negotiating from 
strength, it is standard Soviet practice to do so. Thus, it is hardly surprising 
that Soviet spending on strategic forces actually increased in the period fol
lowing the SALT I agreement. From two times U.S. spending prior to 1972, 
Soviet spending on strategic forces increased to three times ours in the years 
following the 1972 agreements.

Indeed, if one compares United States and Soviet strategic forces over the 
period during which we have been negotiating strategic arms limitations, 
the picture that emerges is one of a dramatic shift in the strategic balance. 
Twelve years ago the United States was substantially ahead of the Soviet 
Union in virtually every indicator of strategic power except the number of 
warheads. Now, 12 years later, the Soviets are ahead of us in each of those 
same indicators except the number of warheads. And if current trends con
tinue, as they are likely to do, it is only a matter of time before the Soviets 
will surpass us in numbers of warheads as well.

A dozen years ago all three major elements of our strategic Triad were 
survivable, even under the most pessimistic assumptions about Soviet 
strength and American weakness. Today our land-based missiles have be
come vulnerable to Soviet attack and our bombers face increasingly formid
able air defenses that raise serious questions about their ability to penetrate 
and reach their targets. The strategic balance is less favorable and more un
certain now than it was then.

And all of this has taken place with arms control talks in virtually contin
uous session. The United States now faces the prospect of vast expendi
tures—on the order of $180 billion—not to acquire strategic superiority, 
which is not our goal, but to restore and protect the security and effective
ness of our strategic deterrent.

I would point out that our experience since SALT I got underway has 
shown that the Soviets have tried, and have in large measure succeeded, to
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negotiate arms control agreements that permit the continued growth of their 
strategic forces. The principal argument of the Nixon administration that 
the SALT I interim agreement would halt the momentum of the Soviet 
buildup was proven false as the Soviets continued greatly to increase their 
forces within the confines of the agreement.

This was accomplished in a number of ways. I will mention only one. 
You will recall that the interim agreement contained limitations on the num
ber of launchers for strategic missiles and on the volume by which existing 
launchers could be increased. This latter limitation was intended to preclude 
the substitution of larger or heavy missiles for smaller or light ones.

Shortly after the agreement was signed, the Soviets began to flight test the 
new missile, the SS-19, that had a volume very substantially larger than the 
missile that it replaced. In fact, the SS-19 was so much larger than the mis
sile it replaced that Secretary of Defense Laird regarded it as a heavy missile 
and considered its deployment a violation of the agreement.

When the precise language of the agreement was reviewed, it became ap
parent that the Soviets had succeeded in building into the agreement a loop
hole that left the United States with no effective recourse. The end result was 
a threefold increase in the throw-weight of the Soviet light missiles and an 
eventual sixfold increase in the number of warheads deployed on those mis
siles.

What had been advertised as a freeze on the Soviet ICBM force gave way 
to a thaw which was followed by a flood of increased Soviet strategic of
fensive power. And it is that force which is deployed today that has 
rendered our Minuteman missiles vulnerable and imposed on this Nation 
the burden to respond at a cost of many tens of billions of dollars.

One searches in vain, Mr. Chairman, for evidence that the continuing 
Soviet buildup has been deflected or diminished by the provisions of the 
SALT I or SALT II agreements. Of course, it can be argued that in the ab
sence of either or both these agreements, the increase in Soviet strategic 
forces would have been even larger and our situation today would be even 
worse. Indeed, it was the essence of the last administration's arguments for 
that SALT II Treaty, that the number of Soviet weapons permitted under it, 
as high as that was, would have been even higher without it.

Yet that argument assumes that the absence of an agreement would, in it
self, lead the Soviets to go on building strategic forces surplus to their needs, 
mindlessly adding weapon upon weapons, building for building's sake. In 
my judgment, no such assumption is warranted. The Soviets plan the evolu
tion of their strategic forces in order to meet their strategic objectives. They 
certainly prefer to meet those objectives within the confines of negotiated 
agreements.

But everything we know of the development of Soviet arms control 
negotiating strategy reinforces the conclusion that they only accept limita
tions that accommodate their plans and objectives.

There is no persuasive evidence of which I am aware that any of the 
agreements they have negotiated have caused them to change their plans or 
alter their objectives.
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In light of our experience, I believe that we ought to measure success in 
arms control not by comparing the levels agreed upon with the inevitably 
higher levels the Soviets could build in the absence of an agreement, but by 
comparison with the levels of forces actually deployed when the agreement 
takes effect.

In other words, our objective ought to be reductions from current Soviet 
force levels and the test in any agreement ought to be whether it diminishes 
the threat posed by Soviet forces in being to the United States and its allies. 
If we reason in the future as we have in the past, we will end up with agree
ments whose principal effect is to legitimize menacingly large Soviet deploy
ments.

I believe that the term '"cosmetic" aptly describes the arms control agree
ments of the recent past, 'Having the power to beautify" is the definition my 
dictionary gives of 'cosmetic," and I should think that the last thing we 
would desire to do is beautify the massive nuclear arsenal the Soviets have 
so intently acquired.

If we are to avoid cosmetic agreements in the future, we must insist that 
any arms control agreement with the Soviets must diminish the Soviet 
threat to us and our allies in ways that are measurable and militarily signifi
cant.

The first plenary session of the negotiations on intermediate-range 
nuclear forces took place earlier this morning in Geneva. In those negotia
tions, it is the purpose of the United States to obviate the requirement for 
the requirement [sic] for the deployment of Pershing II and ground-launched 
cruise missiles in Europe by persuading the Soviet Union to dismantle the 
several hundred land-based missiles they have already deployed.

In his speech a few days ago. President Reagan made a historic offer to 
the Soviet Union. He proposed that if the Soviets would dismantle their 
SS-4, SS-5, and SS-20 missiles, the United States would cancel plans, agreed 
upon by the North Atlantic Treaty Organization in December 1979, to de
ploy some 572 comparable missiles in several allied countries.'*

The President has proposed a balance in intermediate-range land-based 
missiles at a level that is equal and fair to both sides because it is zero for 
both sides. There is no other number that would better serve the interests of 
peace or better meet the aspirations of people the world over whose desire 
for genuine disarmament has found no fertile ground in past history.

For the past several years, the Soviets have been deploying modem, accu
rate, multiple-warhead missiles that can strike NATO s deterrent forces in a 
matter of minutes. Today, the United States has no comparable missiles in 
Europe.

If we are successful in the Geneva negotiations, that will remain the case. 
If we are not, we shall implement fully NATO's decision to respond to the 
Soviet deployment of SS-20 missiles, of which there are now over 250 de
ployed, each with three warheads, by the deployment of 572 ground-based 
cruise and Pershing II missiles.

* Ante, Nov. 18. For the Dec. 1979 NATO plans, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp.
817-819.
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I have had the privilege in recent months to chair NATO s high-level 
group which some weeks ago completed and forwarded to the Defense Min
isters meeting in Gleneagles, Scotland, two reports on which these negotia
tions will rely. These reports achieved a high degree of consensus within the 
alliance, and they point clearly to the need to modernize NATO s theater 
nuclear forces in the face of a growing Soviet deployment and a growing 
Soviet theater nuclear threat.

The decision to respond to the Soviet deployment of recent years is now 
being implemented with a high degree of solidarity among the Allies who 
made that decision 2 years ago. And despite protests and demonstrations in 
Europe, the program is on schedule and will lead to an initial deployment in 
December 1983.

I believe it is clear that our effort to conclude the Geneva negotiations 
with the treaty reflecting the President s proposal depends fundamentally on 
the continuing resolve of the alliance to proceed with its own deployment. 
And I am confident that it will do so.

In the Geneva negotiations, we will also seek limitations on some Soviet 
systems of shorter range. A failure to limit them by numerical ceilings and 
other limitations would leave an agreement eliminating the Soviet SS-4, 
SS-5, and SS-20 missiles hopelessly vulnerable to circumvention, for the fact 
is that the Soviets can cover some 85 percent of the NATO targets assigned 
to the SS-20 with the shorter-range SS-22 if they are deployed in sufficient 
numbers and moved forward on Warsaw Pact territory. The SS-X-23, while 
shorter in range than the SS-22, can still strike much of European NATO— 
as much as 50 percent—when forward deployed.

At Geneva, we will make it plain to the Soviets that any treaty agreed 
upon must include verification measures that will almost certainly go 
beyond the national technical means of verification on which the less com
plex agreements of the past have relied.

The Geneva negotiations will not be easy. They will take time.
The Soviets never make concessions quickly, and they never make them 

easily. It will take firm resolve and great patience to achieve success. When 
one recalls that it took a full 10 years to get the Soviets to honor their war
time treaty obligation to withdraw the Red Army from postwar Austria, it 
is clear that in dealing with the Soviets patience and resolve have their own 
rewards.

Sometimes in the past, we have made the mistake of presenting proposals to 
the Soviets only to abandon them when they met with Soviet resistance. In 
March 1977, Secretary of State Vance made proposals to the Soviets for re
ductions in strategic forces that were withdrawn a mere 6 weeks later.® Each 
subsequent new American proposal was more generous than the last. And 
in the end, the treaty that resulted could not obtain support in the Senate 
sufficient for ratification.

The year 1977 belongs to the history from which we have learned, to the 
experience from which we, as a Nation, have graduated. We will not repeat

* For documents on these proposals, see ibid., 1977, pp. 170-191, 199-211.
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that mistake. We have gone to Geneva with a proposal that we can defend, 
and defend it we will.

There has been speculation in the press that Paul Nitze has left for Geneva 
with a fallback position to be tabled in the event that the Soviets do not em
brace the President's proposal. I can assure you that these reports are false. 
We have learned from bitter experience that nothing would so dash our 
hopes for the successful negotiation of our proposal as a briefcase full of 
positions to which we are ready to fall back.

I believe that we will succeed in Geneva if we are firm and deliberate, if 
we stand by the substance of our proposals. That substance is fair and equit
able. It must not be sacrificed to the negotiation.

If I may, I should like to conclude with the reflection on an earlier negoti
ation of one of the participants in it. The words are those of Sir Samuel 
Hoare. The negotiation took place in Munich in 1938: Writing later in his 
memoirs. Sir Samuel had this to say:

Like [Chamberlain], I had been caught up in the toils of a critical 
negotiation. The longer it went on and the more serious the issue be
came, the more anxious I grew to see it succeed. This is almost always 
the course of negotiations. As they proceed, the parties in them become 
increasingly obsessed with the need to prevent their final failure. If they 
are to continue, it is necessary to make concessions and one concession 
almost invariably leads to another.

The time comes when the question has to be faced: Is the substance 
being sacrificed to the negotiation, and is it not better to admit failure 
rather than to make further proposals and concessions? Throughout 
the Munich discussions, I often asked myself whether the slide into sur
render had not started.

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my prepared testimony.

Statement by the Under-Secretary of State for Management 
(Kennedy) Before the Senate Committee on Foreign Rela
tions: Safeguards of the International Atomic Energy Agen
cy, December 2, 1981 '

It is important, at the outset, to understand what International Atomic 
Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards are and what they are not. They are a 
system of procedures including records, reports, and inspections by which 
the IAEA can verify that specified material and facilities are not being 
diverted from their declared peaceful purposes. IAEA safeguards are a criti
cal and indispensable component of the worldwide non-proliferation effort, 
but they are not the totality of that effort.

IAEA safeguards are, principally, a detection and warning rather than a 
prevention or reaction mechanism. The IAEA has no capability to physic
ally prevent diversion and has limited enforcement authority. It has no

’ Department of State Bulletin, Feb. 1982, pp. 56-69.
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authority or capability to search for nuclear activities away from defined 
locations. And IAEA safeguards do not involve political judgments by the 
IAEA as to the dependability or sincerity of non-proliferation commitments.

There are clear limitations on how the IAEA can fulfill the specific tasks 
with which it is entrusted. The Agency does not have power, for example, 
to demand plant shutdowns. The Agency's rights on a range of specific 
questions, such as designation of inspectors, are subject to limitations. Sub
stantial amounts of information received or collected by the IAEA are classi
fied and, thus, not publicly releaseable by the Agency.

These points have sometimes been cited as criticisms of the IAEA. How
ever, the general limitations on the Agency's role are simply facts of interna
tional relations, understood from the outset by all concerned. The safe
guards system entails a unique compromise of sovereign rights by many na
tions, and it is certainly no surprise that this compromise is subject to spe
cific limitations. We must assure that these safeguards do accomplish their 
defined role, while pursuing other elements of nonproliferation policy such 
as intelligence efforts, security relationships, treaty commitments—particu
larly the NPT—[Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty] * restraint in supply of 
sensitive nuclear material and technology, and upgrading national physical 
protection capabilities to deal with aspects of the problem not addressed by 
IAEA safeguards.

With regard to the specific safeguards rights and activities of the IAEA 
and to the question of the Agency's effectiveness, I do not believe an ab
stract listing of limitations is the best approach to analysis or evaluation. 
Rather, we should ask the following questions:

• Does the IAEA have an adequate legal basis for application of effective 
safeguards?

• Do the detailed arrangements reflect an appropriate balance of effec
tiveness of safeguards and protection of the valid economic, safety, and pro
prietary interests of the operators?

• Does the IAEA have the motivation, means, and capabilities to imple
ment reasonably effective safeguards?

• Does the political context in which IAEA safeguards operate allow the 
effective implementation of its inspection, analysis, and reporting func
tions?

I believe the answer to all these questions is, generally, yes. But actual in- 
the-field application, while improving, is uneven and often falls short of 
what should, in principle, be done. It has taken sustained efforts by the 
United States and other interested countries to achieve the progress, to date, 
and there are problems and weaknesses which need further work to improve 
the Agency's effectiveness and to keep pace with nuclear power develop
ments.

Background and Considerations

The IAEA's task has been rapidly changing, both quantitatively and qual

* The treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465. These and fol
lowing brackets are in the source text.
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itatively. IAEA safeguards were initially applied mainly to research reac
tors, then to an increasing number of power reactors. The safeguards task in 
the case of research reactors and light water moderated power reactors was 
relatively straightforward: the counting and identification of a modest num
ber of discrete fuel elements. Also, exact technical standards for safeguards 
were not provided.

In recent years, safeguards have been applied to a rapidly increasing num
ber of states and facilities. Perhaps, more importantly, some of the safe
guarded facilities have presented a much more complex safeguards problem. 
Large amounts of material in various forms are present in or flow through 
'l^ulk handling" facilities. In particular, fuel fabrication, reprocessing, and 
enrichment plants pose substantial challenges for safeguards. On-line re
fueled power reactors pose more complex safeguards problems than do 
other types, because of continuous fuel movements. The political context of 
safeguards has also, in some ways, become more sensitive, particularly with 
the spread of significant nuclear facilities to regions of possible proliferation 
risk.

The U.S. effort in the safeguards area has had several main components.

First, we have engaged in a concerted effort over several years to persuade 
the Agency to design its safeguards approaches to counter specific diversion 
scenarios. We also have supported the establishment of safeguards detection 
goals, in terms of quantities and times. Only with such goals can uniform 
and effective safeguards procedures be established. This effort has largely 
succeeded. The IAEA has adopted this diversion-scenario orientation and a 
very demanding set of goals. These goals are, to some degree, arbitrary and 
are not accepted, or even appropriate, as formal requirements. Their use, 
however, represents clear progress in the IAEA's concept of its task.

Second, we have pressed for more regular and self-critical analysis by the 
Agency Secretariat of Inspection results. We believe this is crucial both to 
identification of necessary improvements and to informative reporting by 
the IAEA to its Board of Governors. A major step in this connection was the 
establishment, in the last few years, of a highly competent internal evalua
tion unit and the preparation of an annual safeguards implementation re
port. This report provides extensive information on safeguards activities at 
specific facility types, on the degree of achievement of objectives, and on 
improvements needed. The Director General has increased his specific re
porting to the Board of Governors on matters of safeguards interest.

Third, we have supported a sharp increase in safeguards resources. The 
increase in the safeguards staff has been very rapid over the last several 
years, going from 100 in 1976 to 220 in 1981. The budget for safeguards has 
increased from $6.4 million to $25 million in that period. An extensive U.S. 
program of technical support to the IAEA is now paying off in the procure
ment and field use of some 10 types of safeguards instruments, as well as in 
the application of various systems studies, data handling systems, and 
standardization efforts. This support program has helped to induce several 
other countries, including the United Kingdom, Germany, Canada, and the 
Soviet Union, to institute similar measures.
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Other elements of our effort have included support for appointment of 
competent and highly motivated staff. In this connection, we are pleased 
that the IAEA has recently appointed an extremely capable Director Gen
eral, Mr. Hans Blix of Sweden, to succeed the long-time distinguished Direc
tor General Dr. Sigvard Eklund. The United States also makes diplomatic 
approaches to encourage other countries to increase their support of effec
tive IAEA safeguards.

Effectiveness of Safeguards

When cooperation in peaceful nuclear power started in a serious way in 
the late 1950s, the United States made extensive supply arrangements which 
provided us rights to inspect the supplied items to assure that they had not 
been diverted from peaceful purposes. The IAEA was established in 1957 
and empowered to apply safeguards to items supplied through it and in 
other cases as requested. The IAEA's safeguards rights and responsibilities 
are not set out in a single worldwide instrument but are established under 
agreements between individual states and the IAEA. These can be either tri
lateral agreements—a supplier, a recipient, and the IAEA—or bilateral 
agreements, involving only the inspected state and the IAEA. Since the en
try into force of the nonproliferation treaty, over 100 states have concluded 
bilateral safeguards agreements with the IAEA covering all nuclear activities 
in the state.

Safeguards agreements pursuant to the NPT all closely follow an ex
tensively negotiated model agreement.® It provides an adequate basis for 
safeguards application. It also provides various provisions which deal with 
potential concerns of operators. The older guidelines for non-NPT type 
agreements are less specific on many points such as objectives of safeguards. 
These agreements do not limit inspection man-days. Some early agreements 
had deficiencies such as inadequate provisions with regard to duration of 
the agreement. Such deficiencies have been corrected in recent non-NPT 
agreements, and we are satisfied that they, too, provide an adequate basis 
for safeguards application.

Under either type of safeguards agreement, more detailed safeguards ar
rangements are worked out for individual facilities. These, unlike the basic 
agreements, are not public documents. Our understanding is that provisions 
in these ''facility attachments" have evolved and improved over time; for 
example, older ones, in some cases, did not provide explicitly for use of safe
guards equipment such as cameras. Parties to these early agreements, how
ever, have generally accepted that technical advances should be applied 
under existing agreements. Also, these documents can be amended by the 
state and IAEA, and the IAEA frequently requests such updating. We be
lieve that this updating has had considerable success. Nevertheless, im
provement of some old arrangements still is necessary.

Based on our present understanding, recent and updated facility attach
ments are designed to address the relevant diversion scenarios and do pro
vide the IAEA with adequate rights and means to apply safeguards. For

’ See ibid., 1971, pp. 218-244.
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example, at several bulk handling facilities continuous inspection is permit
ted.

Criticism of Legal Provisions

That inspected States must agree to the designation of individual in
spectors has been presented as a major defect. We do not believe this is the 
case. Operators or inspected States have a legitimate interest in being able to 
avoid the designation of individuals objectionable to them, for instance, for 
physical security reasons. In fact, the U.S. Senate considered this provision 
to be an important protection for the United States under our own safe
guards agreement with the IAEA.

