
■■'V# ■■

UNITED MTIOHS 
DEPARTMENT FOR DISARMAMENT APFAIR5 

B£F£R£NC£ library^

REFERENCE COPY - DO NOT REMOVE

Documents
on

Disarmament

1984

UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL 
AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY





^ UNITED NATIONS - 
SEP^QIEirT FOR DISABMAMENT AFBAXOt 

BEFEKMCE LIBEUffiX ̂  ^

Documents
on

Disarmament

1984

UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL 

AND d is a r m a m e n t  AGENCY



ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY 

PUBUCATION 126 

Released September 1986

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



UNITED NATIONS 
DBPiRIMEHl FOR DISABMAICBNI ASSAH^ 

-^fOSmMGl
\kli.9K.

FOREWORD

The present publication contains basic documents on arms control 
and disarmament developments in 1984 and is the latest in a series of 
volumes that have be^n issued annually since 1960. The work of the 
United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency in 1984 is 
described in its 24th annual report (see Bibliography).

The papers are numbered and arranged in chronological order, fol
lowing 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. Janet Athos provided assistance. 
Useful suggestions were received from officers throughout the United 
States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.

The technical editing was performed by Vicki E. Futscher of the 
Editorial Services Branch, Publishing Services Division, Department of 
State.
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NNA — non-nuclear, non-aligned 
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NNPA — Nuclear Nonproliferation Act 
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NPG — Nuclear Planning Group 
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NPT — nuclear nonproliferation treaty 
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Nuclear Weapons)

NRC — Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
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NTM — national technical means (of 
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Defense 
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 ̂Abbreviation used in documents of United Nations organs or international conferences serviced by the United 

Nations Secretariat.

* Title changed from Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee (ENDC) in 1969 with addition of eight new mem

bers.

® Committee on Disarmament replaced Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) in 1979, and in 1984 

designated itself the Conference on Disarmament.



LIST OF PRINCIPAL CONFERENCES AND ORGANIZATIONS

United Nations and Affiliates
A d  H oc Committee on the Indian Ocean

Established as a 15-member body by General Assembly resolution 2992 (XXVII) of 
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France Netherlands U.S.
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Chairmen: Australia (Boyd), Indonesia (Ibrahim), GDR (Gnmdmann and predecessor, 
Kahn), Mozambique (Santos and predecessor, Nhaguilunguana). Rapporteur: 
Madagascar (Tahindro).

A d  Hoc Committee on the World Disarmament Conference

Established by General Assembly resolution 3183 (XXVIII) of December 18, 1973, as 
a 40-member non-nuclear weapons group appointed by the President of the 
General Assembly. Convened in 1984 pursuant to General Assembly resolution 38/ 
186 of December 20, 1983. Two sessions in 1984: April 2-5 (4 meetings), July 2-4 (4 
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Chairmen (2): vacant, pending further consultations. Rapporteur: Spain (Laclaustra). 
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Footnotes at end of list.
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Algeria India Philippines
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Non-member participants included China, France, U.K., U.S., and USSR by virtue 
of paragraph 3 of resolution 3183 (XXVIII).

Advisory Board on Disarmament Studies
Established in 1978 pursuant to paragraph 124 of the Final Document of the Tenth 
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of members' appointments expired. Revived by U.N. Secretary-General pursuant to 
section 111 of General Assembly resolution 37/99 K of December 13, 1982. Eighth 
and ninth sessions in 1983: September 6-13, December 12-16, U.N. Headquarters, 
New York. Tenth and eleventh sessions in 1984: April 30-May 4, September 10-14, New 
York. Membership: Representatives of 23 states members of the United Nations 
appointed by the Secretary-General: Algeria (Azzout), Argentina (Ortiz de Rozas), 
Cameroon (Mboumoua), China (Liang Yufan), Cuba (Tabares del Real-Lechuga 
Hevia), Egypt (El-Shafei), France (Faure), FRG (Ruth), GDR (Mueller), India 
(Rasgotra), Japan (Matsui), Mexico (Garcia Robles), Nigeria (Adeniji), Norway 
Vaemo), Pakistan (Shahi), Poland (Strulak), Romania (Ene), Sri Lanka (Hameed), 
Sweden (Bjomerstedt), U.K. (Mason), U.S. (Dougherty), USSR (Bykov), Yugoslavia 
(Golob). Chairman, 9th session: Nigeria. Chairman 10th and 11 sessions: Algeria.

Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space
Established by General Assembly resolution 1472 (XV) of December 12, 1959. 
Originally a 24-member body, it comprised 44 states in 1984. Twenty-seventh session in 
1984: June 12-21 (6 plenary meetings), Vienna International Center. Participants: 
Member states (44):

Argentina GDR Portugal
Australia Hungary Romania
Austria India Sudan
Belgium Indonesia Sweden
Brazil Iran Syria
Bulgaria Italy Turkey
Canada Japan U.K.
Chile Kenya U.S.
China Mexico USSR
Colombia Mongolia Upper Volta
Czechoslovakia Morocco Uruguay
Ecuador Netherlands Venezuela
Egypt Nigeria Vietnam
France Pakistan Yugoslavia
FRG Poland
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By invitation, four non-member states and the Holy See; also the following 
organizations: U.N. Food and Argiculture Organization (FAO), U.N. Educational, 
Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), International Telecommunication 
Union (ITU), European Space Agency (ESA), Committee of Space Research 
(COSPAR) of the International Coimcil of Scientific Unions (ICSU), International 
Astronautical Federation (lAF), and International Telecommunications Satellite 
Organization (INTELSAT). Chairman: Austria (Jankowitsch). Vice Chairman: Romania 
(Marinescu). Rapporteur: Brazil (Valle). Scientific and Technical Subcommittee: 21st session, 
February 13-24, U.N. Headquarters. Chairman: Australia (Carver). Legal Subcommittee: 
23d session, March 10-April 6, U.N. Office, Geneva. Chairman: Czechoslovakia 
(Handl).

Conference on Disarmament

Established as the Committee on Disarmament (CD) in 1978 by the General 
Assembly at its Tenth Special Session to replace the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament (CCD); organized along lines set out in paragraph 120 of the Final 
Document of that session. ̂  Designated itself as a conference at the beginning of 
1984 in accordance with Section II of General Assembly resolution 37/99 K of 
December 14, 1982.® Two sessions annually; in 1984: February 7—April 26 (239th—262d 
meetings), June 12-August 21 (263d-287th meetings), Geneva. Membership: The 5 
nuclear-weapon states (China,'* France,® U.K., U.S., USSR) and 35 non-nuclear-
weapon states:

Algeria FRG Netherlands
Argentina GDR Nigeria
Australia Hungary Pakistan
Belgium India Peru
Brazil Indonesia Poland
Bulgaria Iran Romania
Burma Italy Sri Lanka
Canada Japan Sweden
Cuba Kenya Venezuela
Czechoslovakia Mexico Yugoslavia
Egypt Mongolia Zaire
Ethiopia Morocco

Presiiency  ̂ (previously chairmanship): rotated monthly in alphabetical order (by 
country). Ad Hoc Working Groups: Group of Scientific Experts To Consider 
International Cooperative Measures To Detect and Identity Seismic Events. 
Chairman: Sweden (Dahlman); on Chemical Weapons, Chairman: Sweden (Ekeus); on 
Effective International Arrangements To Assure Non-Nuclear-Weapon States 
Against the Use or Threat of Use of Nuclear Weapons, Chairman: Bulgaria 
(Konstantinov); on Radiological Weapons, Chairman: Czechoslovakia (Vejvoda).

Disarmament Commission (DC)

Established as a deliberative body and subsidiary organ of the U.N. General 
Assembly by the Final Act of the Tenth Special Session (paragraph 118) ̂  as 
successor to the Disarmament Commission established by resolution 502 (VI) of 
January 11, 1952."  ̂ Continuation of its work mandated by 38/183 E of December
20, 1983, and its agenda prescribed by resolutions 38/71 B and 38/73A of 
December 15, 1983, and 38/181 B, 38/183 H, and 38/184 A of December 20, 1983.