Safeguards agreements also contain a provision protecting against over
use of the right to refuse designation of an inspector. In practice, designation 
of inspectors has not been a widespread or serious problem to the IAEA and 
has not prevented inspections of any State or facility. However, the Direc
tor General has reported to the Board that delays in acceptance of inspec
tors, in some instances, have complicated the IAEA's task by preventing 
optimal use of manpower.

Staff and Budget

With regard to the motivation, resources, and capability of the IAEA to 
apply effective safeguards, I have outlined the increases in staff and budget. 
A measure of the adequacy of the resources available is the comparison of 
inspection provisions in facility attachments to actual implemented inspec
tions. Of those inspection man-days provided in the facility attachments, 
only about 50% have been implemented in the last year due, in large part, 
to resource limitations. This is a situation clearly needing improvement. The 
IAEA projects approximately 70% implementation in the next year or two, 
and we strongly support efforts toward that end.

The top management of the IAEA is highly competent and motivated, 
and there are many excellent and committed staff at all levels. But as with 
any large organization, improvements can be made to assure against signifi
cant mistakes or omissions by the staff in conducting inspections and analy
sis. It is important that adequate redundancies and crosschecks are built into 
the system. While more remains to be done, the IAEA is making progress in 
this regard. The establishment of the evaluation unit mentioned earlier is a 
case in point. We expect the new Director General to continue the improve
ments of IAEA efficiency and effectiveness.

Political Considerations

The political context for IAEA safeguards also is critical. There are many 
considerations such as degree of cooperation from inspected states, any vul
nerability of individual inspectors to political pressure, ability of IAEA 
management to resist possible pressure from inspected states on specific 
points, and general support of safeguards functions by the Board of Gov
ernors. Detailed discussion of each of these factors is not possible in the time 
available. The overall situation with regard to such factors, however, is 
good. Inspected states, generally, are quite cooperative. In those cases
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where a state may not be cooperative, the Director General can have confi
dence he will be backed by a large majority of the Board of Governors. The 
Board plays a very important role in policymaking, and its present size and 
composition allows effective functioning. The IAEA staff performs well in 
terms of reporting to the Board on difficulties encountered. The Secretariat 
also is able to resist pressure to dismiss individual inspectors and, thus, to 
provide reasonable job security.

Differences between the developing and developed countries increasingly 
are evident in the IAEA. The G-77 [Group of 77] countries are pressing for 
expansion of the Board of Governors, increased technical assistance funded 
as a regular budget item, and more hiring of individuals from developing 
countries for positions within the IAEA Secretariat. Where the developing 
countries can make a reasonable case for change, such as in more considera
tion of qualified individuals from these countries in Agency appointments, 
we should be responsive. But we must also make clear, from the start, our 
opposition to changes which would weaken the IAEA's ability to perform its 
functions. We have opposed changing the current voluntary funding of 
technical assistance, and we have opposed any further expansion of the 
Board.

We need to resist the intrusion into IAEA matters of extraneous political 
factors, as occurred last September when the general conference debated 
whether to suspend Israel from the Agency. Such politicization, ultimately, 
could threaten the ability of the Agency to perform its tasks and, especially, 
its vital safeguards mission. For now, however, these disputes have not 
undermined safeguards, and we are guardedly optimistic that a large major
ity of IAEA Member States will continue to recognize that an effective IAEA 
is in their own security interest and is an indispensable requirement for the 
expanded international nuclear commerce many of them seek.

Conclusion

It is sometimes suggested that there is a contradiction between the safe
guards and 'promotional" functions of the IAEA. I do not believe this so. 
The Agency is not an operator of activities which it safeguards, nor does it 
have an economic interest in them. The "promotional" programs provide 
basic information in areas such as reactor safety, waste management, or 
reactor siting, or involve relatively modest technical assistance projects. 
These programs are one way of implementing Article IV of the Nuclear 
Nonproliferation Treaty which committed the developed countries to aid 
the developing ones in acquiring the benefits of nuclear energy. In the eyes 
of many of these developing countries such participation and assistance, 
therefore, is a necessary part of the broader nonproliferation bargain. Thus, 
rather than weakening the safeguards system, so-called promotional pro
grams help to maintain the global political support that the system assumes.

President Reagan has made clear that we strongly support the IAEA. We 
must continue to recognize the unique nature and contribution of this inter
national body. We have taken various steps and plan to take still others to 
strengthen the Agency. Very important progress has been made by the
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IAEA in the recent past, but, it still confronts important problems. Our ob
jective, in support of the new Director General, must be to make it as good 
and effective an organization as possible, recognizing the continual need to 
do even better. I warmly welcome the past and present interest of this Com
mittee in IAEA safeguards and will work closely with you in the continued 
support and further improvement of this essential element of our nonprolif
eration effort.

Warsaw Pact Communique, December 2, 1981 ^

On 1-2 December 1981, a regular meeting of the Committee of Ministers 
of Foreign Affairs of the member states of the Warsaw Treaty on friendship 
cooperation and mutual assistance was held in Bucharest.

The meeting was attended by: Minister of Foreign Affairs of the People s 
Republic of Bulgaria Petur Mladenov, Minister 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, and Minister of 
Foreign Affairs of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic Bohuslav Chnoupek.

The meeting held an exchange of information and opinions, and exam
ined the state of the negotiations on questions of arms limitation and dis
armament and the progress of the Madrid meeting of the representatives of 
states-participants in the Conference on Security and Cooperation in 
Europe.

1. On behalf of their states, the ministers pointed out that the course of 
developments fully confirms the validity of the assessments and conclusions 
arrived at by the meeting of the Political Consultative Committee in War
saw in May 1980 * and at the meeting of the leaders of the Warsaw Treaty 
member-states in Moscow in December 1980 on the tendencies in the devel
opment of the international situation, as well as the big importance of the 
programmes and proposals put forward by these states to further the con
solidation of peace, international detente, discontinuance of the arms race, 
disarmament, and to broadening international cooperation.

They noted with profound concern the further deterioration of the inter
national climate, the rise of the military threat and of the danger to the free
dom and independence of peoples as a result of the activisation of the im
perialist policy of strength. In the process, they stressed the growing danger 
of the quickening pace and the growing scale of the arms race, especially 
nuclear; of the development and introduction into the arsenals of states of 
new types and systems of armaments; of the further increase in the military

' Moscow TASS in English, Dec. 1, 1981; FBIS Daily Report, Dec. 3, 1981, vol. Ill, pp. 
BB1-BB6.

 ̂ Documents on Disarmament, 1980, pp. 222-230.
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spending; of the growing role and influence of the military-industrial com
plex. It was also pointed out that in the development of military technology 
changes are at work capable of undermining international stability.

In this connection the participants of the meeting again noted the special 
threat posed by the NATO decision to deploy in Western Europe new 
American medium-range missiles,® of the U.S. decisions on the production 
of neutron weapons and on the broad programme of strategic rearmament 
with the clearly announced objective of achieving military superiority for it
self. All this is accompanied by the promotion of strategic doctrines threat
ening the very life of the European and other peoples—about the first 
nuclear strike capability, the possibility and acceptability of a 'limited 
nuclear war" in Europe. Negotiations on many important aspects of arms 
limitations and disarmament have been either discontinued or frozen.

2. The participants of the meeting pointed out that at the same time the 
policy of the imperialist reactionary forces opposed to detente faces growing 
opposition from peace-loving states, anti-imperialist progressive forces, the 
broadest segments of the public in the countries of Europe and other areas of 
the world. An outstanding role in the struggle for peace, preservation and 
deepening of detente, for disarmament and cooperation belongs to the 
socialist states.

An important factor in this struggle is also the actions of the nonaligned 
countries to prevent war, to consolidate the peace, to broaden the process of 
detente and to make its scope world-wide. In all states, on all continents 
political figures, parliament and public circles, broad segments of the popu
lation resolutely advocate peaceful, political settlements to all the conten
tious international issues, are becoming increasingly aware of the need to 
adopt without delay effective steps to avert the nuclear catastrophe. The 
massive anti-war and anti-missile demonstrations and actions for peace and 
disarmament in countries of Europe and elsewhere in the world have be
come the sign of the times.

States represented at the meeting consider that in the present conditions 
the paramount duty of each state, of each statesman with a sense of respon
sibility, is to exercise restraint, to make one s actions commensurate with 
man s vital need for the preservation and consolidation of peace, for using 
the material resources and scientific accomplishments not with the aim of 
exterminating people and destroying civilisation, but in the interests of re
solving socio-economic problems faced by the peoples, raising their well
being and contributing to the flourishing of their culture. They declare that 
the states and statesmen who are the first to resort to the use of nuclear 
weapons will commit the gravest crime against humanity.

The states represented at the meeting have not, have not had and will not 
have any strategic doctrine except the defensive one; have no, have not had 
and will not have the intention to build up a first nuclear strike capability. 
They do not aspire and will never aspire to military superiority. They have 
advocated and continue to advocate assuring through implementation of

® For this decision, see ibid., 1979, pp. 814-816.
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disarmament measures, a military balance at a lower level, reducing and li
quidating the military confrontation in Europe.

The states represented at the meeting are convinced that nobody will be 
able to win in the arms race and that the one who resolves to unleash a 
nuclear war in the hope of scoring a victory in it would incur a nuclear 
catastrophe upon mankind and would inevitably perish in it also. A nuclear 
war cannot be contained within certain bounds.

3. The participants of the meeting expressed the confidence that at pres
ent, as never before, the cessation without delay of the arms race and the 
passage over to substantial measures of disarmament, especially nuclear, is 
the most urgent task whose solution is indispensable for eliminating the 
military-political confrontation and the threat of war, for preserving and 
continuing the process of detente, for developing cooperation between 
countries.

They have reiterated the continued commitment of their countries to seek 
agreement on limiting, reducing or prohibiting any types of weapons—on a 
just and reciprocal basis. This is true with regard to nuclear armaments, all 
the types of weapons of mass destruction as well as conventional arma
ments. This is also true with regard to reducing the strength of the armed 
forces of states.

4. The participants of the meeting expressed in this connection the posi
tive attitude of their states to the resumption of the Soviet-American negoti
ations on the problem of medium-range nuclear means in Europe. In the 
context of the question of these negotiations, the significance was noted of 
the recent Soviet-West German summit meeting as an event contributing to 
strengthening the prerequisites for their holding.

The states represented at the meeting see the aim of the negotiations be
tween the USSR and the U.S., that have resumed at Geneva on 30 Novem
ber 1981, in consolidating the security of all the European states and peoples 
through a stable balance of forces in Europe at an increasingly lower level of 
nuclear armaments, in averting the threat hanging over the peoples of the 
continent. Achievement of this objective requires that account be taken of 
all the nuclear medium-range means in Europe (land- and sea-based missiles, 
aircraft carrying nuclear weapons), all the factors determining the strategic 
situation on the continent.

The creation of a more favourable atmosphere at the negotiations on the 
medium-range nuclear means would be facilitated by the establishment—for 
the duration of the negotiations—of a moratorium on the deployment in 
Europe of new and modernisation of the existing medium-range nuclear 
means of the two sides. The participants of the meeting noted as a construc
tive step the readiness expressed by the Soviet Union—if the other side also 
consents to the moratorium—to reduce, as an act of good will, unilaterally a 
part of its medium-range nuclear armaments in the European part of the 
USSR, moving to that lower level on which the USSR and the USA may 
agree as a result of the negotiations. The meeting also noted the big impor
tance of the Soviet Union s intention to work at the negotiations for a radi
cal reduction of the medium-range nuclear weapons on both sides in 
Europe.
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The states represented at the meeting also favour arriving at a decision 
that would envisage complete renunciation by both sides—the East and 
West—of all types of medium-range nuclear weapons trained on targets in 
Europe. They are also in favour of Europe eventually becoming totally free 
from nuclear weapons—both medium-range and tactical.

This is a sure way to eliminating the threat of war and consolidating 
peace in the European Continent. Considering that the problem of medium- 
range nuclear means in Europe concerns all the European peoples and that 
as a result they have a vital stake in the achievement of concrete results at 
the Soviet-U.S. negotiations, the participants of the meeting expressed the 
hope that the governments of all the European states will contribute to their 
success.

5. The states represented at the meeting unanimously advocate a rapid 
resumption of the Soviet-U.S. talks on strategic arms limitations. They con
sider it indispensable that pertinent negotiations, drawing on what has al
ready been achieved in this area and with the strict observance of the princi
ple of equality and equal security of the sides, should lead to a limitation 
and reduction of strategic armaments. This would be of major significance 
for consolidating international security.

6. The participants of the meeting have pronounced themselves in favour 
of overcoming the stalemate at the Vienna talks on mutual force and arma
ments reductions and related measures in central Europe. They are con
vinced that the proposals of the socialist countries' participants of the talks, 
submitted in 1978-1981 to bring closer the positions, create the basis permit
ting the commencement of practical work on the text of the agreement of the 
first stage. To make headway at the Vienna talks, it is necessary that the 
Western states participating in them also manifest the will to solve the prob
lems under discussion and give a constructive reply to the proposals of the 
socialist countries.

7. The states represented at the meeting declare for the creation of 
nuclear-free zones in various parts of the European Continent, including in 
the north of Europe and the Balkans, and also a zone of peace and coopera
tion in the area of the Mediterranean Sea.

In this connection the participants in the meeting note that during the cre
ation of nuclear-free zones it is necessary for the nuclear powers to under
take to respect the status of these zones, not to deploy their nuclear arms 
there, not to use them under any circumstances against the states belonging 
to the zones, and not to threaten them with the use of such arms. In condi
tions when the Soviet Union has already stated its readiness to assume such 
obligations the peoples of Europe expect the same of other nuclear powers as 
well.

The non-nuclear countries belonging to nuclear-free zones have the right 
also to get guarantees that in accordance with the principle of non-use of 
force or threat of force no other weapons will be used against them as well.

8. The participants in the meeting resolutely declared for the intensifica
tion of the work of all international forums at which talks are being con
ducted or should be conducted on questions of arms limitation and disarma
ment, and especially the Geneva disarmament committee.



WARSAW PACT COMMUNIQUE, DECEMBER 2 689

They declared the interest of their states in the resumption of all the talks 
which were interrupted lately, and their readiness to facilitate their success
ful conclusion. This applies to the talks on the general and complete prohibi
tion of nuclear weapon tests, on the prohibition and liquidation of chemical 
weapons, on the limitation of the sale and delivery of conventional arma
ments, on the limitation and subsequent reduction of military activity in the 
Indian Ocean and on a number of other questions. It is necessary to speed 
up the commencement of talks on such questions as the ending of the pro
duction of nuclear arms and liquidating their stockpiles, the prohibition of 
neutron weapons, the non-deployment of nuclear arms on the territory of 
those states where there are no such arms at present.

The participants in the meeting resolutely declare for the achievements of 
practical accords also on the prohibition of radiological weapons, on the 
renunciation of the creation of new types of systems of weapons of mass de
struction, on strengthening the guarantees of the security of non-nuclear 
states. They confirmed the position of their states in favor of nuclear non
proliferation and the access of states to the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, 
as this position is stated in their joint documents.

They stressed the readiness of their countries to reach agreement on the 
reduction of military budgets, first of all of states possessing a big military 
potential, either on the basis of a percentage or in absolute figures. The 
freezing of the military spending of states could be a first step in this direc
tion. The concrete proposals of socialist states on all aspects of this major 
problem are known, and they remain in force.

The increased urgency of the adoption of effective measures to prevent 
the spreading of the arms race to outer space was stressed at the meeting and 
in this connection unanimous support was voiced for the proposal made by 
the USSR at the 36th Session of the United Nations General Assembly to 
conclude an international treaty prohibiting the deployment of any types of 
arms in outer space.^

The states represented at the meeting will continue to press on the interna
tional scale for the prohibition for all times of nuclear weapons and the re
nunciation by all states of the use of force in relations with one another, for 
the liquidation of foreign military bases and the withdrawal of troops from 
foreign territories.

9. The participants in the meeting confirmed the resolve of their states to 
continue to contribute to the preparation of the forthcoming second special 
session of the United Nations General Assembly on disarmament in 1982. 
They expressed their interest in the successful holding of the session, in that 
its work should be oriented at the adoption of such decisions that would in 
practice lead to a turn towards the ending of the arms race and disarmament 
and give a new impetus to the talks on these questions. In this connection 
they noted in particular the importance of the thorough elaboration by an 
all-embracing programme of disarmament which is to be considered by the 
session with the aim of adopting it.

It was stressed at the meeting that all states, irrespective of their size, mili
tary potential and geographic location, are called upon to actively facilitate 
the solution of questions of arms limitation and disarmament, including

* Aug. 11, ante.
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within the framework of the United Nations Organisation. The second spe
cial session of the United Nations General Assembly on disarmament will 
offer a good opportunity for this aim as well. The participants in the meet
ing expressed the view that this session should also facilitate the convocation 
of a world conference on disarmament.

10. When views on the course of the Madrid meeting of representatives of 
member-states of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe 
were exchanged, the ministers stressed that its successful conclusion would 
facilitate further progress in the realisation of the Helsinki Final Act,® 
enhance the preservation of the process of detente and make a contribution 
to the improvement of inter-state relations. This would be of a particularly 
big importance in the present international situation.

In this light the participants in the meeting discussed the actual state of af
fairs at the Madrid meeting, weighed the results that have already been 
achieved, including in reaching agreement on the concluding document, and 
the still remaining unsolved questions. They stressed the positive impor
tance of the fact that much attention is being given at the meeting to the 
military aspects of European security, especially to the convocation, in the 
framework of the all-European process, of a conference on military detente 
and disarmament in Europe. They noted the certain drawing together of 
positions in respect of the aims of the conference, its holding in states and 
the concrete tasks of the first stage which should be devoted to the consider
ation and adoption of measures of strengthening trust and security, directed 
at lessening the danger of military confrontation in Europe. This drawing 
closer of positions was facilitated to a big extent by the readiness expressed 
by the Soviet Union to spread the application of confidence-building 
measures to the entire European part of the USSR given a corresponding ex
pansion of the zone of confidence-building measures by the Western coun
tries.

Confidence was expressed that if all states participating in the Madrid 
meeting display the necessary political will and realism, then it will be possi
ble to reach accord in respect of the convocation of the conference. The 
states represented at the meeting support the proposal of the Polish People's 
Republic to convene the conference in Warsaw.

11. The participants in the meeting attach much importance to the adop
tion of measures at the Madrid meeting to further assert the principles of 
inter-state relations formulated in the Final Act, and also to the need of the 
undeviating observance of these principles by all participating states of the 
European conference in relations among themselves and with other states.

They expressed confidence that the reaching of agreement at the Madrid 
meeting on further measures to intensify economic, scientific and technolog
ical cooperation, including the removal of discriminatory obstacles and re
strictions, would facilitate the successful solution of the economic tasks fac
ing each participant state of the European conference.

® 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. 
323-350.
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It was noted at the meeting that there is a possibility at the Madrid meet
ing to reach agreement on further measures to realise the Helsinki accords in 
the field of culture, education, information and contacts, including in re
spect of youth, on the same principled basis that was defined by the Final 
Act.

The participants in the meeting consider it desirable to move forward at 
the Madrid meeting also in reaching agreement on questions concerning 
security and cooperation in the Mediterranean area.

The states represented at the meeting believe that the continuation of joint 
efforts by participant states of the European conference in accordance with 
the provisions of the Final Act and within the framework of the process 
started in Helsinki is important and necessary for steady advance in 
strengthening security and developing cooperation in the European Conti
nent. They support the proposal of the Socialist Republic of Romania that 
the next meeting of representatives of the participant states of the European 
conference be held in Bucharest.

The ministers unanimously arrived at the conclusion that additional ef
forts are now required of all participants of the Madrid meeting so as to 
bring it to its successful completion.

12. It is of principled importance, it was noted at the meeting, that in the 
interests of preventing a further aggravation of the international situation 
no steps should be taken to create new and expand existing military-political 
alliances and spread their activities to new areas. The participants in the 
meeting also confirmed the proposals, repeatedly made by their states, con
cerning the simultaneous dissolution of the Warsaw Treaty and the NATO 
bloc and on the liquidation as the first step, of their military organisations, 
starting with the mutual reduction of their military activity.

13. The states represented at the meeting are convinced that for all the 
European peoples, irrespective of their social systems, Europe is their com
mon home which should never again become a theatre of military opera
tions and in which each of them should enjoy the boons of peace, independ
ence, progress and well-being.

Despite the entire complexity of the present international situation it is 
possible, by way of a dialogue based on mutual respect and equality and 
businesslike constructive talks, to achieve a lessening of tension, growth of 
trust in relations between states and development of understanding and co
operation between them. No matter how difficult are the international ques
tions encountered by the modem world there is not one among them that 
could not be settled by peaceful means with due account for the interests of 
all states. This is confirmed by the entire positive experience of political dia
logue between states, especially at summit level, including in most recent 
times, and is evidence of the need of further developing it.

14. The states represented at the meeting hold that the importance of 
their cooperation and interaction with one another and with other states in 
the struggle for peace and security grows still further in the present interna
tional situation. The meeting of the Committee of Ministers of Foreign Af
fairs passed in the spirit of such cooperation and interaction.
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Statement by the Chinese Representative (Liang Yufan) to the 
First Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Investigation 
of the Use of Chemical Weapons, December 4, 1981 '

In accordance with resolution 35/144 C adopted at the thirty-fifth session 
of the General Assembly,* the Secretary-General, with the assistance of a 
Group of Experts, carried out an investigation on the use of chemical weap
ons and also submitted a report to this session of the General Assembly.® 
The Chinese delegation wishes to express its appreciation for the efforts that 
they have made.

We notice that, because of the lack of time and other factors, the Group 
of Experts has not been able to carry out on-site investigation in certain 
areas. At the same time, the constant flow of information regarding the use 
of chemical weapons in those areas has aroused the serious concern of the 
peoples of the world. In our view, if no investigation or verification of those 
situations is made, some countries will in a more flagrant manner engage in 
activities in contravention of the 1925 Geneva Protocol.^ Therefore, it is 
necessary to carry out international investigations of cases of the use of 
chemical weapons, and that should receive broad support.

That some people should use all kinds of pretexts to obstruct an investiga
tion could only demonstrate their guilty conscience.

The Chinese delegation is in favour of requesting the Secretary-General to 
continue his investigations, with the assistance of the Group of Experts, and 
we will vote in favour of draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.54.®

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fields) to the First 
Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Strategic Arms 
Reduction Talks, December 4, 1981 ^

My delegation is pleased to have just joined in the consensus on draft res
olution A/C.1/36/L .42/R ev.1, dealing with strategic arms limitation 
talks/ This is an issue of great importance to the United States. I can state 
categorically that the United States Government is firmly committed to pur
suing meaningful strategic arms control as a means of establishing and 
maintaining peace and avoiding nuclear war.

Resolution A /C .l/36 /L .42/R ev.l properly places emphasis not only on 
the substantial progress already made during the years of the SALT process.

1 A/C.1/36/PV.53, pp. 43-46.
* General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-fifth Session, Supp. No. 48 (A/35/48), p. 61. 
® A/36/613.
* For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
* Adopted by the G.A. as res. 36/96 C.
‘ A /C.1/36/PV.53, pp. 73-74.
 ̂Adopted by the G.A. as res. 36/97 I.
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but also looks towards the future. The United States is, of course, a party to 
SALT I,® and is voluntarily abiding by the provisions of article VI of SALT 
II.’ We must now look forward—forward to negotiations that will result in 
substantial and militarily significant reductions in strategic arms—which is 
why we have given these negotiations the acronym START rather than 
SALT, which focussed on the limitation of strategic arms.

President Reagan s speech last month committed the United States to re
newed efforts to negotiate, with the Soviet Union, arms-control agreements 
on strategic nuclear weapons as well as on intermediate-range nuclear forces 
and conventional military forces in Europe. The negotiations on interme
diate-range nuclear forces opened this past Monday, and we propose to 
open negotiations on strategic arms as soon as possible next year. President 
Reagan stated:

There is no reason why people in any part of the world should have 
to live in permanent fear of war or its spectre. I believe the time has 
come for all nations to act in a responsible spirit that does not threaten 
other States. I believe the time is rieht to move forward on arms control 
and the resolution of critical regional disputes at the conference table. 
Nothing will have a higher priority for me and for the American people 
over the coming months and years.

He went on to state:

But we cannot reduce arms unilaterally. Success can only come if the 
Soviet Union will share our commitment: if it will demonstrate that its 
often-repeated professions of concern for peace will be matched by 
positive action.’®

The President s words speak for themselves. They offer hope for an anx
ious world through this new initiative to achieve substantial reductions in 
existing nuclear arsenals, rather than simply placing limits on their levels. 
The United States is committed to negotiating an equitable START agree
ment, and we will call upon the Soviet Union to join us in what President 
Reagan described as this "'giant step for mankind".

Finally, I should like to express my gratitude to the sponsors for produc
ing this year a draft resolution which is forward-looking and which will 
surely further our important work. In particular, I wish to note the efforts of 
our distinguished and esteemed colleague. Ambassador Garcia Robles of 
Mexico, who was instrumental in consulting tirelessly with numerous dele
gations to achieve this consensus text.

■ For the SALT I agreements, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff. 
’ For the SALT II agreements, see ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.

See ante, Nov. 18.
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Statement by the U.S. Representative (Adelman) to the U.N. 
General Assembly: Establishment of a Nuclear-Weapon- 
Free Zone in the Middle East, December 9, 1981 '

This draft resolution is improper and disruptive.* The item was before the 
First Committee, where Iraq, as its representative just stated, joined in the 
consensus for a procedural resolution on the Middle East nuclear-free zone.®

If there were merit to the ideas contained in the draft resolution before us, 
quite at variance with the one we all considered in the First Committee, it 
should have been introduced and debated in the First Committee. That is 
what the Committee is, after all, there for. Since this draft resolution does 
not introduce any new facts, any facts not known at the time, the matter 
was dealt with in the proper Committee, and therefore there is no excuse for 
it being raised here and now.

One can only regret the contempt shown for orderly procedure. It serves 
no legitimate interest to destroy the structure of the orderly handling of the 
Assembly's business. As far as the United States is concerned, the unhelpful
ness of this draft resolution is not limited to its procedural impropriety. The 
United States supports the concept of the establishment of the Middle East 
nuclear-free zone. It has been and continues to be ready to support serious 
initiatives towards that goal.

This draft resolution is no such initiative. It is unbalanced, in that it 
focuses on the failure of one country in the Middle East—of course, Israel— 
to apply International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards, whereas several 
other States of the region have not ratified the Treaty on the Non-Prolifera
tion of Nuclear Weapons.

Finally, this draft resolution again focuses upon the attack of last June, a 
matter which the appropriate body of the United Nations, the Security 
Council, dealt with at length, and on which it reached a consensus agree
ment.® Nothing has happened on this matter in the real world since the 
Council's lengthy deliberations. No good purpose is served by harping on 
this issue again, as we have done too often already during this session of the 
Assembly: three times, I believe, during the plenary, of which I am aware.

At some point, the repetition of this one item ceases to be a farce only to 
the sponsors and becomes, in fact, a farce to the process and to the General 
Assembly itself.

For all these reasons, the United States will vote against this draft resolu
tion. We urge others who respect the orderly functioning and the serious
ness of the General Assembly also to distance themselves from this draft res
olution.

' A/36/PV.91, pp. 36-37.
’ I.e., A/36/L.53, which the G.A. adopted as res. 36/87 B.
* The revised Eg3^tian draft res. (A/C.1/36/L.34/Rev.1), which was adopted as G.A. res. 

86/87 A.
* For text of the treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
® For the Security Council resolution of June 19, see ante.
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Statement by the Israeli Representative (Blum) to the U.N. 
General Assembly: Establishment of a Nuclear-Weapon* 
Free Zone in the Middle East [Extracts], December 9, 1981 '

Last year, at the thirty-fifth session of the General Assembly, Israel joined 
the consensus in support of resolution 35/174 [35/147] despite certain reser
vations entertained by us.* We did so in order to demonstrate goodwill and 
support for the proposal to establish a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Mid
dle East.

In addition, Israel submitted its own draft resolution stressing that it was 
essential for the nuclear-weapon-free zone in question to be established in a 
manner most likely to assure each State in the region of compliance by all 
other States with the terms of a convention freely negotiated on the model 
of the Treaty of Tlatelolco.® With that in mind, Israel advocated the conclu
sion of a multilateral convention through direct negotiations by all States of 
the region. Israel was forced to withdraw its draft because of the opposition 
expressed by some Arab States, led by Iraq, to the idea of a negotiated 
agreement.

This year, Israel has again indicated in the First Committee its readiness to 
support the consensus on the original draft resolution, A/C.1/36/L.34, sub
mitted by Egypt, while raising certain questions concerning the modalities 
proposed by the Egyptian draft.'*

We all know what happened subsequently in Committee. Qatar, acting 
on behalf of Syria and Iraq, submitted amendments which were presented 
with the obvious purpose of introducing, maliciously and unnecessarily, 
elements designed to cause considerable opposition and reservations.*

Qatar, acting on behalf of countries including Syria and Iraq, submitted 
amendments which were presented with the obvious purpose of introduc
ing, maliciously and unnecessarily, elements designed to cause considerable 
opposition and reservations, as evidenced in the discussions and voting on 
items 24 and 130. It is clear that those amendments were drafted to break the 
consensus of the General Assembly on the establishment of a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone in the Middle East.

Qatar's amendments in committee were withdrawn and then revived by

’ A/36/PV.91, pp. 38-40.
* For the text of the res., see General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-fifth Session, Supp. 

No. 48 (A/35/48), p. 65.
® The Israeli draft resolution was doc. A /C .1/35/L .8, which Israel withdrew in favor of 

Egyptian draft res. A /C .1/35/L .6. The latter was adopted by the G.A. as res. 35/147. For text 
of the Treaty of Tlatelolco, see Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69-83.

 ̂This draft resolution was adopted by the G.A. as res. 36/87 A,
* At this point, the President of the G.A. called on the Syrian representative on a point of or

der. The latter explained that Qatar had submitted the amendments on behalf of the Arab 
Group.
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Iraq in the form of draft resolution A /36/L .53/ which is now before the 
plenary. It represents a renewed effort on the part of Iraq to shatter the con
sensus of the General Assembly on the establishment of a nuclear-weapon- 
free zone in the Middle East. Without a consensus there can be no way of 
achieving what paragraph 60 of the Final Document of the special session on 
disarmament termed:

The establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones on the basis of ar
rangements freely arrived at among States of the region, (resolution 
S-10/2, para. 60) ^

Iraq's rejection of Israels proposal last year, coupled with the Iraqi draft 
resolution before us, raises grave doubts about Iraq's true intentions with re
gard to the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Adelman) to the U.N. 
General Assembly: Chemical and Biological Weapons, 
December 9, 1981 ^

This Assembly has just adopted one of the most important—perhaps the 
most important—resolutions before the thirty-sixth session of the United 
Nations General Assembly.* Though this simple, procedural resolution 
merely extends the mandate of the United Nations Group of Experts to com
plete its investigation into allegations of the use of chemical and biological 
weapons, the implications of this move and this subject are incalculable; for 
the use of these barbaric weapons which have inflicted so much harm—in 
Laos, Kampuchea, and, according to growing evidence, also in Afghani
stan—which cause an early onset of violent itching, vomiting, dizziness and 
distorted vision, eventually ending in people choking on their own blood, a 
most painful death—is an ominous sign of barbaric practices loose in the 
world.

This world body has recognized the repercussions of such a development. 
For this reason, the resolution was adopted by an overwhelming number of 
countries, including an overwhelming number of non-aligned countries.

That is altogether fitting and proper, since this is a topic of primary con
cern to small, non-aligned nations. These are the nations today afflicted 
with this inhumane practice. The poorest, the most desperate people in these 
non-aligned nations are precisely the ones suffering; for these weapons, out
lawed by mankind and successfully banned from the battlefields of the in
dustrialized world for over five decades, have been and are being used

‘ Adopted by the G.A. as res. 36/87 B.
 ̂ For the Final Document, see Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 411 ff.

’ A/36/PV.91, pp. 88-92.
* G. A. res. 36/96 C. For text, see General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-sixth Session, 

Supp. No. 51 (A /36/51), pp. 69-70.
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against unsophisticated, defenceless people, in campaigns of mounting ex
termination in Laos, Kampuchea and, more recently, in Afghanistan.

Of these facts, the world has taken note, and the United Nations took 
note, just now, by extending the mandate of the United Nations Group of 
Experts.

By so doing, this General Assembly also placed before the Group of Ex
perts and the United Nations itself a significant challenge. Many groups and 
individuals around the world are watching carefully to see how this issue, of 
such profound importance, is handled by the world Organization. To illus
trate the breadth and depth of feeling on this score, allow me to quote from 
three of the leading newspapers in the United States—one considered con
servative, another in the centre, and a third often considered quite liberal.

All three newspapers ran leading editorials about the United Nations 
handling of the yellow rain" issue, and all three editorials spoke of the con
cern on the way the issue was being and would be handled here.

First, the VSlaW Street Journal ran an editorial entitled, 'whitewashing yel
low rain", on 23 November, which ended:

The UN investigation was stalled for months and finally sabotaged by 
the refusal of the Soviet Union and its partners to allow the investiga
tors appointed by the civilized world to go to the scene of the crime. 
Now, as the obstructionists no doubt planned, a soon-to-expire man
date for the investigation team threatens to lay UN involvement in the 
matter to rest with nothing more useful than the team s cursory find
ings. We indeed expected this but we know as well that the UN has 
more need than it may think to carry this investigation further. If it 
doesn't, it will have suffered one more black mark against whatever 
reputation it has left for contributing to world order. We're not sure it 
can stand many more.

Secondly, the Washington Post ran its editorial, aptly entitled, "Crucial 
test for the United Nations", on 27 November, which ended:

The United Nations Group has so far not accomplished much of any
thing. . . . Secretary-General Waldheim must also see to it that the 
Group gets where it has to go, despite Soviet objections. The charges 
being investigated, after all, go beyond whether this or that chemical 
has been used. They engage nothing less than what the United Nations 
is all about—the international rule of law. The integrity of the interna
tional system demands that they be conclusively proved or refuted.

Thirdly, the relatively liberal Newsday ran an editorial on 30 November, 
entitled, "The United Nations' impotence in the yellow rain' case". This edi
torial pointed out that:

The USSR and its allies blocked an essential ingredient of the investi
gation—access to sites where the attacks are said to have occurred. A  
Soviet under-secretary-general is the official who would have had to 
okay the United Nations team's movement into war zones and arrange 
for its security. He did neither . . . .

An unsatisfactory investigation and an inconclusive report must not 
be allowed to end the matter. The General Assembly should continue
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the inquiry, not only to spare peasants in Indochina and Afghanistan, 
but also to rescue the United Nations itself from unalloyed impotence.

Those three leading newspapers recognize the serious challenge before 
this United Nations, and many others do also, for the use of toxins as war
fare agents in South-East Asia has grave implications for present and future 
arms control arrangements. As biologically-produced chemical substances, 
toxins fall within the prohibitions of both the 1925 Geneva Protocol, forbid
ding the use of chemical weapons in warfare,® and the 1972 biological weap
ons Convention, which forbids the production, stockpiling, or transfer of 
toxin weapons.** These agreements, signed by both the Soviet Union and 
Viet Nam, and the customary international law which has developed out of 
the former, are being flagrantly violated.

To have the world realize these horrors, the United States co-operated 
fully over the past year with the Secretary-General and his Group of Experts 
in this investigation of chemical weapons use. We have provided three for
mal submissions, answered questions from the Group and provided further 
detail about those submissions. Our medical and technical experts appeared 
before the Group of Experts to respond to questions and to provide back
ground information and further clarification of our submissions of clear evi
dence.

In this manner has the United States turned over its evidence to the United 
Nations Experts Group. That Group, like the United States, now has physi
cal evidence.

None the less, for years before the actual physical evidence was obtained, 
several countries, including our own, were awakening to the startling reality 
that the Hmong tribespeople of Laos had become targets of a calculated 
campaign of death and of terror. Reports were received from refugees and 
others about attacks in the remote hills and villages of Laos, reports that air
craft passing overhead would disperse a sometimes yellow cloud, a 'yellow  
rain", as it came to be called, which settled to the ground and brought with 
it inexplicable sickness and death. These reports persisted and increased in 
frequency. They were amazingly consistent, whether given by farmers from 
Laos or Cambodia or hill tribesmen from remote parts of Afghanistan. 
Refugees fleeing Cambodia were recounting the same horrors, and experi
encing the same attacks as those being reported by the Hmong. Over the past 
two years, there have been increasing reports of the use of lethal and in
capacitating chemical weapons in Afghanistan.

By 1980, the evidence was too massive, too compelling and too disturbing 
for the world to ignore. Last year, this body, in keeping with the central 
purposes of the Organization, accepted the responsibility to conduct an im
mediate, impartial investigation of the use of chemical weapons. This year, 
with further evidence accumulated, that responsibility has again been ac
cepted by this Assembly.

Our objective is, quite simply, to stop these attacks. We shall keep this is

’ For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
' Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
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sue before the world community and on the international agenda because 
we believe this is the most effective way of stopping these attacks. We be
lieve that if the facts of chemical weapons use are exposed to the world the 
nations now using them may be deterred from continuing such an abhorrent 
practice. We are striving to avoid any appearance of engaging in a propa
ganda campaign, since our efforts, if they are to have effectiveness, must be 
credible. Others must take this information as seriously as we do, and oth
ers are in fact beginning to do so.

There is every reason why this should be the case. For over 50 years, as I 
stated, chemical weapons have been successfully banned from the battle
fields of the industrialized world. What is happening today to the innocent 
people of Afghanistan and South-East Asia is not an East-West issue; it is an 
issue of universal importance, with particular consequences for those coun
tries least—*

• • • • • • •

In conclusion, I would say that it is the response of the United Nations 
and nations around the world which will help determine whether these at
tacks continue and proliferate, or are halted forever.

News Conference Statement by the Netherlands Representa
tive (de Vos) to the Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions 
Talks, December 10, 1981 ^

Next week, on December 19, two years will have elapsed since Western 
participants tabled comprehensive compromise proposals in these negotia
tions with the hope that finally they would open the way to a first agree
ment. That hope seemed justified, because these proposals were based on a 
realistic assessment of developments up to that time in the negotiations and 
took into account all previous proposals made by both sides. Specifically, 
they were centered on an effort to simplify the main issue that for a long 
time had been standing in the way of progress; this is the question of War
saw Pact military manpower strength in the area of reductions. The Western 
proposals of December 1979 also contained a balanced package of associ
ated measures which were meant to give participants assurances on compli
ance with an agreement, to help build confidence by providing for greater 
transparency of military postures and activities of the two alliances con
fronting each other, as well as to enhance the security of all participants, in
cluding those with special status.