Footnotes at end of list.
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Organizational session in 1983: December 1 and 8 (71st-72d meetings), U.N. 
Headquarters, New York. One substantive session in 1984: May 7-June 1 (73d-80th 
meetings), U.N. Headquarters, New York. Membership (159): All states members of 
the United Nations. Chairman: Ghana (Gbeho). Vice Chairman (8): Argentina,
Bahamas, FRG, GDR, Greece, Nepal, Pakistan, Sudan. Rapporteur: Byelorussian SSR 
(Martynov). Committee of the Whole and four working groups established at 73d 
meeting to deal with agenda items and make recommendations. Committee of the 
Whole: Chairman: Ghana (Gbeho); 2 meetings. May 10, 31. Contact Group established 
to deal with consideration of various aspects of arms race and of agenda items in 
Section II of resolution 33/71 H; 12 meetings. May 10-31. Working groups: I—on 
reduction of military budgets; 8 meetings. May 11-25. Chairman: Romania 
(Diaconu). II—on South African nuclear capability; 11 meetings. May 11-30. 
Chairman: Bahamas (Hepburn). HI—on confidence-building measures; 11 meetings. 
May 11-30. Chairman: FRG (Wegener). IV—on relationship between disarmament 
and development; 9 meetings. May 11-30. Chairman: Nepal (Bhatt).

Group of Consultant Experts on Provisional Procedures To Uphold the A uthority of
the 1925 Geneva Protocol

Established by the Secretrary-General pursuant to General Assembly resolution 37/ 
98 D of December 13, 1982, and extended into 1984 pursuant to resolution 38/187 
C of December 20, 1983. Two sessions in 1984: April 24-May 4, Geneva; August 13-
24, New York. Participants: Ahlberg (Sweden), Bretton (Fr«mce), Ezz (Egypt), 
Flowerree (U.S.), Machata (Austria), Segarra (Ecuador), Sur (France).

Group of Experts on All Aspects of the Conventional Arms Race and on
Disarm am ent Relating to Conventional Weapons and Armed Forces

Appointed by the Secretary-General pursuant to General Assembly resolution 39/97 
A of December 9, 1981. Two sessions in 1982: July 12-16, New York; December 6-
17, Geneva. Three sessions in 1983: April 11-22, July 18-29, September 5-16, all in 
New York. Two sessions in 1984: January 23-February 3, June 11-23, New York. 
Participants: Achache (Algeria, ls t-2 d  sessions), Akalovsky (U.S., 4th-7th sessions), 
Attaf (Algeria, 3d-7th sessions), Bay-Rossi (Italy, 5th-7th sessions). Bureau (France, 
ls t-4 th  sessions), Cassan (France, 5th-7th sessions), Chandoga (Czechoslovakia, 
6th-7th sessions), Ciarrapico (Italy, ls t-4 th  sessions). Civic (Yugoslavia), Flowerree 
(U.S., ls t-3 d  sessions), Gyarmati (Hungary), von dem Hagen (FRG), Jain (India),
Jezil (Czechoslovakia, 3d-5th sessions).

Group of Experts on the Reduction of M ilitary Budgets

Appointed by the Secretary-General pursuant to General Assembly resolution 37/95 
B of December 13, 1982, which requested him to undertake the task of constructing 
price indexes and purchasing-power parities for military expenditures of 
participating states and to submit a final report at the 40th General Assembly 
session. Two sessions in 1984: February 6-17; July 9-20, U.N. Headquarters, New 
York. Participants: Caporaso (Italy), Cars (Sweden), Encinas del Pando (Peru), Gallik 
(U.S.), Odeka (Nigeria), Parwoto (Indonesia), Sasu (Romania). Chairman: Cars.

Group of Governmental Experts on M ilitary Research and Development

Appointed by the Secretary-General pursuant to General Assembly resolution 39/99 
J of December 13, 1982, to carry out a comprehensive study of the scope, role, and 
direction of the military use of research and development, the mechanisms 
involved, its role in the overall arms race, in particular the nuclear-arms race, and 
its impact on arms limitation and disarmament, and to report to the Assembly at its 
39th session. Five substantive sessions between March 21, 1983 and November 6,

Footnotes at end of list.
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1984. Requested and was granted extension of the time period (General Assembly 
resolution 39/151 F of December 17, 1984). Chairman: Sweden (Bjomerstedt).

Group of Governmental Experts on Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones

Appointed by the Secretary-General pursuant to General Assembly resolution 37/99 
F of December 13, 1982, to undertake study to review and supplement Comprehensive 
Study of the Question of Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones in A ll its Aspects.̂  Two substantive 
sessions in 1983; two in 1984. Requested and was granted extension of time period 
(General Assembly resolution 39/151 B of December 17, 1984). Chairman: Tornudd.

Group of Governmental Experts on Unilateral Disarmament Measures

Appointed by the Secretary-General pursuant to General Assembly resolution 38/ 
183 J of December 20, 1983, which called for preparation of study on subject of 
unilateral nuclear disarmament measures which would . promote and 
complement bilateral and multilateral negotiations. . Study prepared during three 
sessions in 1984: February 13-17, April 30-May 7, Geneva; August 27-31, New York. 
Participants: Austria (Birbaum), Egypt (Alfarargi), Mexico (Marm-Bosch), Pakistan 
(Ahmad). Chairman: Mexico.

Preparatory Committee for the First Review Conference of the Convention on the 
Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification 
Techniques (ENMOD Convention)

Convened following consultations on the holding of a review conference as 
envisaged in article VIII of the Convention. One session in 1984: April 30-May 2, 
Geneva. Participants: 31 states.

Preparatory Conference for the Third Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty 
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (1985)

Two sessions in 1984: April 2-6, Geneva (organizational and administrative), October 
1-12, also in Geneva. Participants: 61 parties to the treaty:

Afghanistan Iraq Poland
Australia Ireland Portugal
Austria Italy Rep. of Korea
Bangladesh Jamaica Romania
Belgium Japan Senegal
Bulgaria Jordan Sri Lanka
Canada Lebanon Sweden
Cyprus Liberia Switzerland
Czechoslovakia Luxembourg Syria
Dem. Yemen Malaysia Thailand
Denmark Mexico Tunisia
Egypt Mongolia Turkey
Ethiopia Morocco U.K.
Finland Nepal U.S.
FRG Netherlands USSR
GDR New Zealand Uruguay
Ghana Nigeria Venezuela
Greece Norway Yugoslavia
Holy See Panama Zaire
Hungary Peru
Indonesia Philippines

Chairman: Czechoslovakia (Vejvoda).

Footnotes at end of list.
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Preparatory Committee for the United Nations Conference for the Promotion of 
International Cooperation in the Peaceful Use of Nuclear Energy

Appointed by the President of the General Assembly in accordance with General 
Assembly resolutions 35/112 of December 5, 1980, and 36/78 of December 9, 1981. 
Convened in 1984 pursuant to resolution 38/60 of December 14, 1983. First four 
sessions held 1981-1983: 1981—August 3-7; 1982— Ĵune 21-30 and October 27- 
November 2, all in Vienna; 1983—March 28-April 8, New York. Fifth session in 1984: 
Jime 25-July 6. Membership: 66 U.N. member states. Participants in 5th session: 58 
members, including the 5 nuclear-weapons states; 3 non-member states as 
observers. Represented at meeting: 3 non-member states, specialized agencies, the 
International Atomic Energy Agency, a number of U.N. bodies and 
intergovernmental organizations. Chairman: Yugoslavia. Vice Chairmen: Ghana, Egypt, 
Iraq, Netherlands.

Review Conference of the Parties to the Convention on the Prohibition of Military or 
Any Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques (ENMOD)®

First review conference of the convention 6 years after entry into force (convention 
stipulates 5 years) convened in accordance with the decision of the Preparatory 
Committee.^® One session in 1984: September 10-20, Geneva. Participants: 35 parties to 
the convention. Also attended by 4 signatory states, 4 states as observers, and 2 
international organizations. President: Finland (Korhonen). Subsidiary body: Drafting 
Committee (for final declaration).^^ Chairman: Poland.

Specialists To Investigate Allegations by Iran Concerning the Use of Chemical 
Weapons

Appointed by the Secretary-General in response to allegations by Iran of chemical 
weapons use by Iraq. Investigations undertaken in 1984: March 13-19, Tehran. Submitted 
joint report on March 21. Specialists: Andersson (Sweden), Dominquez (Spain), Dunn 
(Australia), Oberst (Switzerland).

Steering Group Established To Guide an Investigation of the Modalities of an 
International Disarmament Fund for Development

Established by the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR) to 
guide the investigation called for by General Assembly resolution 37/84 of 
December 9, 1982. One session in 1983: Jime 21-22, Geneva. One session in 1984: March 
19-20, also in Geneva. Members: Brazil (Duarte), France (Faure), Norway (Lundbo), 
Pakistan (Ahmad), Romania (Dolgu), Senegal (Sy). Chairman: France.