* At this point, the President of the G.A., apologizing for the interruption, informed Amb. 
Adelman that his 10 minutes were up.

' ACDA files.
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Today we remain convinced that these Western proposals of December 
1979 contain the most realistic approach to implementing the agreed objec
tive of mutual reductions of armed forces which would contribute to a more 
stable relationship and to the strengthening of peace and security in Europe.

Unfortunately, however, despite the West s continuing efforts toward re
solving the two key issues of data and associated measures, these two ques
tions remain the principal stumbling blocks to an agreement in Vienna. The 
West has again sought to engage the East in serious discussion of these cen
tral issues during this round but to no avail.

In fact, the East has failed consistently to provide the kind of information 
needed to resolve the data issue. As I reported to you last time, the West, in 
order to help resolve the discrepancy between Eastern and Western data on 
Eastern military manpower in the reduction area, on July 23 of this year 
made a proposal for procedures which would allow participants to embark 
on a more productive discussion of figures on specific force components. 
The East has as yet failed to provide a constructive response. Eastern repre
sentatives have continued to repeat their arguments that data agreement is 
not necessary in Phase I.

Regarding associated measures. Western representatives have continued 
to explain the merits of the Western package proposed in December 1979, 
reviewing Eastern criticisms of each individual measure and responding to 
them one by one. The East has refrained from comments on this review and 
has failed to make any substantive contribution of its own on associated 
measures.

While thus essentially tending to ignore during this round the central is
sues of data and associated measures, solution of which is necessary for 
reaching a force reduction and limitation agreement that would indeed meet 
the objective of greater stability based on strengthened mutual confidence, 
the East nevertheless has reverted to an earlier suggestion that the time was 
ripe to start drafting the text of a first agreement. Western negotiators have 
explained that, once circumstances are appropriate, work on specific texts 
would become useful and in fact necessary, but that, since drafting on basic 
elements of an agreement could not proceed very far without encountering 
the questions of data and associated measures, there would seem to be no 
point in attempting to draft the text of an agreement without genuine pro
gress on those crucial questions.

We have made clear again and again to the East that for any force reduc
tion and limitation agreement to be acceptable to the West, agreement on 
the relevant data remains both a practical and a political requirement. We 
have also made clear many times that a force reduction and limitation agree
ment must provide for associated measures, including measures of verifica
tion, that will provide assurance to both sides that the agreement will be 
complied with and that it will indeed enhance confidence and strengthen sta
bility and the security for all participants, including those with special 
status.

We sincerely hope that the East finally will recognize the political and 
practical essentials of data and associated measures and that it will use the 
recess of good purpose to review its position and be prepared in the next
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round to address in a responsive manner the open questions before us, in
cluding the July 23 proposal.

News Conference Statement by the GDR Representative 
(Wieland) to the Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions 
Talks, December 10, 1981 '

At their latest meeting in Bucharest, the Foreign Ministers of the Warsaw 
Treaty states spoke up for overcoming the deadlock in the Vienna Negotia
tions. 'In order to reach progress", they declared, "it is necessary that also 
Western participating states will show the will to resolve the problems under 
discussion and give a constructive answer to the socialist countries' pro
posals".^ These statements demonstrate already that the NATO states also 
in the just finished 25th round circumvented the constructive dialogue on 
the key issues of a first agreement and the submitted offers of the socialist 
countries for mutually acceptable solutions.

Thus, the mutual reduction of armed forces and armaments in Central 
Europe—this objective of the negotiations, commonly agreed upon more 
than 8 years ago—has still not come closer. The urgency to reach it has, 
however, not at all been diminished in the meantime. The concentration of 
weapons and soldiers is nowhere higher than in the center of Europe. Di
rectly west of the state border of the German Democratic Republic, there is 
already now the area with the greatest density of nuclear weapons of the 
world. And despite [sic] of this, programmes are being in the stage of imple
mentation to add new, even more threatening weapon systems to this 
arsenal.

It must be evident, that the GDR is together with its allies interested in a 
stop of this development, which is unambiguously directed towards a mili
tary superiority over the Warsaw Treaty states. At present, an approximate 
balance exists. The only reasonable way really to increase the security of all 
states under the present international conditions consists in guaranteeing 
this balance at a level at low as possible.

This, however, can only be reached by serious and honest negotiations. 
Socialist countries want such negotiations also here in Vienna. This is dem
onstrated, above all, by the about 20 proposals submitted in the course of 
the negotiations, which allow both comprehensive and partial solutions and 
take constructively account of positions of the Western side. Priority is 
thereby given to our known proposal to conclude an agreement on a first 
stage of reductions. On its basis, the solution also of the most complicated 
question is possible.

The socialist states, and this was underlined by their Foreign Ministers in 
Bucharest, consider the beginning of the practical work on the text of an 
agreement as [the] step which is now necessary particularly in order to leave 
the way of fruitless and abstract debates. That is why the USSR, CSSR, the 
People's Republic of Poland and the GDR, i.e. the four direct socialist par-

' ACDA files.
* Ante, Dec. 2.
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tidpants, have today officially submitted the proposal to undertake, right at 
the beginning of the coming round, all practical measures necessary for this.

In order to improve the conditions for achieving an agreement, socialist 
countries reaffirmed their proposal not to increase the number of military 
personnel in Central Europe for the duration of the Vienna Negotiations. 
The Warsaw Treaty states have already implemented this kind of morator
ium for their forces for a long time. And what is even more important: As it 
is known, the Soviet Union has unilaterally withdrawn 20,000 soldiers, 
1,000 tanks and other combat equipment from the GDR. That is why the 
numerical strength of Warsaw Treaty forces in Central Europe is lower than 
that of NATO forces. A corresponding response to this gesture of good 
will — may it be in form of similar steps or at least by a constructive attitude 
to the socialist countries proposal on a first stage of reductions—has, how
ever, not been made.

Also in this round, representatives of the socialist states had to spend 
much of time and effort to defend the clear provision of the agreed mandate 
of the negotiations that subject to reductions is not only military personnel 
but also armaments. According to the present Western concept, the ques
tion of armament reductions shall in fact be eliminated from the subject of 
the negotiations. This position has been taken although on the basis of an 
earlier Western proposal a certain understanding emerged to include into a 
package of armament reductions US nuclear weapons and Soviet tanks. The 
withdrawal of their own proposal by the NATO states is in direct connec
tion with the decision to deploy US nuclear missile systems on the territories 
of some Western European states.

Such an approach is to the detriment of the negotiations. How shall confi
dence be built when Western participants do not fear to abandon common 
achievements always then when they could hinder new armament efforts. 
This is also no contribution to ' calculability".

In this connection, I would like to make also a remark concerning the so- 
called data question, i.e. the debate on the numerical strength of the armed 
forces of the participants in Central Europe, with which the Western side 
has artificially blocked any progress for some years now. This question has 
become a problem only because the West continues to doubt the official fig
ures of the socialist countries regarding their armed forces without having 
any proofs. We have noted with attention that politicians who bear re
sponsibility also for the approach of the Western side here in Vienna, warn, 
in view of other negotiations, of long-lasting data debates and refer even in 
this context to experiences gained in Vienna. Would it not be time to draw 
corresponding conclusions for the talks in Vienna themselves?

The participants should in fact not wear their power in fruitless debates 
which do not serve the objective of the negotiations. This would happen 
also when the socialist states, instead of discussing the key issues of a de
crease of the military confrontation in Central Europe, would agree to an 
abstract and isolated discussion of verification measures as the West re
quires. It is an extraordinary burden to the negotiations that the Western 
side clings, in a real ultimative form, to its package of associated measures



NAC DECLARATION, DECEMBER 11 703

which is excessively overloaded and in contradiction with the provision of 
the mandate as well as with the principle of undiminished security.

All together: Also the 25th round has shown that there are no difficult 
questions 'as such", but that political will to resolve them is decisive.

Therefore, we would like to express our hope that the leading authorities 
in the NATO states will, starting the preparations for the next period of 
negotiations, review their position with responsibility and the necessary eye 
for realities.

The socialist countries — this has been quite recently reaffirmed by their 
leading representatives—will also in future do all that depends on them 
in order to bring the Vienna Negotiations closer to the success which is de
sired by all peoples.

Ministerial Declaration of the North Atlantic Council: 
Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces, December 11, 1981 ^

The Allies who participated in the December 1979 decision on intermedi- 
ate-range nuclear forces (INF) modernisation and arms control  ̂welcomed 
the opening of the United States-Soviet negotiations on INF arms control in 
the strategic arms control framework on 30th November. They expressed 
their conviction that a positive outcome of these negotiations would con
tribute to greater East-West stability and progress in other East-West arms 
control negotiations. They fully support the US negotiating approach, 
which was developed in the course of intensive consultations among them.

The decision of December 1979 was taken against the background of a 
growing threat to Alliance security posed by Soviet long-range INF missiles, 
in particular the SS-20, each with three independently targetable warheads. 
Since that time the number of Soviet long-range missiles has grown rapidly. 
Deployments of SS-20 missiles continue. The Soviet Union now possesses 
some 1100 warheads on long-range INF missiles which threaten the 
Alliance.

The dual-track decision of December 1979 opened the way to reducing 
the threat through arms control negotiations. Based on that decision, and 
with the full support of its Allies, the US has made a far-reaching proposal 
to eliminate all US and Soviet long-range land-based INF missiles. It has of
fered to cancel its deployments of Pershing II and ground-launched cruise 
missiles if the Soviets will dismantle their SS-20 missiles, and retire their 
SS-4 and SS-5 missiles. This historic offer is straightforward and equitable, 
and would eliminate the systems of greatest concern to both sides. If the 
Soviet Union shows a similar willingness to secure far-reaching measures of 
disarmament, elimination of these long-range missiles on both sides can be a 
reality. Reductions in other US and Soviet nuclear systems could be sought 
in subsequent phases.

' N ATO Review, Feb. 1982, p. 31.
’ The 1979 decision may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 814-816.
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Determination in implementing both tracks of the December 1979 deci
sion has been a key factor in convincing the Soviet Union to negotiate with
out preconditions, thus creating the opportunity to achieve genuine arms 
control. This same resolve will remain essential in reaching concrete results 
in the negotiations. Implementation of the modernisation programme is 
continuing and can be altered only by a fair and effective arms control 
agreement.

The Allies welcomed the US commitment to make every effort to bring 
the negotiations to a successful conclusion within the shortest possible time. 
They also noted that the US intends to negotiate in good faith, and will lis
ten to and consider Soviet proposals, with the objective of reaching an 
equitable, effective and verifiable agreement that will enhance the security 
of the Alliance, and thus contribute to a more stable military relationship 
between East and West. The achievement of such an agreement requires a 
similarly constructive approach on the part of the Soviet Union.

US consultations with its Allies in the Special Consultative Group on INF 
arms control contributed significantly to the preparations for the negotia
tions and will continue as the negotiations progress. These consultations are 
an expression of Alliance solidarity and reflect the US commitment to take 
Allied views into account as well as the close association of the Allies with 
the US negotiating effort.

Communique of the North Atlantic Council, 
December 11, 1981 ^

The North Atlantic Council met in Ministerial Session in Brussels on 10th 
and 11th December 1981. On this occasion Ministers signed the Protocol of 
Accession of Spain to the North Atlantic Treaty which will now be submitted 
for ratification in accordance with the constitutional procedures in their re
spective countries. They welcomed the decision of Spain to seek entry into 
the Alliance and thereby to play its part in Allied collective security in ac
cordance with the principles of the North Atlantic Treaty. This decision of
fers new evidence of the enduring vitality of the Alliance.

Resolved to pursue peace and security through a stable balance of forces, 
reduced tensions and more constructive East-West relations. Ministers 
agreed on the following:

1. The Alliance is committed to safeguarding the peace and thus allowing 
the peoples of its member countries to preserve the values and way of life 
they share. In the interest of lasting peace the Allies will continue to work 
unremittingly to establish through a constructive dialogue the essential 
climate of confidence and mutual restraint in East-West relations with the 
aim of achieving genuine detente and substantial progress in arms control 
and disarmament. But in the light of the Soviet Union s continued military 
build-up and as long as a solid foundation of trust has not been established.

’ NATO Review, Feb. 1982, pp. 29-30.
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the Allies have no choice but to dissuade any potential aggressor by making 
it clear that they have the strength and the will to resist. The peace that Eu
rope has enjoyed for the last 36 years is a measure of the success of the Alli
ance and its policy of deterrence and defence. An adequate deterrent does 
not jeopardize peace, it makes it safer. The unity and strength of the Alli
ance provide the best guarantee that its peoples can remain free from the 
fear of war.

The role of nuclear weapons has attracted great attention in the Western 
political debate, in particular among the younger generation. The fact is, 
however, that nuclear weapons have thus far been an essential element in 
preventing war, in the face of the Warsaw Pact's massive conventional and 
nuclear forces. The Alliance has to maintain a nuclear capability, since dis
armament has not reached a satisfactory level. The Alliance could not re
duce the risk of war by divesting itself unilaterally of nuclear weapons. The 
Soviet Union has greatly increased its forces throughout the period of 
detente. Unilateral nuclear disarmament would give the Soviet Union, 
which could not be relied upon to follow suit, an overwhelming military ad
vantage. The only sure way of preventing intimidation and war is to ensure 
a stable balance of forces between East and West. This should be done at the 
lowest possible level.

2. Restraint and responsibility are essential for the conduct of interna
tional relations. But Soviet destabilising activities of all kinds persist in 
various parts of the world and cast doubt on their readiness to work for a 
real reduction of tension. While invoking exaggerated security requirements 
to justify its huge armaments development and production programme, the 
Soviet Union condemns as unwarranted the defensive measures taken by 
the Western countries. At the same time, it tries to exploit for its own pur
poses genuine concerns often expressed in the West, while prohibiting any 
free debate of this kind among its own people.

The Soviet Union also seeks to further its own interests by the use of 
force. The occupation of Afghanistan continues, against the increasing re
sistance of the Afghan people and in the face of repeated international de
mands for Soviet withdrawal. Soviet refusal to respond to these demands 
constitutes a menace to the stability of the region, endangers international 
peace and security and seriously impedes improvements in East-West rela
tions.

3. In these circumstances the Alliance is resolved to strengthen—without 
seeking military superiority — its capacity to deter aggression and defend 
peace. Improvements in Allied defence readiness and military capabilities 
contribute to this end. Ministers expressed their support for the determina
tion of the United States to ensure the deterrent capabilities of its strategic 
forces. An effective defence is also the essential basis for fruitful negotiations 
on arms control and disarmament.

4. The Allies remain committed to vigorous efforts in all appropriate fora 
to achieve substantial, balanced and verifiable arms limitations and reduc
tions. Recalling President Reagan's historic speech of 18th November 1981 *

* Printed ante.
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they registered their full support for his far-reaching and constructive pro
gramme for the achievement of a stable peace. They share the United States' 
resolve to work for the establishment of a military balance at lower levels of 
forces and welcomed the four-point agenda which President Reagan con
veyed to President Brezhnev.

On this basis, as well as on the basis of restraint and responsibility, the 
Allies offer the Soviet Union comprehensive negotiations with the aim of ef
fective arms control and disarmament. Soviet acceptance of this offer would 
benefit the peoples in East and West and in the Third World and promote 
peace and security worldwide.

The US-Soviet Strategic Arms Reductions Talks (START), which the 
United States has proposed to begin as early as possible in 1982, will consti
tute an important new step towards reinforcing security and peace. These 
negotiations should lead to significant reductions in the US and Soviet stra
tegic arsenals. The Allies also welcomed negotiations on US and Soviet 
intermediate range nuclear forces which opened in Geneva on 30th 
November 1981 at the initiative of the United States; they expressed the 
hope that these negotiations will lead to a positive result in the START 
framework. The Allies look forward to continued close consultations with 
the United States in the Council on these matters.

Those Allies participating in the Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions 
talks in Vienna continue to seek genuine manpower parity, in the form of a 
common collective ceiling based on agreed data and adequate verification 
measures. They again call upon Eastern participating states to contribute 
constructively to clarifying these problems.

5. The establishment of relations based on trust and co-operation in Eu
rope depends on the full compliance by all the signatories with the provi
sions and principles of the 1975 Helsinki Final Act.® These principles, to 
which the Allies are firmly committed, are of the utmost importance with 
respect to Poland; the Polish people must be free to solve their problems 
without outside interference or pressure of any kind. The Allies remain 
deeply attached to the human dimension of detente and thus to the tangible 
benefits which it must offer to the individual.

The Allies will continue their efforts to achieve a balanced and substan
tive result at the Madrid CSCE Follow-up meeting, in the form of progress 
in all areas covered by the Final Act, including human rights, human con
tacts and information. They call upon the Soviet Union to live up to the 
Final Act and urge it to join in establishing a Conference on Disarmament in 
Europe and to agree now on a precise mandate for negotiations on confi
dence building measures applicable to the whole of Europe.

6. Those Allies who are members of the Committee on Disarmament will 
contribute to work in that forum for the adoption of balanced and verifiable 
agreements on specific issues. The Allies reaffirm the importance they attach 
to the Second Special Session of the United Nations General Assembly on 
Disarmament to be held in 1982 in which they will play an active part.

® The portions of the Final Act dealing with arms control issues may be found in Documents 
on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304-308, for the complete text, see Department of State Bulletin, 
Sept. 1, 1975, pp. 323-350.
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7. The Quadripartite Agreement of 3rd September 1971 has made a deci
sive contribution to stabilizing the Berlin situation during the 10 years since 
its signature/ The Allies stress the continuing importance they attach to the 
maintenance of the calm situation in and around the city.

The Allies note with satisfaction the forthcoming meeting between the 
Chancellor of the Federal Republic of Germany and the Chairman of the 
Council of State of the German Democratic Republic. They recall their 
statement in the Rome Communique of 5th May 1981,® and expressed their 
hope that this meeting will contribute to the further development of rela
tions between the two German states.

8. Bearing in mind the close relationship between their defence and eco
nomic postures, the Allies will continue to give full support to the pro
grammes to strengthen the economies of the less favoured partners in the 
spirit of Article 2 of the North Atlantic Treaty.*

9. International stability is vital to Western interests. Political settlements 
must be found to crises or conflicts. Genuine non-alignment can make an 
important contribution towards these goals. The Allies will continue to con
sult among themselves and work together with others to encourage the 
maintenance of stability and the independence of sovereign nations, to 
which they attach great importance, and to reduce the risks of crisis in the 
Third World. They will take the necessary political and economic measures 
to support efforts by such nations to defend their sovereignty and territorial 
integrity and to enhance stability world-wide. In their consultations. Allies 
will seek to identify common objectives, taking full account of the political, 
economic and military situation in the area concerned. Those Allies in a 
position to do so will be ready to take steps outside the Treaty Area to deter 
aggression and to respond to requests by sovereign nations for help in resist
ing threats to their security or independence.

10. Peace and economic and social development are increasingly becom
ing interdependent. The Allies will work together with other nations to as
sist countries who fight against hunger, poverty and under-development.