International Atomic Energy Agency
Board of Governors: February 21-24, June 5-8, September 20-23. XXVIIth General 
Conference in 1984: September 24-28. Membership: 112 (China admitted).

United Nations General Assembly (UNGA)
Thirty-ninth regular session in 1984: September 24-December 21. Resumed Thirty-ninth 
Session in 1985: April 9, 12; September 16. Membership: 159 nations (Brunei admitted). 
Secretary-General: Perez de Cuellar. President, General Assembly: Zambia (Lusaka).
Chairman, First Committee: Brazil (Souza e Silva).

United Nations Security Council
During June 16, 1983-June 15, 1984: 93 meetings. Membership: Permanent members 
(5): China, France, Soviet Uiuon, U.K., U.S. Non-permanent members (10):

Footnotes at end of list.
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Australia (1986),^^ Burkina Faso [Upper Volta] (1985), Denmark (1986), Egypt 
(1985), India (1985), Madagascar (1986), Peru (1985), Thailand (1986), Trinidad and 
Tobago (1986), Ukrainian SSR (1985).

Others
Conference on Confidence- and Security-Building M easures and Disarmam ent 
in Europe (CDE)

Originated in a proposal by France in 1978, endorsed by the Madrid Conference on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe and announced in its Concluding Document, 
September 9, 1983.^^ First stage in 1984: January 17-March 16, May 7-July 5, 
September 10-October 8, November 6-December 14, Stockholm. Participants: 35 
states which took part in the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe 
(U.S., Canada, and 33 W estern/Eastern European nations). Delegation/heads: U.S.— 
Goodby; Soviet—Grinevskiy.

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

Negotiations began with preparatory talks and one round of talks, October 30- 
December 13, 1973, in Vienna; three rounds of talks held each year in Vienna since 
then. 32d-34th rounds in 1984: March 6-April 19, May 24-July 19, September 27- 
December 13. 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: Abramowitz; Soviet: Mikhailov.

M inisters of Foreign Affairs of Non-Aligned M editerranean Countries

First meeting in 1984: September 10-11, Valletta, Malta.

M inisters and Heads of Delegation of Non-Aligned Countries to the 39th 
G eneral Assembly

One session in 1984: October 1-5, New York.

Nordic Foreign M inisters Conference

One session in 1984: September 4-5, Reykjavik. Participants: Foreign Ministers of 
Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, Sweden.

U.S.-Soviet Negotiations

Negotiations on Improving the Direct Communications Link (Hot Line)
Negotiations began in Moscow, August 1983. Three sessions in 1984, culminating in an 
agreement, July 17, 1984: January 11-13, Washington; April 24-27, Moscow; and
July 11-17, Washington. Chairman, U.S. delegation: Zimmerman; Chairman, Soviet 
delegation: Varbanskiy.

Nuclear Nonproliferation Consultations
Series of consultations pursued since late 1982. First session, December 1982, 
Washington, D.C.; second, June 1983, Moscow (U.S. and Soviet Union agreed at 
that time to meet regularly twice a year). Third and fourth sessions in 1984: February 
16-18, Vienna; November 28-30, Moscow. Participants: U.S.—Kennedy (Chairman), 
Dunn, Williamson. Soviet Union—Petrosyants (Chairman), Petrovsky, Semyonov.

Standing Consultative Commission
Joint U.S.-USSR body established pursuant to the Memorandum of Understanding 
of December 21, 1972,^® to promote the implementation of the objectives and 
provisions of the SALT I agreements and of the Agreement of Measures To 
Reduce the Risk of Outbreak of Nuclear War.^® Two sessions in 1984: XXVI—March
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21-May 18; XXVII—October 2-December 12, Geneva. Commissioners: U.S.—Ellis; 

USSR—Starodubov.

* Appointed to A d Hoc Committee by G.A. President, July 26,1984 (A/38/828).

 ̂The text of the Final Document may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 411 ff.

® See the CD report in General Assembly C^ficial Records: Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement 27  (A/38/27), p. 8.

* China took its seat for the first time in February 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 February 1979.

® As a consequence of the CD changing from a committee to a conference, the Chairman was redesignated as the 

President. See General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-ninth Session, Supplement No. 27  (A/39/27), p. 1.

’ Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 337-339.

® U.N. publication. Sales No. E. 76.1.7.

® The text of the convention may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 322-326.

See above, under Preparatory Committee.