11. The next meeting of the North Atlantic Council in Ministerial Session 
will be held in Luxembourg on the 17th and 18th May 1982.

Interview With Soviet President Brezhnev, 
December 22, 1981 ^

Question: Is there a possibility that the Geneva talks will find in 1982 a 
basis for an agreement on concluding an arms control treaty?

Answer: Yes, there is. As to the Soviet Union, it is seeking an agreement.

 ̂ 24 UST 283; TIAS 7551.
* Ante.
* 63 Stat. 2241; TIAS 1964; 4 Bevans 828; 34 UNTS 243.
’ Moscow TASS in English, Dec. 23, 1981; FBIS Daily Report, Dec. 22, vol. Ill, pp. 

AA1-AA2. The interview was given to the NBC television network.
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But, of course, the matter depends not on us alone. Of no less significance 
will be the position to be taken by the United States.

The key to a success of the talks is in the observance by both sides of the 
principle of equality and equal security. This principle should not be 
breached. Accord must take into account the peculiarities of weapon sys
tems, which differ on either side, take into consideration differences in the 
geographical situation of the Soviet Union and the United States and a num
ber of other factors. Both scales of a balance must be really balanced.

There is no need to talk much about the importance of the current talks: It 
depends on their outcome whether the risk of an outbreak of a nuclear war 
will grow or diminish.

Question: Do you expect and favour a summit meeting between Reagan 
and Brezhnev in 1982? If so, then why?

Answer: We favour active dialogue with the United States, including a 
summit meeting. This was clearly indicated way back in February this year 
at the congress of our party. I hold the same opinion today. Experience 
shows that summit meetings, of all forms of interstate intercourse, are more 
useful for better understanding of each other's positions and intentions, for 
adopting serious political decisions. Naturally, appropriate preparations are 
required to make such a meeting a success.

Question: Concern seems to grow over the fact that East and West are 
sliding into confrontation which poses a great threat, including even the 
possibility of war. Do you share this concern?

Answer: I do. But I would formulate the question in a different way: 
What must be done to prevent confrontation? And here is my answer: It is 
important that governments, statesmen fully realise that peace and confi
dence in tomorrow are the main things for all peoples on earth. And, of 
course, it is even more important that this be implemented in the practical 
policy of states. It is necessary to calm down the perilous heat of the spiral
ling arms race. It is necessary to defuse tension, eliminate the dangerous 
seats of crisis situations, renounce the policy of the senseless arms race, re
turn to the path of normal relations between states, mutual respect, under
standing and consideration of the legitimate interests of one another. It is 
necessary to handle in a serious and businesslike way questions of restricting 
and reducing armaments. All this combined will help avert the threat of a 
nuclear war.

Question: What concrete steps do you recommend both superpowers to 
make in order to prevent the threat of growing confrontation?

Answer: You mean the USSR and the USA, I believe, although we do not 
consider the term ''superpowers" appropriate. Of course, the problem of 
disarmament is the paramount field for the application of the efforts of our 
two states, considering their weight in the international arena. Apart from 
the negotiations on limiting and reducing nuclear armaments in Europe, 
which I already mentioned, the task of limiting and reducing strategic arms 
as the most powerful and dangerous ones is getting into the agenda square
ly, and the U.S. side, probably, sees this as well. We are ready for the re
sumption of the negotiations. It is up to Washington now.
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A number of other very important problems from this field could be men
tioned, such as the prohibition of chemical weapons, and complete and gen
eral ban on nuclear weapons' tests. Progress in solving them is feasible with 
an active role and sufficient mutual understanding, first of all, between the 
USSR and the USA.

Further, about bilateral Soviet-U.S. relations proper. In this field artificial 
obstacles have often appeared lately to their normal, mutually beneficial de
velopment, be it in trade, in the cultural, scientific or other spheres. It would 
be by far better for the peoples of our countries if such obstacles are re
moved and do not arise any more at all.

This is a minimum, so to say, but such a minimum which may become 
the beginning on the way to the revival of trust and to better relations be
tween our countries, which would, for certain, tell on the improvement of 
the general situation in the world as well. I do not think that the Americans 
are less interested in this than we are.

Question: You obviously support the role of West Germany as an inter
mediary between Moscow and Washington. Do you think this role may 
grow in the future?

Answer: We naturally welcome the tendencies in the FRG s policy which 
promote detente and peaceful cooperation, which was, in particular, spoken 
of during my recent visit to Bonn. The Soviet Union positively regards the 
efforts of any other country—big, medium or small—if the efforts are aimed 
at improving the political climate and at lessening the level of military con
frontation. We do ourselves and are ready to do much in this direction, and 
there must be no doubt that respective actions by the USA or any other state 
will meet our understanding and response. No ones hand, honestly ex
tended to us for a handshake, will remain poised.

Since my interview coincides with the eve of the new year 1982,1 should 
like to wish all the Americans well-being, personal happiness and, of course, 
peace and peace once again.

International Security and Development Cooperation Act of 
1981 [Extracts], December 29, 1981 ^

A n  A ct

To authorize appropriations for the fiscal years 1982 and Dec. 29,1981  
1983 for international security and development assist- [S.1196]

ance and for the Peace Corps, to establish the Peace 
Corps as an autonomous agency, and for other purposes.

' P.L. 97-113, Dec. 29, 1981; 95 Stat. 1519-1528, 1548-1549, 1552-1559, 1561-1564.
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Act of 1981. 
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22 u s e  2753.

22 u s e  2314.

22 u s e  2778.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives 
of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

Short T itle

Section 1. This Act may be cited as the 'International 
Security and Development Cooperation Act of 1981".

TITLE I-MILITARY SALES 
AND RELATED PROGRAMS

REPORTS TO THE CONGRESS

S ec. 101. (a)(1) Section 3(d)(1) of the Arms Export Con
trol Act * is amended—

(A) in the text preceding subparagraph (A) by strik
ing out '"to a transfer of a defense article, or related 
training or other defense service, sold under this Act 
and may not give his consent to such a transfer under 
section 505(a)(1) or 505(a)(4) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961" and inserting in lieu thereof ", or under 
section 505(a)(1) or 505(a)(4) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, to a transfer of any major defense equip
ment valued (in terms of its original acquisition cost) at 
$14,000,000 or more, or any defense article or related 
training or other defense service valued (in terms of its 
original acquisition cost) at $50,000,000 or more,";

(B) by amending subparagraph (B) to read as fol
lows:

"(B) a description of the article or service proposed to 
be transferred, including its acquisition cost,";

(C) in subparagraph (C) by striking out "defense arti
cle or related training or other defense service" and in
serting in lieu thereof "article or service"; and

(D) in the last sentence by striking out "defense arti
cles, or related training or other defense services," and 
inserting in lieu thereof "articles or services".

(2) Section 3(d)(3) of such Act is amended by striking out 
all that follows 'The President may not give his consent" 
through "section 38 of this Act," and inserting in lieu thereof 
"to the transfer of any major defense equipment valued (in 
terms of its original acquisition cost) at $14,000,000 or 
more, or of any defense article or defense service valued (in 
terms of its original acquisition cost) at $50,000,000 or 
more, the export of which has been licensed or approved un
der section 38 of this Act,".

* As passed in 1976, portions of the act may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1976,
pp. 386-430.
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(3) Section 3(d)(4) of such Act is amended—

(A) by inserting "or" at the end of subparagraph (B);
(B) by striking o u t o r "  at the end of subparagraph 

(C) and inserting in lieu thereof a period; and
(C) by striking out subparagraph (D).

(b)(1) Section 28(a) of such Act is amended by striking out 22 USC 2768. 

"'five" and inserting in lieu thereof "'fifteen'".

(2) Section 28(b) of such Act is amended by striking out 
'"the issuance of a letter of offer in accordance with such re
quest would be subject to the requirements of section 36(b) 
of this Act" and inserting in lieu thereof "the request in
volves a proposed sale of major defense equipment for 
$7,000,000 or more or of any other defense articles or de
fense services for $25,000,000 or more".

(c) The first sentence of section 36(b)(1) of such Act is 22 USC 2776. 

amended—

(1) by striking out "$25,000,000" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "$50,000,000"; and

(2) by striking out "$7,000,000" and inserting in lieu 
thereof $14,000,000".

(d) Section 36(c) of such Act is amended in the first sen
tence of paragraph (1)—

(1) by striking out "$7,000,000" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "$14,000,000"; and

(2) by striking out "$25,000,000" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "$50,000,000".

(e) Section 36(d) of such Act is amended by striking out 
"(c)" and inserting in lieu thereof "(c)(1)".

PROPOSED TRANSFERS OR SALES TO THE NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY

ORGANIZATION, JAPAN, AUSTRALIA, OR NEW ZEALAND

Sec. 102. (a) Section 3(d)(2) of the Arms Export Control 22 USC 2753. 

Act is amended—

(1) by striking out "(2) Unless" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "(2)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph (B), 
unless"; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the following:

"(B) In the case of a proposed transfer to the North At
lantic Treaty Organization, or any member country of such 
Organization, Japan, Australia, or New Zealand, unless the 
President states in the certification submitted pursuant to 
paragraph (1) of this subsection that an emergency exists 
which requires that consent to the proposed transfer become
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effective immediately in the national security interests of the 
United States, such consent shall not become effective until 
fifteen calendar days after the date of such submission and 
such consent shall become effective then only if the Con
gress does not adopt, within such fifteen-day period, a con
current resolution disapproving the proposed transfer.".

(b)(1) Section 36(b)(1) of such Act is amended in the fifth 
sentence by striking out '"if the Congress, within thirty cal
endar days after receiving such certification," and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following: ", with respect to a proposed 
sale to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, any mem
ber country of such Organization, Japan, Australia, or New 
Zealand, if the Congress, within fifteen calendar days after 
receiving such certification, or with respect to a proposed 
sale to any other country or organization, if the Congress 
within thirty calendar days after receiving such certifica
tion,".

(2) Section 36(b)(2) of such Act is amended by inserting 
before the period at the end thereof a comma and the fol
lowing: "except that for purposes of consideration of any 
resolution with respect to the North Atlantic Treaty Organi
zation, any member country of such Organization, Japan, 
Australia, or New Zealand, it shall be in order in the Senate 
to move to discharge a committee to which such resolution 
was referred if such committee has not reported such resolu
tion at the end of five calendar days after its introduction".

PERSONNEL PERFORMING DEFENSE SERVICES

Sec. 103. Section 21(c)(2) of the Arms Export Control Act 
is amended to read as follows:

(2) Within forty-eight hours of the existence of, or a 
change in status of significant hostilities or terrorist acts ora 
series of such acts, which may endanger American lives or 
property, involving a country in which United States per
sonnel are performing defense services pursuant to this Act 
or the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, the President shall 
submit to the Speaker of the House of Representatives and 
to the President pro tempore of the Senate a report, in writ
ing, classified if necessary, setting forth—

(A) the identity of such country;
(B) a description of such hostilities or terrorist acts; 

and
(C) the number of members of the United States 

Armed Forces and the number of United States civilian 
personnel that may be endangered by such hostilities or 
terrorist acts.
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CHARGES FOR USE AND NONRECURRING RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, 

AND PRODUCTION COSTS

S ec. 104. Section 21(e)(2) of the Arms Export Control Act 
is amended by inserting 'standardization with the Armed 
Forces of Japan, Australia, or New Zealand in furtherance 
of the mutual defense treaties between the United States and 
those countries," immediately after 'standardization,".

FOREIGN MILITARY SALES AUTHORLZATION 

AND AGGREGATE CEILINGS

Sec. 105. (a) Section 31(a) of the Arms Export Control Act 
is amended by striking out "$500,000,000 for the fiscal year 
1981" and inserting in lieu thereof "$800,000,000 for the 
fiscal year 1982 and $800,000,000 for the fiscal year 1983".

(b) Section 31(b) of such Act is amended to read as fol
lows:

"(b)(1) The total amount of credits (or participations in 
credits) extended under section 23 of this Act shall not ex
ceed $800,000,000 for the fiscal year 1982 and $800,000,000 
for the fiscal year 1983.

"(2) The total principal amount of loans guaranteed under 
section 24(a) of this Act shall not exceed $3,269,525,000 for 
the fiscal year 1982 and $3,269,525,000 for the fiscal year 
1983.

"(3) Of the aggregate total of credits (or participations in 
credits) under section 23 of this Act, and of the total princi
pal amount of loans guaranteed under section 24(a) of this 
Act, not less than $1,400,000,000 for the fiscal year 1982 
and not less than $1,400,000,000 for the fiscal year 1983 
shall be available only for Israel, of which not less than 
$550,000,000 for each year shall be available as credits un
der section 23 of this Act.

"(4) Of the amount available under paragraph (2) of this 
subsection for loan guaranties under section 24(a) of this 
Act, not less than $280,000,000 for fiscal year 1982 and not 
less than $280,000,000 for the fiscal year 1983 shall be avail
able only for Greece.

"(5) The principal amount of loans guaranteed under sec
tion 24(a) of this Act for the fiscal year 1982, and for the fis
cal year 1983 with respect to Egypt, Greece, Sudan, Soma
lia, and Turkey shall (if and to the extent each such country 
so desires) be repaid in not more than twenty years, follow
ing a grace period of ten years of repayment of principal.

(6) Of the total amount of credits (or participations in 
credits) extended under section 23 of this Act for the fiscal 
years 1982 and 1983, not less than $200,000,000 for each

22 u s e  2771.

22 u s e  2763.

22 u s e  2764.

22 u s e  2763.
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such year shall be available only for Egypt, and Egypt shall 
be released from its contractual liability to repay the United 
States Government with respect to such credits and partici
pations in credits.

(7) Of the total amount of credits (or participations in 
credits) extended under section 23 of this Act for the fiscal 
years 1982 and 1983, not less than $50,000,000 for each such 
year shall be available only for the Sudan, and the Sudan 
shall be released from its contractual liability to repay the 
United States Government with respect to such credits and 
participations in credits/'.

(c) Section 31(c) of such Act is amended—

(1) in the first sentence by striking out '̂fiscal year 
1981" and inserting in lieu thereof ''fiscal year 1982 and 
for the fiscal year 1983";

(2) in the last sentence by striking out ''$500,000,000" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "$550,000,000"; and

(3) in the last sentence by inserting "each" immedi
ately before ''such year".

REPEAL OF CEILING ON COMMERCL\L SALES

Sec. 106. Section 38(b)(3) of the Arms Export Control Act 
is repealed.

PERIODIC REVIEW OF ITEMS ON THE MUNITIONS LIST

Sec. 107. Section 38 of the Arms Export Control Act is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the following new 
subsection:

"(f) The President shall periodically review the items on 
the United States Munitions List to determine what items, if 
any, no longer warrant export controls under this section. 
The results of such reviews shall be reported to the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives and to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations and the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs of the Senate. Such a report shall be sub
mitted at least 30 days before any item is removed from the 
Munitions List and shall describe the nature of any controls 
to be imposed on that item under the Export Administration 
Act of 1979.".

SPECL\L DEFENSE ACQUISITION FUND

S ec. 108. (a) The Arms Export Control Act is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new chapter:
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''CHAPTER 5-SPECIAL DEFENSE ACQUISITION FUND

"Sec. 51. Special D efense A cquisition Fu nd . — (a)(1) Un
der the direction of the President and in consultation with  
the Secretary of State, the Secretary of Defense shall estab
lish a Special Defense Acquisition Fund (hereafter in this 
chapter referred to as the Tund'), to be used as a revolving  
fund separate from  other accounts, under the control of the 
Department of Defense, to finance the acquisition of defense 
articles and defense service in anticipation of their transfer 
pursuant to this Act, the Foreign Assistance A ct of 1961, or 
as otherwise authorized by law , to eligible foreign countries 
and international organizations, and m ay acquire such arti
cles and services w ith the funds in the Fund as he m ay de
termine. Acquisition under this chapter of items for which  
the initial issue quantity requirements for United States 
Arm ed Forces have not been fulfilled and are not under cur
rent procurement contract shall be emphasized w hen com 
patible w ith security assistance requirements for the transfer 
of such items.

'\2) Nothing in this chapter may be construed to limit or 
impair any responsibilities conferred upon the Secretary of 
State or the Secretary of Defense under this Act or the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961.

''(b) The Fund shall consist of—

"(1) collections from sales made under letters of offer 
issued pursuant to section 21(a)(1) of this Act represent
ing the actual value of defense articles not intended to be 
replaced in stock,

"(2) collections from sales representing the value of 
asset use charges (including contractor rental payments 
for United States Government-owned plant and pro
duction equipment) and charges for the proportionate 
recoupment of nonrecurring research, development, 
and production costs, and

"(3) collections from sales made under letters of offer 
(or transfers made under the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961) of defense articles and defense services acquired 
under this chapter, representing the value of such items 
calculated in accordance with paragraph (2) or (3) of 
section 21(a) or section 22 of this Act or section 644(m) 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as appropriate,

together with such funds as may be authorized and appro
priated or otherwise made available for the purposes of the 
Fund.

"(c)(1) The size of the Fund may not exceed such dollar 
amount as is prescribed in section 138(g) of title 10, United

Establishment. 
22 u s e  2795.

22 u s e  2151 
note.

22 u s e  2151 
note.

22 u s e  2761.

22 u s e  2761, 
2762.
22 u s e  2403.
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States Code. For purposes of this limitation, the size of the 
Fund is the amounts in the Fund plus the value (in terms of 
acquisition cost) of the defense articles acquired under this 
chapter which have not been transferred from the Fund in 
accordance with this chapter.

"(2) Amounts in the Fund shall be available for obligation 
in any fiscal year only to such extent or in such amounts as 
are provided in advance in appropriation Acts.

"Se c . 52. U se a n d  T r a n s f e r  o f  It e m s  P r o c u r e d  by t h e  

Fu n d , — (a ) No d e fe n s e  a r t ic le  o r  d e fe n s e  s e r v ic e  a c q u ir e d  b y  

th e  S e c r e ta r y  o f  D e f e n s e  u n d e r  t h is  c h a p te r  m a y  b e  tr a n s 

fe r r e d  t o  a n y  f o r e ig n  c o u n t r y  o r  in te r n a t io n a l  o r g a n iz a t io n  

u n le s s  s u c h  tr a n s fe r  is  a u th o r iz e d  b y  th is  A c t ,  th e  F o r e ig n  

A s s i s t a n c e  A c t  o f  1961, o r  o t h e r  la w .

''(b) The President may authorize the temporary use by 
the United States Armed Forces of defense articles and de
fense services acquired under this chapter prior to their 
transfer to a foreign country or international organization, 
if such is necessary to meet national defense requirements 
and the United States Armed Forces bear the costs of opera
tion and maintenance of such articles or services while in 
their use and the costs of restoration or replacement upon 
the termination of such use.

''(c) Except as provided in subsection (b) of this section, 
the Fund may be used to pay for storage, maintenance, and 
other costs related to the preservation and preparation for 
transfer of defense articles and defense services acquired un
der this chapter prior to their transfer, as well as the admin
istrative costs of the Department of Defense incurred in the 
acquisition of such items to the extent not reimbursed pursu
ant to section 43(b) of this Act.

S e c . 53. A n n u a l  R e po r t s  t o  C o n g r e s s . —(a) Not later 
than December 31 of each year, the President shall submit to 
the Congress a comprehensive report on acquisitions of de
fense articles and defense services under this chapter. Each 
such report shall include —

"(1) a description of each contract for the acquisition 
of defense articles or defense services under this chapter 
which was entered into during the preceding fiscal year;

"(2) a description of each contract for the acquisition 
of defense articles or defense services under this chapter 
which the President anticipates will be entered into dur
ing the current fiscal year;

"(3) a description of each defense article or defense 
service acquired under this chapter which was trans
ferred to a foreign country or international organiza
tion during the preceding fiscal year; and
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"(4) an evaluation of the impact of the utilization of 
the authority of this chapter on United States defense 
production and the readiness of the United States 
Armed Forces.

'"(b) As part of the annual written report to the Congress 
required by section 139(a) of title 10, United States Code, re
garding procurement schedules for each weapon system for 
which funding authorization is required, the President shall 
provide a report estimating the likely procurements to be 
made through the Fund.".

(b) Section 138 of title 10, United States Code, is amended 
by adding immediately following subsection (f) the follow
ing new subsection:

"(g) The size of the Special Defense Acquisition Fund es
tablished pursuant to chapter 5 of the Arms Export Control 
Act may not exceed $300,000,000 in fiscal year 1982 and 
may not exceed $600,000,000 in fiscal year 1983 or any fis
cal year thereafter.".

LEASING OF DEFENSE ARTICLES

Sec. 109. (a) The Arms Export Control Act, as amended 
by section 108 of this Act, is further amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new chapter:

"CHAPTER 6—LEASES OF DEFENSE ARTICLES

Sec. 61. Leasing A uthority .— (a) The President may lease 
defense articles in the stocks of the Department of Defense 
to an eligible foreign country or international organization 
i f -

"(1) he determines that there are compelling foreign 
policy and national security reasons for providing such 
articles on a lease basis rather than on a sales basis un
der this Act;

"(2) he determines that the articles are not for the 
time needed for public use; and

"(3) the country or international organization has 
agreed to pay in United States dollars all costs incurred 
by the United States Government in leasing such arti
cles, including reimbursement for depreciation of such 
articles while leased, the costs of restoration or replace
ment if the articles are damaged while leased, and the 
replacement cost (less any depreciation in the value) of 
the articles if the articles are lost or destroyed while 
leased.

Ante, p. 1522.

22 u s e  2796.

The requirement of paragraph (3) shall not apply to leases 
entered into for purposes of cooperative research or devel
opment, military exercises, or communications or elec-
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tronics interface projects, or to any defense article which has 
passed three-quarters of its normal service life.

"(b) Each lease agreement under this section shall be for a 
fixed duration of not to exceed five years and shall provide 
that, at any time during the duration of the lease, the Presi
dent may terminate the lease and require the immediate re
turn of the leased articles.

''(c) Defense articles in the stocks of the Department of 
Defense may be leased or loaned to a foreign country or in
ternational organization only under the authority of this 
chapter or chapter 2 of part II of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961, and may not be leased to a foreign country or inter
national organization under the authority of section 2667 of 
title 10, United States Code.

"Sec. 62. Reports t o  th e  C ongress, — (a) N ot less than 30 
days before entering into or renewing any agreement w ith a 
foreign country or international organization to lease any  
defense article under this chapter, or to loan any defense 
article under chapter 2 of part II of the Foreign Assistance 
A ct of 1961, for a period of one year or longer, the President 
shall transmit to the Speaker of the H ouse of Representa
tives, and to the chairman of the Com m ittee on Foreign Re
lations of the Senate and the chairman of the Comm ittee on  
Arm ed Services of the Senate, a written certification which  
specifies—

"(1) the country of international organization to 
which the defense article is to be leased or loaned;

"(2 ) the type, quantity, and value (in terms of re
placement cost) of the defense article to be leased or 
loaned;

"(3) the terms and duration of the lease or loan; and
"(4) a justification for the lease or loan, including an 

explanation of why the defense article is being leased or 
loaned rather than sold under this Act.

"(b) The President may waive the requirements of this 
section (and in the case of an agreement described in section 
63, may waive the provisions of that section) if he de
termines, and immediately reports to the Congress, that an 
emergency exists which requires that the lease or loan be en
tered into immediately in the national security interests of 
the United States.

"Sec. 63. Legislative  R e v ie w . — (a)(1) In the case of any 
agreement involving the lease under this chapter, or the loan 
under chapter 2 of part II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, to any foreign country or international organization 
for a period of one year or longer of any defense articles 
which are either (i) major defense equipment valued (in
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terms of its replacement cost less any depreciation in its 
value) at $14,000,000 or more, or (ii) defense articles valued 
(in terms of their replacement cost less any depreciation in 
their value) at $50,000,000 or more, the agreement may not 
be entered into or renewed if the Congress, within 30 calen
dar days after receiving the certification with respect to that 
proposed agreement pursuant to section 62(a), adopts a con
current resolution stating that it objects to the proposed 
lease or loan.

'\2) This section shall not apply with respect to a loan or 
lease to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, any mem
ber country of that Organization, Japan, Australia, or New 
Zealand.

''(b) Any resolution under subsection (a) shall be con
sidered in the Senate in accordance with the provisions of 
section 601(b) of the International Security Assistance and

90 Stat. 765. Arms Export Control Act of 1976.
"'(c) For the purpose of expediting the consideration and 

adoption of concurrent resolutions under subsection (a), a 
motion to proceed to the consideration of any such resolu
tion after it has been reported by the appropriate committee 
shall be treated as highly privileged in the House of Repre
sentatives.

22 use 2796c. "SeC. 64. APPLICATION OF O tHER PROVISIONS OF La W. —

Any reference to sales of defense articles under this Act in any 
provision of law restricting the countries or organizations to 
which such sales may be made shall be deemed to include a 
reference to leases of defense articles under this chapter.".

(b) Such Act is further amended—

22 use 2752. (1) in section 2(b)—
(A) by inserting ", leases," immediately after 

'sales" both places it appears,
(B) by inserting "whether there shall be a lease to 

a country," immediately after "thereof,", and
(C) by inserting ", lease," immediately after 

"sale" the second place it appears;
22 use 2753. (2) in section 3(a)—

(A) in the text preceding paragraph (1) by insert
ing "or leased" immediately after "sold", and

(B) in paragraph (4) by inserting "or lease" im
mediately after "purchase"; and

22 use 2754. (3) in section 4 by inserting "or leased" immediately
after "sold" in the first sentence.

Loan terms and (c) Paragraph (5) of section 503(b) of the Foreign Assist- 
ance Act of 1961 is amended to read as follows:

"(5) the loan agreement provides that (A) if the de
fense article is damaged while on loan, the country or

22 u se  2311.
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international organization to which it was loaned will 
reimburse the United States for the cost of restoring or 
replacing the defense article, and (B) if the defense arti
cle is lost or destroyed while on loan, the country or in
ternational organization to which it was loaned will 
pay to the United States an amount equal to the re
placement cost (less any depreciation in the value) of 
the defense article.".

(d)(1) Section 109 of the International Security and Devel
opment Cooperation Act of 1980 is repealed.

(2) Section 36(a) of the Arms Export Control Act is 
amended—

(A) by inserting 'and" at the end of paragraph (8);
(B) by striking out and" at the end of paragraph (9) 

and inserting in lieu thereof a period; and
(C) by striking out paragraph (10).

MILITARY ASSISTANCE

Sec. 110.(a) Section 504(a) of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 is amended to read as follows:

"(a)(1) There are authorized to be appropriated to the 
President to carry out the purposes of this chapter not to ex
ceed $238,500,000 for the fiscal year 1982 and not to exceed 
$238,500,000 for the fiscal year 1983.

"(2) Amounts appropriated under this subsection are 
authorized to remain available until expended.".

(b) Section 506(a) of such Act is amended by striking out 
"$50,000,000" and inserting in lieu thereof "$75,000,000".

(c) Section 503(a)(3) of such Act is amended by striking 
out "specified in section 504(a)(1) of this Act, within the dol
lar limitations of that section," and inserting in lieu thereof 
"country,".

(d) Section 516 of such Act is repealed.

STOCKPILING OF DEFENSE ARTICLES FOR FOREIGN COUNTRIES

Sec. 111. Section 514(b)(2) of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 is amended by striking out "$85,000,000 for the fis
cal year 1981" and inserting in lieu thereof "$130,000,000 for 
the fiscal year 1982 and $125,000,000 for the fiscal year 
1983".

INTERNATIONAL MILITARY ASSISTANCE AND SALES PROGRAM 

MANAGEMENT

Sec. 112. Section 515 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 is amended to read as follows:

"Sec. 515. O v e r s e a s  M a n a g e m e n t  o f  A s s is t a n c e  a n d
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Sales Programs. —(a) In order to carry out his responsibil
ities for the management of international security assistance 
programs conducted under this chapter, chapter 5 of this 
part, and the Arms Export Control Act, the President m ay  
assign members of the Armed Forces of the United States to a 
foreign country to perform one or more of the following  
functions:

'"(I) equipment and services case management;
“{2) training management;
''(3) program monitoring;
"'(4) evaluation and planning of the host govern

ment's military capabilities and requirements;
"{5) administrative support;
''(6) promoting rationalization, standardization, in

teroperability, and other defense cooperation measures 
among members of the North Atlantic Treaty Organi
zation and with the Armed Forces of Japan, Australia, 
and New Zealand; and

"{7) liaison functions exclusive of advisory and train
ing assistance.

"'(b) Advisory and training assistance conducted by mili
tary personnel assigned under this section shall be kept to an 
absolute minimum. It is the sense of the Congress that advis
ing and training assistance in countries to which military 
personnel are assigned under this section shall be provided 
primarily by other personnel who are not assigned under 
this section and who are detailed for limited periods to per
form specific tasks.

''(c)(1) The number of members of the Armed Forces as
signed to a foreign country under this section may not ex
ceed six unless specifically authorized by the Congress. The 
President may waive this limitation if he determines and re
ports to the Committee on Foreign Relations of the Senate 
and the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the House of Rep
resentatives, 30 days prior to the introduction of the addi
tional military personnel, that United States national inter
ests require that more than six members of the Armed Forces 
be assigned under this section to carry out international 
security assistance programs in a country not specified in 
this paragraph. For the fiscal year 1982 and the fiscal year 
1983, Indonesia, the Republic of Korea, the Philippines, 
Thailand, Egypt, Jordan, Morocco, Saudi Arabia, Greece, 
Portugal, Spain, and Turkey are authorized to have military 
personnel strengths larger than six under this section to 
carry out international security assistance programs.

''(2) The total number of members of the Armed Forces 
assigned under this section to a foreign country in a fiscal

22 u s e  2347. 
22 u s e  2751 
note.
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year may not exceed the number justified to the Congress 
for that country in the congressional presentation materials 
for that fiscal year, unless the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions of the Senate and the Committee on Foreign Affairs of 
the House of Representatives are notified 30 days in advance 
of the introduction of the additional military personnel.

"'(d) Effective October 1, 1982, the entire costs (including 
salaries of United States military personnel) of overseas 
management of international security assistance programs 
under this section shall be charged to or reimbursed from 
funds made available to carry out this chapter, other than 
any such costs which are either paid directly for such de
fense services under section 21(a) of the Arms Export Con
trol Act or reimbursed from charges for services collected 
from foreign governments pursuant to section 21(e) and sec
tion 43(b) of that Act.

''(e) Members of the Armed Forces assigned to a foreign 
country under this section shall serve under the direction 
and supervision of the Chief of the United States Diplomatic 
Mission to that country.

''(f) The President shall continue to instruct United States 
diplomatic and military personnel in the United States mis
sions broad that they should not encourage, promote, or in
fluence the purchase by any foreign country of United 
States-made military equipment, unless they are specifically 
instructed to do so by an appropriate official of the execu
tive branch.".

INTERNATIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION AND TRAINING

Sec. 113. Section 542 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 is amended by striking out "$34,000,000 for the fiscal 
year 1981" and inserting in lieu thereof "$42,000,000 for the 
fiscal year 1982 and $42,000,000 for the fiscal year 1983".

PEACEKEEPING OPERATIONS

S ec. 114.(a) Section 552(a) of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 is amended by striking out "$25,000,000 for the fis
cal year 1981" and inserting in lieu thereof "$19,000,000 for 
the fiscal year 1982 and $19,000,000 for the fiscal year 
1983".

(b) Section 552(c) of such Act is amended by striking out 
"(1)" and all that follows through "may not be transferred" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "the total amount so transferred 
in any fiscal year may not exceed $15,000,000".
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F o r e i g n  I n t i m i d a t i o n  a n d  H a r r a s s m e n t  o f  

I n d i v i d u a l s  i n  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s

Sec. 115. Chapter 1 of the Arms Export Control Act is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the following new 
section:

"Sec. 6 . Foreign Intim idation  a n d  H arassm ent of Individu 

als in the U nited States.—No letters of offer may be issued, 
no credits or guarantees may be extended, and no export 
licenses may be issued under this Act with respect to any 
country determined by the President to be engaged in a con
sistent pattern of acts of intimidation or harassment directed 
against individuals in the United States. The President shall 
report any such determination promptly to the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives and to the chairman of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations of the Senate.".

USE OF CHEMICAL AND TOXIN WEAPONS

Sec. 716.(a) The Congress condemns the use of, and the 
provision for use of, chemical agents and toxin weapons 
against the peoples of Laos, Kampuchea, or Afghanistan.

(b) It is the sense of the Congress that the President 
should, acting through the Permanent Representative of the 
United States to the United Nations and all other appropri
ate diplomatic agents, seek definite measures to bring to an 
end actions by any party or government in using, and pro
viding for use, chemical agents or toxin weapons against the 
peoples of Laos, Kampuchea, and Afghanistan, in violation 
of the spirit and the provisions of—

(1) the Convention on the Prohibition of the Devel
opment, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological 
(Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruc
tion (done at Washington, London, and Moscow on 
April 10, 1972);"

(2) the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War 
of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of 
Bacteriological Methods of Warfare (signed at Geneva 
on June 17, 1925)/ and

(3) customary international law.

* The convention is printed ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
- Ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.
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(c) It is further the sense of Congress that the President 
should—

(1) allocate the highest possible priority to the devel
opment of further evidence clarifying the nature and 
origins of the chemical agents and toxin weapons being 
used against the peoples of Laos, Kampuchea, and Af
ghanistan; and

(2) vigorously seek a satisfactory explanation from 
the Government of the Soviet Union regarding the 
strong circumstantial and presumptive evidence of its 
role in the use, or provision for use, of such weapons.

(d) The Congress reiterates the concern expressed in 
House Resolution 644 (96th Congress), adopted by the 
House of Representatives on May 19, 1980, regarding the 
outbreak of pulmonary anthrax near Sverdlovsk on April 3, 
1979, and expresses its disappointment that the Soviet 
Union has failed adequately to respond to requests for data 
explaining this incident as provided in the Convention on 
the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stock
piling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons 
and on Their Destruction.

(e) It is further the sense of Congress that the negotiation 
of a treaty prohibiting the development, production, and 
stockpiling of chemical weapons, with reliable verification 
provisions, should be given a high priority by the United 
States Government and by all foreign governments.

EXTERNAL DEBT BURDENS OF EGYPT, ISRAEL, AND TURKEY

Sec. 723. The Congress finds that the Governments of 
Egypt, Israel, and Turkey each have an enormous external 
debt burden which may be made more difficult by virtue of 
financing provided for those governments under various 
United States assistance programs. In order to assist the 
Congress in examining United States assistance for these 
countries, the President shall report to the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives and to the chairman of the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate, not later than one 
hundred and twenty days after the date of enactment of this 
Act and not later than one year after the date of enactment 
of this Act, regarding economic conditions prevailing in 
Egypt, Israel, and Turkey which may affect their respective 
ability to meet their international debt obligations and to 
stabilize their economies. These reports shall also analyze
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the impact on Egypt's economy of Arab sanctions against 
Egypt.

NICARAGUA

Sec. 724. (a) In furnishing assistance under this Act to the 
Government of Nicaragua, the President shall take into ac
count the extent to which that Government has engaged in 
violations of internationally recognized human rights (in
cluding the right to organize and operate labor unions free 
from political oppression, the right to freedom of the press, 
and the right to freedom of religion) and shall encourage the 
Government of Nicaragua to respect those rights.

(b) In furnishing assistance under this Act to the Govern
ment of Nicaragua, the President shall take into account the 
extent to which that Government has fulfilled its pledge of 
July 1979 to the member states of the Organization of Amer
ican States—

(1) to establish full respect for human rights in Nica
ragua in accordance with the United Nations Universal 
Declaration of the Rights and Duties of Man and the 
Charter on Human Rights of the Organization of 
American States;

(2) to allow the free movement in Nicaragua of the 
Inter-American Commission on Human Rights; and

(3) to establish the framework for free and demo
cratic elections so that the people of Nicaragua may 
elect their representatives to city councils, to constitu
tional assembly, and to Nicaragua's highest-ranking 
authorities, with such framework to include, but not be 
limited to, the full and complete opportunity for politi
cal activity of the Nicaraguan people.

(c) Assistance to the Government of Nicaragua under this 
Act shall be terminated if the President determines and re
ports to the Congress that the Government of Nicaragua co
operates with or harbors any international terrorist organi
zation or is aiding, abetting, or supporting acts of violence 
or terrorism in other countries, or that Soviet, Cuban, or 
other foreign combat military forces are stationed or situ
ated within the borders of Nicaragua and the presence of 
such forces constitutes a threat to the national security of the 
United States or to any Latin American ally of the United 
States.

(d) Any agreement between the United States and the 
Government of Nicaragua regarding the use of funds appro
priated to carry out this Act, which are to be made available 
in the form of loans, shall specifically require that to the 
maximum extent possible such loan funds, and any local

Assistance,
termination.

Loans.
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currency generated in conjunction therewith, shall be used 
for assistance to the private sector. Local currency loan pro
grams in Nicaragua shall be monitored and audited in ac
cordance with section 624(g) of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961.

(e) For each six-month period in which any funds are ex
pended under this Act for Nicaragua, the President shall 
submit to the Speaker of the House of Representatives, and 
the chairman of the Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate, a report accounting fully and in itemized detail for 
the amounts obligated and actually expended in Nicaragua.

ASSISTANCE AND SALES FOR ARGENTINA

S ec. 725.(a) Section 620B of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 is repealed.

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, assist
ance may be provided to Argentina under chapter 2, 4, 5, or 
6 of part II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, credits (in
cluding participations in credits) may be extended and loans 
may be guaranteed with respect to Argentina under the 
Arms Export Control Act, defense articles and defense ser
vices may be sold to Argentina under the Arms Export Con
trol Act, and export licenses may be issued to or for the 
Government of Argentina under section 38 of the Arms Ex
port Control Act, only if the President has submitted to the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives and the chairman 
oiF the Committee on Foreign Relations of the Senate a de
tailed report certifying that—

(1) the Government of Argentina has made signifi
cant progress in complying with internationally recog
nized principles of human rights; and

(2) the provision of such assistance, credits, loan 
guarantees, defense articles, defense services, or export 
licenses is in the national interests of the United States.