* * The final declaration is printed as Document 178.

The IAEA approved China's admission, October 11,1983, to become effective January 1, 1984.

Numerals in brackets indicate year in which term ends.

See Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 791-793. [Department of State Bulletin, October 1983, pp. 54-55.]

The text of the agreement is printed as Document 142.

See Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 868-869,

”  Ibid., 1972, pp. 197 ff.

Ibid., 1971, pp. 634-635.



1. Report by  President R eagan  to  the  Congress on Nu
clear N onproliferation in 1983: O verv iew , A ssessm ent 
of Progress, an d  Legislative M odifications [Extract], 
J a n u a ry  1984 ^

• • • • • • •

B. Overview

Preventing the spread of nuclear explosives is one of the most 
urgent and important national security tasks. U.S. non-proliferation 
policy is based on principles and guidelines set forth by President 
Reagan in a policy statement of July 16, 1981.  ̂ During 1983 the U.S. 
Administration undertook sigiuficant steps to implement this policy. 
These included efforts to:

—Slow the spread of sensitive nuclear technology in order to make 
it more difficult for additional countries to acquire the materials and 
facilities needed for making nuclear explosives;

—Persuade the leaders of countries that might be considering the 
acquisition of nuclear weapons that it would be contrary to their long
term security interests;

—Promote alternative means (other than nuclear weapons) whereby 
a country might with greater certainty seek to ensure its security; and

—Take measures to alleviate the regional tensions that prompt 
states to contemplate the nuclear weapons option.

During 1983 the United States continued to work very closely with 
the principal nuclear supplier states in the Non-Proliferation Treaty 
Exporters' Committee (the ''Zangger Committee"),® the London Nu
clear Suppliers' Group (NSG), and bilaterally to ensure that worldwide 
nuclear trade remained subject to effective conditions and controls. 
We also pressed forward with efforts to reestablish the United States 
as a predictable and reliable partner for peaceful nuclear cooperation 
imder adequate safeguards.

Over the course of the year the United States intensified its effort to 
achieve an understanding among all the major nuclear suppliers to

 ̂Report to the Confess Pursuant to Section 601 of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978 for the 
Year Ending December 31, 1983, pp. ii-vii.

 ̂Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1981, pp. 278-280.
® For the treaty and its safeguards, see ibil, 1968, pp. 461-465, and ibid., 1971, pp. 

218-241.
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require comprehensive safeguards in recipient states as a condition for 
significant new nuclear exports.

In addition, the U.S.-led effort to clarify the Zangger trigger list for 
gas centrifuge uranium enrichment was brought to a successful con
clusion in 1983. We continued our program of consultations with 
other supplier governments on the question of ''dual-use" exports, and 
we began discussions on revised trigger list entries for sensitive tech
nologies other than gas centrifuge enrichment.

Following a thorough-going review of U.S. participation in the ac
tivities of the International Atomic Energy Agency (as detailed in last 
year's report), the United States resumed its participation in the 
Agency in February, 1983. A strong effort by the United States and 
other members concerned by recent trends toward politicization within 
the Agency succeeded in preventing a repetition at the 1983 IAEA 
General Conference of the previous year's rejection of the Israeli 
delegation's credentials.

During 1983, the U.S. initiative to achieve an advance international 
consensus on appropriate terms and conditions that could be applied 
in the event that foreign assistance were needed to deal with a reactor 
or other nuclear accident or a radiological emergency was successfully 
completed. An expert's group established by the IAEA Board of Gov
ernors adopted, on April 29, "Guidelines for Mutual Emergency As
sistance Arrangements in Connection with a Nuclear Accident or Ra
diological Emergency".^

The Reduced Enrichment for Research and Test Reactors (RERTR) 
program, established by the United States in 1978, continued to make 
progress during 1983 toward its goal of helping to minimize the trade 
in highly enriched uranium by developing and demonstrating new 
high density uranium fuels to permit conversion of reactors to the use 
of low-enriched uranium with minimized impact on reactor perform
ance and economics.

The United States in 1983 began preparations for the 1985 Non- 
Proliferation Treaty (NPT) Review Conference, including continuation 
of vigorous efforts to encourage the widest possible participation by 
NPT parties and non-parties alike.