(c) The Congress welcomes the actions of the Government 
of Argentina to adjudicate numerous cases of those detained 
under the national executive power of the Argentine Gov
ernment, and the Congress hopes that progress will con
tinue, especially with regard to providing information on 
citizens listed as ''disappeared" and prisoners remaining at 
the disposition of the national executive power. In the pro
cess of making the determination required in paragraph (1) 
of subsection (b), among other things, the President shall 
consider—
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(1) efforts by the Government of Argentina to pro
vide information on citizens identified as ''disap
peared"; and

(2) efforts by the Government of Argentina to release 
or bring to justice those prisoners held at the disposi
tion of the national executive power (PEN).

REPEAL OF LIMITATIONS ON ASSISTANCE, SALES, AND SALES CREDITS 

FOR CHILE

Sec . 726.(a) Section 406 of the International Security As
sistance and Arms Export Control Act of 1976 (22 U.S.C. 
2370 note) is repealed.

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of law—

(1) no assistance may be furnished under chapter 
2, 4, 5, or 6 of part II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 to Chile;

(2) no sale of defense articles or services may be 
made under the Arms Export Control Act to Chile;

(3) no credits (including participation in credits) may 
be extended and no loan may be guaranteed under the 
Arms Export Control Act with respect to Chile; and

(4) no export licenses may be issued under section 38 
of the Arms Export Control Act to or for the Govern
ment of Chile;

unless and until the President submits to the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives and the chairman of the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations of the Senate a detailed report certi
fying—

(A) that the Government of Chile has made signifi
cant progress in complying with internationally recog
nized principles of human rights;

(B) that the provision of such assistance, articles or 
services is in the national interest of the United States; 
and

(C) that the Government of Chile is not aiding or 
abetting international terrorism and has taken appro
priate steps to cooperate to bring to justice by all legal 
means available in the United States or Chile those in
dicted by a United States grand jury in connection with 
the murders of Orlando Letelier and Ronni Moffitt.

ASSISTANCE FOR EL SALVADOR

Sec. 727. (a) It is the sense of the Congress that assistance 
furnished to the Government of El Salvador, both economic 
and military, should be used to encourage—
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(1) full observance of internationally recognized 
human rights in accordance with sections 116 and 502B 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961;

(2) full respect for all other fundamental human 
rights, including the right of freedom of speech and of 
the press, the right to organize and operate free labor 
unions, and the right to freedom of religion;

(3) continued progress in implementing essential eco
nomic and political reforms, including land reform and 
support for the private sector;

(4) a complete and timely investigation of the deaths 
of all United States citizens killed in El Salvador since 
October 1979;

(5) an end to extremist violence and the establish
ment of a unified command and control of all govern
ment security forces in this effort;

(6) free, fair, and open elections at the earliest date; 
and

(7) increased professional capability of the Salva
doran Armed Forces in order to establish a peaceful 
and secure environment in which economic develop
ment and reform and the democratic processes can be 
fully implemented, thereby permitting a phased with
drawal of United States military training and advisory 
personnel at the earliest possible date.

(b) It is the sense of the Congress that the United States 
economic assistance to El Salvador should put emphasis on 
revitalizing the private sector and supporting the free mar
ket system. The Congress recognizes that the lack of foreign 
exchange to buy imported raw materials and intermediate 
goods is a major impediment to the ability of the Salva
doran economy to provide jobs. The Congress also recog
nizes that the funds budgeted for economic assistance are 
only a fraction of the foreign exchange needed, and United 
States economic aid should be used, wherever possible, to 
stimulate private sector lending. Therefore, the Congress 
urges the President to set aside a portion of the economic 
support funds to provide guarantees to private United States 
banks willing to give credits to the Salvadoran private sector.

RESTRICTIONS ON MILITARY ASSISTANCE AND SALES TO EL SALVADOR

Sec . 728.(a)(1) The Congress finds that peaceful and dem
ocratic development in Central America is in the interest of 
the United States and of the community of American States 
generally, that the recent civil strife in El Salvador has 
caused great human suffering and disruption to the econ
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omy of that country, and that substantial assistance to El 
Salvador is necessary to help alleviate that suffering and to 
promote economic recovery within a peaceful and demo
cratic process. Moreover, the Congress recognizes that the 
efforts of the Government of El Salvador to achieve these 
goals are affected by the activities of forces beyond its con
trol.

(2) Taking note of the substantial progress made by the 
Government of El Salvador in land and banking reforms, 
the Congress declares it should be the policy of the United 
States to encourage and support the Government of El Sal
vador in the implementation of these reforms.

(3) The United States also welcomes the continuing efforts 
of President Duarte and his supporters in the Government 
of El Salvador to establish greater control over the activities 
of members of the armed forces and government security 
forces. The Congress finds that it is in the interest of the 
United States to cooperate with the Duarte government in 
putting an end to violence in El Salvador by extremist ele
ments among both the insurgents and the security forces, 
and in establishing a unified command and control of all 
government forces.

(4) The United States supports the holding of free, fair, 
and open elections in El Salvador at the earliest date. The 
Congress notes the progress being made by the Duarte gov
ernment in this area, as evidenced by the appointment of an 
electoral commission.

(b) In fiscal year 1982 and 1983, funds may be obligated 
for assistance for El Salvador under chapter 2 or 5 of part II 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, letters of offer may be 
issued and credits and guarantees may be extended for El 
Salvador under the Arms Export Control Act, and members 
of the Armed Forces may be assigned or detailed to El Salva
dor to carry out functions under the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 or the Arms Export Control Act, only if not later 
than thirty days after the date of enactment of this Act and 
every one hundred and eighty days thereafter, the President 
makes a certification in accordance with subsection (d).

(c) If the President does not make such a certification at 
any of the specified times then the President shall immedi
ately—

(1) suspend all expenditures of funds and other deliv
eries of assistance for El Salvador which were obligated 
under chapters 2 and 5 of part II of the Foreign Assist
ance Act of 1961 after the date of enactment of this Act;

(2) withhold all approvals for use of credits and guar
antees for El Salvador which were extended under the
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Arms Export Control Act after the date of enactment of 
this Act;

(3) suspend all deliveries of defense articles, defense 
services, and design and construction services to El Sal
vador which were sold under the Arms Export Control 
Act after the date of enactment of this Act; and

(4) order the prompt withdrawal from El Salvador of 
all members of the Armed Forces performing defense 
services, conducting international military education 
and training activities, or performing management 
functions under section 515 of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961.

Any suspension of assistance pursuant to paragraphs (1) 
through (4) of this subsection shall remain in effect during 
fiscal year 1982 and during fiscal year 1983 until such time 
as the President makes a certification in accordance with 
subsection (d).

(d) The certification required by subsection (b) is a certifi
cation by the President to the Speaker of the House of Rep
resentatives and to the chairman of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations of the Senate of a determination that the 
Government of El Salvador—

(1) is making a concerted and significant effort to 
comply with internationally recognized human rights;

(2) is achieving substantial control over all elements 
of its own armed forces, so as to bring to an end the in
discriminate torture and murder of Salvadoran citizens 
by these forces;

(3) is making continued progress in implementing es
sential economic and political reforms, including the 
land reform program;

(4) is committed to the holding of free elections at an 
early date and to that end has demonstrated its good 
faith efforts to begin discussions with all major political 
factions in El Salvador which have declared their will
ingness to find and implement an equitable political 
solution to the conflict, with such solution to involve a 
commitment to—

(A) a renouncement of further military or para
military activity; and

(B) the electoral process with internationally 
recognized observers.

Each such certification shall discuss fully and completely the 
justification for making each of the determinations required 
by paragraphs (1) through (4).
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(e) On making the first certification under subsection (b) of 
this section, the President shall also certify to the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives and the chairman of the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate that he has de
termined that the Government of El Salvador has made 
good faith efforts both to investigate the murders of the six 
United States citizens in El Salvador in December 1980 and 
January 1981 and to bring to justice those responsible for 
those murders.

REPORTING REQUIREMENT RELATING TO EL SALVADOR

Sec. 729. (a) Not later than ninety days after the date of 
enactment of this section, the President shall prepare and 
transmit to the Speaker of the House of Representatives and 
to the chairman of the Committee on Foreign Relations of 
the Senate a report setting forth—

(1) the viewpoints of all major parties to the conflict 
in El Salvador and of the influential actors in the Salva
doran political system regarding the potential for and 
interest in negotiations, elections, and a settlement of 
the conflict; and

(2) the views of democratic Latin American nations, 
Canada, the Organization of American States, and 
European allies of the United States regarding a negoti
ated settlement to such conflict.

(b) It is the sense of the Congress that the President shall, 
as soon as possible, send a special envoy or use other appro
priate means to consult with and gather information from 
appropriate representatives of the parties to the Salvadoran 
conflict, democratic governments of Latin America, Can
ada, and European allies of the United States regarding the 
attainment of a negotiated settlement in El Salvador.

RESTRICTIONS ON AID TO EL SALVADOR

S ec. 730. None of the funds authorized to be appropriated 
by this Act may be made available for the provision of as
sistance to El Salvador for the purpose of planning for com
pensation, or for the purpose of compensation, for the con
fiscation, nationalization, acquisition, or expropriation of 
any agricultural or banking enterprise, or of the properties 
or stock shares which may be pertaining thereto.

el SALVADORAN REFUGEES

S ec. 731. It is the sense of the Congress that the adminis
tration should continue to review, on a case-by-case basis, 
petitions for extended voluntary departure made by citizens
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of El Salvador who claim that they are subject to persecu
tion in their homeland, and should take full account of the 
civil strife in El Salvador in making decisions on such peti
tions.

CONSOLIDATED REPORTS: ARMS EXPORT CONTROL ACT

S ec. 732. Section 25 of the Arms Export Control Act is 
amended to read as follows:

S ec. 25. A n nual  Estimate a n d  Justihcation  for S ales P ro 

g ram . — (a) No later than February 1 of each year, the Presi
dent shall transmit to the Congress, as a part of the annual 
presentation materials for security assistance programs pro
posed for the next fiscal year, a report which sets forth —

"(1) an arms sales proposal covering all sales and li
censed commercial exports under this Act of major 
weapons or weapons-related defense equipment for 
$7,000,000 or more, or of any other weapons or weap
ons-related defense' equipment for $25,000,000 or 
more, which are considered eligible for approval during 
the current calendar year, together with an indication 
of which sales and licensed commercial exports are 
deemed most likely actually to result in the issuance of 
a letter of offer or of an export license during such year;

"(2) an estimate of the total amount of sales and li
censed commercial exports expected to be made to each 
foreign nation from the United States;

"(3) the United States national security considera
tions involved in expected sales or licensed commercial 
exports to each country, an analysis of the relationship 
between anticipated sales to each country and arms 
control efforts concerning such country and an analysis 
of the impact of such anticipated sales on the stability 
of the region that includes such country;

"(4) an estimate with regard to the international vol
ume of arms traffic to and from nations purchasing 
arms as set forth in paragraphs (1) and (2) of this sub
section, together with best estimates of the sale and de
livery of weapons and weapons-related defense equip
ment by all major arms suppliers to all major recipient 
countries during the preceding fiscal year;

"(5) an estimate of the aggregate dollar value and 
quantity of defense articles and defense services, mili
tary education and training, grant military assistance, 
and credits and guarantees, to be furnished by the 
United States to each foreign country and international 
organization in the next fiscal year;
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"(6) an analysis and description of the services per
formed during the preceding fiscal year by officers and 
employees of the United States Government carrying 
out functions on a full-time basis under this Act for 
which reimbursement is provided under section 43(b) 
or section 21(a) of this Act, including the number of 
personnel involved in performing such services;

"(7) the total amount of funds in the reserve under 
section 24(c) at the end of the fiscal year immediately 
preceding the fiscal year in which a report under this 
section is made, together with an assessment of the ade
quacy of such total amount of funds as a reserve for the 
payment of claims under guarantees issued pursuant to 
section 24 in view of the current debt servicing capacity 
of borrowing countries, as reported to the Congress 
pursuant to section 634(a)(5) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961;

"(8) a list of all countries with respect to which find
ings made by the President pursuant to section 3(a)(1) 
of th is A ct are in effect on the date of such trans
mission;

"(9) the progress made under the program of the 
Republic of Korea to modernize its armed forces, the 
role of the United States in mutual security efforts in 
the Republic of Korea and the military balance between 
the People's Republic of Korea and the Republic of 
Korea;

"(10) the amount and nature of Soviet military assist
ance to the armed forces of Cuba during the preceding 
fiscal year and the military capabilities of those armed 
forces;

"(11) the status of each loan and each contract of 
guaranty or insurance theretofore made under the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, predecessor Acts, or 
any Act authorizing international security assistance, 
with respect to which there remains outstanding any 
unpaid obligation or potential liability; the status of 
each extension of credit for the procurement of defense 
articles or defense services, and of each contract of 
guaranty in connection with any such procurement, 
theretofore made under the Arms Export Control Act 
with respect to which there remains outstanding any 
unpaid obligation or potential liability; and

"(12) such other information as the President m ay  
deem necessary.

"(b) Not later than thirty days following the receipt of a 
request made by the Committee on Foreign Relations of the
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Senate or the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the House of 
Representatives for additional information with respect to 
any information submitted pursuant to subsection (a), the 
President shall submit such information to such committee.

"(c) The President shall make every effort to submit all of 
the information required by subsection (a) or (b) wholly in 
unclassified form. Whenever the President submits any such 
information in classified form, he shall submit such classi
fied information in an addendum and shall also submit 
simultaneously a detailed summary, in unclassified form, of 
such classified information.".

REPORT ON NUCLEAR ACTIVITIES

Sec. 735. Beginning with the fiscal year 1983 and for each 
fiscal year thereafter, the President shall prepare and trans
mit to the Congress, as part of the presentation materials for 
foreign assistance programs proposed for that fiscal year, a 
classified report describing the nuclear programs and related 
activities of any country for which a waiver of section 669 
or 670 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 is in effect, in
cluding an assessment o f—

(1) the extent and effectiveness of International 
Atomic Energy Agency safeguards at that country's 
nuclear facilities; and

(2) the capability, actions, and intentions o f the go v 
ernment of that country with respect to the m anufac
ture or acquisition o f a nuclear explosive device.

ASSISTANCE TO PAKISTAN

S e c . 736. Chapter 1 of part III of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 is amended by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing:

"Sec. 620E. A ssistan ce t o  P a k ista n .— (a) The Congress 
recognizes that Soviet forces occupying Afghanistan pose a 
security threat to Pakistan. The Congress also recognizes 
that an independent and democratic Pakistan w ith contin
ued friendly ties w ith  the United States is in the interest of 
both nations. The Congress finds that United States assist
ance will help Pakistan maintain its independence. A ssist
ance to Pakistan is intended to benefit the people of Pakistan  
by helping them meet the burdens im posed by the presence 
of Soviet forces in Afghanistan and b y prom oting econom ic  
developm ent. In authorizing assistance to Pakistan, it is the 
intent of Congress to prom ote the expeditious restoration of
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full civil liberties and representative government in Paki
stan. The Congress further recognizes that it is in the mutual 
interest of Pakistan and the United States to avoid the pro
foundly destabilizing effects of the proliferation of nuclear 
explosive devices or the capacity to manufacture or other
wise acquire nuclear devices.

''(b) The United States reaffirms the commitment made in 
its 1959 bilateral agreement with Pakistan relating to aggres
sion from a Communist or Communist-dominated state.

''(c) Security assistance for Pakistan shall be made avail
able in order to assist Pakistan in dealing with the threat to 
its security posed by the Soviet presence in Afghanistan. 
The United States will take appropriate steps to ensure that 
defense articles provided by the United States to Pakistan 
are used for defensive purposes.

"(d) The President may waive the prohibitions of section 
669 of this Act at any time during the period beginning on 
the date of enactment of this section and ending on Septem
ber 30, 1987, to provide assistance to Pakistan during that 
period if he determines that to do so is in the national inter
est of the United States/'.

PROHIBITIONS RELATING TO NUCLEAR TRANSFERS AND NUCLEAR 

DETONATIONS

Sec. 737. (a) The Congress finds that any transfer of a 
nuclear explosive device to a non-nuclear-weapon state or, 
in the case of a non-nuclear-weapon state, any receipt or 
detonation of a nuclear explosive device would cause grave 
damage to bilateral relations between the United States and 
that country.

(b) Section 669(b)(2) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
is amended to read as follows:

"(2)(A) A certification under paragraph (1) of this subsec
tion shall take effect on the date on which the certification is 
received by the Congress. However, if within thirty calen
dar days after receiving this certification, the Congress 
adopts a concurrent resolution stating in substance that the 
Congress disapproves the furnishing of assistance pursuant 
to the certification, then upon the adoption of that resolu
tion the certification shall cease to be effective and all deliv
eries of assistance furnished under the authority of that cer
tification shall be suspended immediately.

"(B) Any concurrent resolution under this paragraph shall 
be considered in the Senate in accordance with the provi
sions of section 601(b) of the International Security Assist
ance and Arms Export Control Act of 1976.

"(C) For the purpose of expediting the consideration and 
adoption of concurrent resolutions under this paragraph, a

10 UST 317.

Waiver.
22 u s e  2429.

22 u s e  2429a 
note.

22 u s e  2429.

90 Stat. 765.
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motion to proceed to the consideration of any such resolu
tion after it has been reported by the appropriate committee 
shall be treated as highly privileged in the House of Repre
sentatives.".

(c) Section 670 of such Act is amended to read as follows: 
''S ec. 670. N u c le a r  R e p r o c e s s in g  T r a n s fe r s , T r a n s fe r s  o f  

N u c le a r  E x p lo s iv e  D e v ic e s , a n d  N u c le a r  D e t o n a t i o n s .—(a)(1) 
Except as provided in paragraph (2) of this subsection, no 
funds authorized to be appropriated by this Act or the Arms 
Export Control Act may be used for the purpose of provid
ing economic assistance (including assistance under chapter 
4 of part II), providing military assistance or grant military 
education and training, providing assistance under chapter 6 
of part II, or extending military credits or making guaran
tees, to any country which on or after the date of enactment 
of the International Security Assistance Act of 1977 * deliv
ers nuclear reprocessing equipment, materials, or technol
ogy to any other country or receives such equipment, mate
rials, or technology from any other country (except for the 
transfer of reprocessing technology associated with the in
vestigation, under international evaluation programs in 
which the United States participates, of technologies which 
are alternatives to pure plutonium reprocessing).

"(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1) of this subsection, the 
President may furnish assistance which would otherwise be 
prohibited under that paragraph if he determines and certi
fies in writing to the Speaker of the House of Representa
tives and the Committee on Foreign Relations of the Senate 
that the termination of such assistance would be seriously 
prejudicial to the achievement of United States nonprolifera
tion objectives or otherwise jeopardize the common defense 
and security. The President shall transmit with such certifi
cation a statement setting forth the specific reasons therefor.

'"(3)(A) A certification under paragraph (2) of this subsec
tion shall take effect on the date on which the certification is 
received by the Congress. However, if, within 30 calendar 
days after receiving this certification, the Congress adopts a 
concurrent resolution stating in substance that the Congress 
disapproves the furnishing of assistance pursuant to the cer
tification, then upon the adoption of that resolution the cer
tification shall cease to be effective and all deliveries of as
sistance furnished under the authority of that certification 
shall be suspended immediately.

"'(B) Any concurrent resolution under this paragraph shall 
be considered in the Senate in accordance with the provi

* The pertinent portion of the act is printed ibid., 1977, pp. 478-480.
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sions of section 601(b) of the International Security Assist
ance and Arms Export Control Act of 1976.