During 1983, the Department of State, the Arms Control and Disar
mament Agency, the Department of Energy, and the Nuclear Regula
tory Commission continued their coordinated efforts to improve the 
effectiveness of the IAEA safeguards system. The Program of Techni
cal Assistance to Safeguards (POTAS), described in previous reports in 
this series, continued to be the main vehicle for contributions by the 
United States of technical resources, funds, and other support to assist 
the IAEA in the development of equipment and techniques for in
creasing the effectiveness and efficiency of safeguards.

As noted in previous reports, the United States was a participant, 
along with Japan, Australia, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, the

4 INFCIRC/310.
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Federal Republic of Germany, and the safeguards inspectorates of the 
IAEA and the European Community, in a project to develop a safe
guards approach for gas centrifuge enrichment plants. This effort, 
known as the Hexapartite Safeguards Project, came to a successful 
conclusion in early 1983, with the participants agreeing on a safe
guards approach involving procedures that will permit the application 
of effective and efficient safeguards at centrifuge enrichment facilities 
while at the same time protecting sensitive technology.

In the area of agreements for peaceful nuclear cooperation, one such 
new agreement—with Colombia—entered into force in 1983. In addi
tion, a new agreement with Sweden was signed late in 1983, and a 
new agreement with Norway was negotiated in 1983 and signed in 
January 1984. Both agreements will be sent to Congress early in 1984 
for the required review period before they enter into force.

As required by the NNPA,® discussions continued with Japan on a 
new or amended agreement for peaceful nuclear cooperation, in the 
context of which the United States is offering advance, long-term 
consent to Japan's reprocessing of materials subject to U.S. approval 
and to the use of plutonium produced from such materials. Good 
progress was made in narrowing differences on several key issues, and 
negotiations are expected to continue in 1984.

In-depth discussions, as required by the NNFA, were also held with 
EURATOM regarding a new or amended agreement for cooperation, 
in the context of which the United States is offering long-term ap
proval for specified reprocessing and plutonium use activities. Here, 
too, further discussions are expected in 1984.

In May and August, 1983, discussions were held with Brazil for the 
purpose of laying the groundwork for a renewed limited nuclear rela
tionship under the existing bilateral agreement for cooperation, and 
within the limits of existing legislation including the NNPA. These 
discussions resulted in a significantly improved understanding of the 
parties' bilateral and multilateral nuclear energy policies.

The United States had several productive rounds of discussions with 
China regarding provisions of a possible agreement for cooperation, as 
well as on nuclear non-proliferation matters of mutual interest. The 
United States welcomed China's decision in 1983 to join the IAEA and 
Premier Zhao's public statement that it is China's policy not to help 
other countries develop nuclear weapons.®

During 1983, the Executive Branch and the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (NRC) continued efforts to improve procedures to facili
tate timely processing of export license applications as called for in the 
NNPA.

The Department of Energy on February 4, 1983, published amended 
regulations under 10 CFR 810, Unclassified Activities in Foreign

® The Nuclear Nonproliferation Act of 1978, printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, 
pp. 118-164.

® For a Chinese statement to the IAEA General Conference, see ibid., 1983, pp. 863- 
865.
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Atomic Energy Programs, to reflect changes made by the Nuclear 
Non-Proliferation Act of 1978 (NNPA) to section 57b. of the Atomic 
Energy Act and to incorporate the additional export criteria mandated 
by the NNPA to govern the export of sensitive nuclear technology for 
peaceful purposes. The amended regulations also updated the list of 
countries to which the general authorization contained in section 
810.7(a) does not apply, by adding non-nuclear weapon states that are 
not parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weap
ons (NPT) and/or the Treaty of Tlatelolco (except for those that 
accept international safeguards on all their nuclear activities). Certain 
NPT-party countries in regions of particular volatility and sensitivity 
were also added to the list.

The effect of adding these additional countries to the list is that 
with the exception of providing publicly available information or 
participating in open conferences, U.S. persons who wish to ""directly 
or indirectly engage in the production of special nuclear material'" in 
these countries now have to obtain the prior authorization of the 
Secretary of Energy. Under the previous regulations, such persons 
were required only to report the conduct of such activities 30 days 
from the commencement of the activity.

The United States continued during 1983 to participate in a wide 
range of bilateral and multilateral cooperative activities in the areas of 
health, safety, and environmental aspects of nuclear energy. In accord
ance with section 407 of the NNPA, the new agreement for coopera
tion with Colombia contained provisions concerning cooperation in 
protection of the international environment from radioactive, chemical, 
and thermal contamination resulting from peaceful nuclear activities.