''(C) For the purpose of expediting the consideration and 
adoption of concurrent resolutions under this paragraph, a 
motion to proceed to the consideration of any such resolu
tion after it has been reported by the appropriate committee 
shall be treated as highly privileged in the House of Repre
sentatives.

''(b)(1) Except as provided in paragraphs (2) and (3) of this 
subsection, no funds authorized to be appropriated by this 
Act or the Arms Export Control Act may be used for the 
purpose of providing economic assistance (including assist
ance under chapter 4 of part II), providing military assist
ance or grant military education and training, providing as
sistance under chapter 6 of part II, or extending military 
credits or making guarantees, to any country which on or 
after the date of enactment of the International Security As
sistance Act of 1977—

"(A) transfers a nuclear explosive device to a non- 
nuclear-weapon state, or

"(B) is a non-nuclear-weapon state and either—
"(i) receives a nuclear explosive device, or 
"(ii) detonates a nuclear explosive device.

"(2)(A) Notwithstanding paragraph (1) of this subsection, 
the President may, for a period of not more than 30 days of 
continuous session, furnish assistance which would other
wise be prohibited under paragraph (1) of this subsection if, 
before furnishing such assistance, the President transmits to 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives, and to the 
chairman of the Committee on Foreign Relations of the Sen
ate, a certification that he has determined that an immediate 
termination of assistance to that country would be detri
mental to the national security of the United States. Not 
more than one such certification may be transmitted for a 
country with respect to the same detonation, transfer, or re
ceipt of a nuclear explosive device.

"(B) If the President transmits a certification to the Con
gress under subparagraph (A), joint resolution which would 
permit the President to exercise the waiver authority of 
paragraph (3) of this subsection shall, if introduced in either 
House within thirty days of continuous session after the 
Congress receives this certification, be considered in the 
Senate and House of Representatives in accordance with 
subparagraphs (C) and (D) of this paragraph.

"(C) Any joint resolution under this paragraph shall be 
considered in the Senate in accordance with the provisions

90 Stat. 765.

22 u s e  2751 
note.
22 u s e  2346

22 u s e  2348.

22 u s e  2151 
note.
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"Non-nuclear 
weapon State."

21 UST 483.

of section 601(b) of the International Security Assistance 
and Arms Export Control Act of 1976.

''(D) For the purpose of expediting the consideration and 
adoption of joint resolutions under this paragraph, a motion 
to proceed to the consideration of such a joint resolution af
ter it has been reported by the appropriate committee shall 
be treated as highly privileged in the House of Representa
tives.

'XE) For purposes of this paragraph, the term 'joint resolu
tion' means a joint resolution the matter after the resolving 
clause of which is as follows: That the Congress having re
ceived on a certification by the President under
section 670(b)(2) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 with 
respect to , the Congress hereby authorizes the Presi
dent to exercise the waiver authority contained in section 
670(b)(3) of that Act.', with the date of receipt of the certifi
cation inserted in the first blank and the name of the country 
inserted in the second blank.

"(3) Notwithstanding paragraph (1) of this subsection, if 
the Congress enacts a joint resolution under paragraph (2) of 
this subsection, the President may furnish assistance which 
would otherwise be prohibited under paragraph (1) if he de
termines and certifies in writing to the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives and the Committee on Foreign Relations 
of the Senate that the termination of such assistance would 
be seriously prejudicial to the achievement of United States 
nonproliferation objectives or otherwise jeopardize the com
mon defense and security. The President shall transmit with 
such certification a statement setting forth the specific 
reasons therefor.

"(4) For purposes of this subsection, continuity of session 
is broken only by an adjournment of Congress sine die and 
the days on which either House is not in session because of 
an adjournment of more than three days to a day certain are 
excluded in the computation of any period of time in which 
Congress is in continuous session.

"(5) As used in this subsection , the term 
non-nuclear-weapon state' means any country which is not 
a nuclear-weapon state, as defined in article IX(3) of the 
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.".

Approved December 29, 1981.
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New Mexico

University of New Mexico 
Albuquerque, New Mexico

New Mexico State University 
Las Cruces, New Mexico

Eastern New Mexico University 
Portales, New Mexico

New York

New York State Library 
Albany, New York

State University of New York 
Binghamton, New York

New York University 
Bronx, New York

State University College 
Geneseo, New York

Colgate University 
Hamilton, New York

Cornell University 
Ithaca, New York

Columbia University 
New York, N.Y.

New York Public Library 
New York, N.Y.

New York University 
New York, N.Y.

United Nations Library 
New York, N.Y.

U.S. Military Academy 
West Point, N.Y.

North Carolina

University of North Carolina 
Chapel Hill, North Carolina

Duke University 
Durham, North Carolina

North Carolina State University 
Raleigh, North Carolina

North Dakota

University of North Dakota 
Grand Forks, North Dakota

Ohio

University of Akron 
Akron, Ohio

Bowling Green University 
Bowling Green, Ohio

University of Cincinnati 
Cincinnati, Ohio

Cleveland Public Library 
Cleveland, Ohio

Ohio State University 
Columbus, Ohio

Kent State University 
Kent, Ohio

Oberlin College 
Oberlin, Ohio

Miami University 
Oxford, Ohio

Oklahoma

University of Oklahoma 
Norman, Oklahoma

Oklahoma State University 
Stillwater, Oklahoma

Oregon
Oregon State University 
Corvallis, Oregon

University of Oregon 
Eugene, Oregon

Multnomah County Library 
Portland, Oregon

Willamette University 
Salem, Oregon

Pennsylvania

Bryn Mawr College 
Bryn Mawr, Pennsylvania

Gettysburg College 
Gettysburg, Pennsylvania

Juniata College Library 
Huntington, Pennsylvania

St. Francis College 
Loretto, Pennsylvania
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Pennsylvania — Continued

Philadelphia Public Library 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

University of Pennsylvania 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Duquesne University 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

University of Pittsburgh 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

Puerto Rico

University of Puerto Rico 
Rio Piedras, Puerto Rico

Rhode Island

University of Rhode Island 
Kingston, Rhode Island

Brown University 
Providence, Rhode Island

Providence Public Library 
Providence, Rhode Island

South Carolina 

The Citadel
Charleston, South Carolina

Clemson University 
Clemson, South Carolina

University ojf South Carolina 
Columbia, South Carolina

Northern State College 
Aberdeen, South Carolina

South Dakota

S. Dakota State Library Commission 
Pierre, South Dakota

Tennessee

Joint University Libraries 
Nashville, Tennessee

Texas

University of Texas 
Austin, Texas

Dallas Public Library 
Dallas, Texas

T exas — Continued

Rice University 
Houston, Texas

Baylor University 
Waco, Texas

Utah
Utah State University 
Logan, Utah

Brigham Young University 
Provo, Utah

Salt Lake City Public Library 
Salt Lake City, Utah

University of Utah 
Salt Lake City, Utah 

Vermont

University of Vermont 
Burlington, Vermont

Virginia

Randolph-Macon College 
Ashland, Virginia

Virginia Polytechnic Institute and 
State University 

Blacksburg, Virginia

University of Virginia 
Charlottesville, Virginia

College of William and Mary 
Williamsburg, Virginia

Washington

Washington State Library 
Olympia, Washington

Washington State University 
Pullman, Washington

University of Washington 
Seattle, Washington

Seattle Public Library 
Seattle, Washington

West Virginia

Kanawha County Public Library 
Charleston, West Virginia

West Virginia University 
Morgantown, West Virginia
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West Virginia — Continued

West Liberty State College 
West Liberty, West Virginia

Wisconsin

University of Wisconsin 
Madison, Wisconsin

Milwaukee Public Library 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin

University of Wisconsin 
Platteville, Wisconsin

Wyoming

Laramie County Library 
Cheyenne, Wyoming

University of Wyoming 
Laramie, Wyoming

Switzerland

U.S. Mission 
Geneva, Switzerland
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®̂Gen. Rowny's statement of July 9 is printed ante.
statement by State Dept. L^al Adviser Robinson and ACDA responses to questions by the Committees, both of 

Sept. 22, have been excerpted and printed ante.
^^Secretary of State Haig's testimony at this hearing has been excerpted and printed ante (Nov. 4)
“Assistant Secretary of State Malone's testimony at this hearing has been extracted and printed ante.
«A letter from ACDA Director Earle submitting FY 1982 impact statements (Jan. 15) and a Congressional Research Serv

ice digest of the statements (Feb.) have been excerpted and printed ante.
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Other U.S. Government Publications

Department of Defense. Report of Secretary of Defense Brown to the Congress on the FY
1982 Budget, FY 1983 Authorization Request, and FY 1982-1986 Defense Programs. 

 Soviet Military Power, Sept. 1981 (first edition).
General Accounting Office. Report to the Congress by the Comptroller General of the 

United States. Acquiring Weapon Systems for a Period of Rising Expenditures: Implica
tions for Defense Management. MASAD-81-26; May 14, 1981.

________________ Report to the Congress by the Comptroller General of the United States.
DOD's Industrial Preparedness Program Needs National Policy to Effectively Meet Emer
gency Needs. PLRD-81-22, May 27, 1981.

________________ Report to the Congress by the Comptroller General of the United States.
DOD Should Give Better Guidance and Training to Contractors who Classify National 
Security Information. PLRD-81-3, Mar. 23, 1981.

_______________. Report to the Congress by  the Comptroller General of the United States.
The MX Weapon System: Issues and Challenges. M ASAD-81-1; Feb. 17, 1981.

_______________, Report to the Congress by the Comptroller General of the United States.
Most Critical Testing Lies Ahead for Missiles in Theater Nuclear Modernization. 
MASAD-81-15, Mar. 2, 1981.

_______________. Report to the Congress by the Comptroller General of the United States.
No Easy Choice: N ATO  Collaboration and the U.S. Arms Export Control Issue. 
ID-81-18, Jan. 19, 1981.

_______________. Report to the Congress by the Comptroller General of the United States.
NORAD's Missile Warning System: What Went Wrong?, M ASAD-81-81-30.

_______________. Report to the Congress by the Comptroller General of the United States.
The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978 Should be Selectively Modified. OCG-81-2, 
May 21, 1981.“

________________ Report to the Congress by the Comptroller General of the United States.
Will There be Enough Trained Medical Personnel in Case of War?, HRD-81-67, June 24,
1981.

FBIS Daily Report. Published Monday through Friday in eight volumes: I —China,
II —Eastern Europe, III —Soviet Union, IV —Asia and Pacific, V —Middle East and Africa, 
VI —Latin America, VII —Western Europe, and VIII —South Asia. The Daily Reports 
are also on file for public reference at the Library of Congress and at public and university 
libraries throughout the United States.

Office of the Federal Register, National Archives and Records Service, General Services 
Administration. Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents. Published every Mon
day. Vol. 17 comprises the 1981 issues.

Non-U.S. Government Publications

American Association for the Advancement of Slavic Studies and the American Council 
of Learned Societies. The Current Digest of the Soviet Press. (1314 Kinnear Road, Colum
bus, Ohio 43212) Weekly publication. Vol. XXVI covers 1981.

American Society of International Law. International Legal Materials. Bimonthly publica
tion. Vol. XX covers 1981.

“ Extract, "Overall Assessment," has been reprinted ante.
*^Hardcover or Microfiche versions available by subscription through Natiorud Technical Information Service (NTIS), Depart

ment of Commerce (5285 Port Royal Road, Springfield, Virginia 22161).
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NATO Information Service. N A TO  Review. Published every 2 months in English, French,
German, Italian, Dutch, and Spanish under the authority of the NATO Secretary General.
Quarterly editions are published in Danish, Greek, Portuguese, and Turkish . ^2 YqI. 29

comprises the 1981 issues.

United Nations Publications

The United Nations Disarmament Yearbook series, which began in 1977, summarizes on 
an annual basis U.N. activities in the disarmament field, the positions of the member states 
on the various disarmament subjects, and the votes on resolutions on pertinent questions. 
Vol. 1 covers 1976; vol. 5 covers 1980 [sales nos. E.81.IX.3 (clothbound) and E.81.IX.4 
(paperbound)] and vol. 6 covers 1981 [sales nos. E.81.IX.6 (clothbound) and E.82.IX.7 
(paperbound)]. The years prior to 1976 are covered in the three volumes of The United Na
tions and Disarmament, which deal with 1945-1965, 1945-1970, and 1970-1975, respective
ly. The Status o f Multilateral Arms Regulation and Disarmament Agreements was issued as a 
special supplement to the 1977 Yearbook. It contains complete texts of the various 
multilateral disarmament treaties as well as a list of signatories and parties as of Mar. 21, 
1978 [sales no. 78.IX.2]. Disarmament: A  Periodic Review by the United Nations is another 
useful series. Issued in five languages two or three times a year at somewhat irregular inter
vals, it offers news of activities in the disarmament field, such as those in the Committee on 
Disarmament, and articles by officials of member states, representatives of nongovernmental 
organizations, and private individuals prominent in the disarmament field. It also contains 
annotated bibliographies, book reviews, chronologies of disarmament events, and texts of 
significant documents. Vol. IV,nos. 1 and 2 comprise the 1981 issues. The 
Secretary-General's report on a Comprehensive Study on Nuclear Weapons, which was 
undertaken by a group of experts pursuant to G.A. resolution 33/91 D of Dec. 16, 1978, has 
been published [sales no. 81.1.11]. Other studies include a Comprehensive Report on South 
Africa's Plan and Capability in the Nuclear Field, undertaken pursuant to resolution 34/76 of 
Dec. 11, 1979 [sales no. 81.1.10], Study on All the Aspects of Regional Disarmament [sales 
no. 81.IX.2], undertaken pursuant to resolution 33/91 E of Dec. 16, 1978, and the Report of 
the Ad Hoc Panel on Military Budgeting, undertaken pursuant to resolution Z2>!67 of Dec. 
14, 1978 [sales no. 81.1.9]. The UN Chronicle, issued monthly (11 issues annually), reports 
on the activities, proceedings, and decisions of the General Assembly and its committees and 
affiliated organs as well as on publications and documents issued by the United Nations.

Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean

The report of the A d  Hoc Committee on its work during 1981 has been published as 
General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-sixth Session Supp. No. 29 (A /36/29).

Ad Hoc Committee on the World Disarmament Conference

The report of the A d  Hoc Committee on its work during 1981 has been published as 
General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-sixth Session, Supplement No. 28 (A /36/28).

“ In the United States, English language editions may be obtained from the Bureau of Public Affairs (PA/OAP), U.S. 
Department of State, Room 5815A, Washington, D.C. 20520. Further details may be obtained from NATO Information 
Service, 1110 Brussels, Belgium.
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A dvisory Board on Disarmament Studies

The recommendations of the Advisory Board on Disarmament Studies have been issued in 
document A /36/354.

Committee on Disarmament

Vol. I of the CD report for 1981 has been published as General Assembly Official Records: 
Thirty-sixth Session, Supplement No. 27 (A /36/27). Appendix I, 'The Consolidated List of 
Participants in the Work of the Committee" is included in vol. I. Appendix II contains the list 
and texts of documents issued by the Committee (3 vols.). Appendix III, an index of 
statements by country and subject as well as verbatim records of the Committee in 1981 (7 
vols.). These exist in machine-copy form.

Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space

The report of the Committee may be found in General Assembly Official Records: Thirty- 
sixth Session, Supplement No. 20 (A /36/20).

Disarmament Commission

The report of the Disarmament Commission on its 1981 session has been published as 
General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-sixth Session, Supplement No. 42 (A /36/42).

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. Agenda items of the thirty- 
sixth session likely to be of interest are those numbered 30, 39-56, 128, 135. The texts of the 
resolutions and decisions adopted by the General Assembly during its thirty-sixth session 
have been published in General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-sixth Session, Supplement 
No. 51 (A /36/51).

International Atom ic Energy Agency

The Agency publishes an Annual Report which includes an account of its NPT safeguards 
implementation program. The annual reports for 1980 and 1981 have been issued as 
A /36/424 and A /37/382 and Corr. 1, respectively. The Agency also publishes the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency Bulletin, a quarterly, in English, French, Russian, and Spanish. 
Vol. 23 covers 1981.23

Preparatory Committee for the United Nations Conference for the Promotion of Interna
tional Co-Operation in the Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy

The Preparatory Committee's report to the Twelfth Special Session has been published as 
General Assembly Official Records: Twelfth Special Session, Supplement No. 1 (A /S-12/1)  
and its report to the thirty-sixth regular session as General Assembly Official Records: 
Thirty-sixth Session, Supplement No. 49 (A /36/49).

Preparatory Committee for the United Nations Conference for the Promotion of International 
Co-Operation in the Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy

Pursuant to G.A. res. 35/122 of Dec. 5, 1980, the report of the Preparatory Committee has

“ The IAEA Bulletin can be obtained, free of charge, by writing to: IAEA Division of Public Information, P.O. Box 100, 
A-1400 Vienna, Austria.
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been published as General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-sixth Session, Supplement No. 
48 (A/36/48).

Secretary General

The Secretary General has published his report on the work of the organization as General 
Assembly Official Records: Thirty-sixth Session, Supplement No. 1 (A /36/1). Pursuant to 
General Assembly resolutions, he has issued the following studies:

A /36/474 — Comprehensive Study of the Group of Governmental Experts on Confidence- 
building Measures (res. B of Dec. 11, 1979); A f 361A31 —Report of the Group of Ex
perts To Prepare a Study on Israeli Nuclear Armament (res. 34/89 of Dec. 11, 1979); 
A /A C .206/14 — Prepared by the Group of Experts on the Implications of Establishing 
an International Satellite Monitoring Agency (res. 3 3 /7 1 J of Dec. 14, 1978); Study of the In
ternational Arrangements Relating to the Process of Disarmament (res. 34/87 E of Dec. 11, 
1979); A / 36/356 —Study on the Relationship Between Disarmament and Development (par. 
94, res. S-10/2 of June 30, 1978); A / 36/597— Study on the Relationship Between Disarma
ment and International Security (par, 97, res. S-10/2 of June 30, 1978); A / 36/^58 —World 
Disarmament Campaign (res. 35/152 I of Dec. 12, 1980); A / 36/613 —Study of the Group of 
Experts to Investigate Reports of the Alleged Use of Chemical Weapons (res. 35/144 C of 
Dec. 12, 1980).
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A d ey em i, B a r iy u  a .  Nigerian Minister, Permanent Mission to the United Nations; Chairman, 
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mental Experts to Study the Institutional Arrangements Relating to the Process of Disarmament,
1980-1981.

A h m a d ,  M a n s u r .  Pakistani Permanent Representative to the United Nations Office at Geneva; 
member, Secretary-General's Group of Governmental Experts on the Relationship Between Dis
armament and Development, 1978-1981.

A lb a n e s i ,  C e s a r e .  Member, Italian Space Activity Service (C N R ); member, U .N . Secretary- 
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Representative to 31st United Nations General Assembly, 1976; Senate Minority Leader, 
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to the United Nations, 1980-1981; Chairman, A d Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean,
1980-1981; Chairman, A d Hoc Committee on the World Disarmament Conference, 1980-1981.
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mament and Development, 1978-1981.

B e n i te s ,  L e o p o ld o  (Dr.). Ecuadoran Ambassador, Doctor Honoris Causae in Law and Member, 
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ference of the Committee on Disarmament, 1962-1978; Legal Adviser on International 
Law and Head of Department, Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 1963-1976; Under Secretary 
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