The United States, primarily through the Agency for International 
Development (AID), continued to provide substantial assistance to 
developing countries in their planning for and utilization of indige
nous non-nuclear energy sources. For the fiscal years 1979-84 the U.S. 
AID program has committed or planned over $1 billion in energy 
assistance efforts in 35 developing countries. The total for FY83 
amounted to $254 million.

C. Assessment of Progress

The United States made progress in its non-proliferation efforts in
1983, despite the persistence of some problems and the emergence of 
some new ones.

On the positive side, considerable progress was made, as noted 
above, in bilateral discussions with China regarding a possible agree
ment for peaceful nuclear cooperation, and with Japan and EURA- 
TOM on reprocessing, plutonium use, and new or amended agree
ments for peaceful nuclear cooperation. Progress was also made in 
developing the U.S. initiative on comprehensive safeguards. The 
United States resumed participation in the IAEA amid considerable

The treaty is printed ibid., 1967, pp. 69-83. 
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support for its view that stronger efforts should be made to ensure 
that extraneous political controversy not be allowed to deflect the 
Agency from its proper role. There was continued progress at the 
technical and institutional level in strengthening the IAEA safeguards 
system.

On the other hand, Argentina's announcement late in 1983 that it 
had achieved an indigenous uranium enrichment capability, not sub
ject to international safeguards,® was cause for concern. Worth noting, 
perhaps, was Argentina's contention that it was led to develop its own 
enrichment capability because of its inability to obtain enriched urani
um for its research reactors from the United States following passage 
of the NNPA in 1978. More encouraging was the decision of the new 
civilian government of Argentina to launch a review of Argentine 
nuclear policy in all its aspects, and its assurances that the Argentine 
nuclear program would be directed solely toward peaceful uses. The 
fact that there were no new adherents to the NPT in 1983, despite 
strong efforts by the United States and others to encourage non- 
parties to join, was also cause for disappointment. On balance, howev
er, 1983 was another year of progress toward the accomplishment of 
U.S. non-proliferation goals.

D. LegislaHve Modifications

No specific legislation is proposed at this time. The Administration 
believes that revisions to the NNPA at this time would be seriously 
injurious to U.S. efforts to promote U.S. non-proliferation objectives.

2. Interview  of President R eagan  With Time M agazine: 
In term edia te-R ange Nuclear Force N egotiations [Ex
tract], J a n u a ry  2, 1984 ^

Q. You have based your nuclear negotiating strategy on the convic
tion that once Moscow was persuaded that deployment of the Per
shing II and cruise missiles in Europe would go ahead, the Soviets 
would then bargain seriously. Now those conditions have been met. 
Yet the Soviets are not negotiating seriously. How do you propose to 
deal with that?

A . Isn't it possible that they had embarked on a kind of negotiating 
procedure that did not result in negotiating directly with us but was

® The New York Times, November 19, 1983, p. A-1.
 ̂ Time Magazine, January 2, 1984, pp. 36-37. The interview was conducted by Time 

Editor in Chief Henry Grunwald, Managing Editor Ray Cave, and White House Corre
spondent Laurence 1. Barrett. Copyright 1984 Time Inc. All rights reserved. Reprinted by 
permission from TIME.
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trying to bring some weakening of the NATO alliance in order to 
prevent the deployment of the intermediate-range weapons that 
NATO had asked us for in 1979? Now, I offered what I think was a 
very reasonable and common-sense proposal: the one way to prevent 
the deployment was if they would destroy their weapons and we'd 
have zero-zero, no intermediate-range weapons in the European thea
ter. ̂

This they rejected out of hand, and so I said, "All right. If they are 
unwilling to go that far, then we will make a proposal for a reduction 
to fair and equal amounts on both sides and let them come in and 
negotiate. What is a number that they would be agreeable to?" And, 
so far, they have still kept to their program: "No, we must stop the 
[NATO]  ̂ deployment." In other words, they bought our zero-zero 
proposal—50% of it. Zero for us. And they had over 1,000 warheads 
already targeted on Western Europe.

Now they have left the negotiations. I have to believe that once 
those missiles of ours are put in place and they see that we have the 
will to go forward with this—that they have not been able to separate 
the alliance—then, I think, they will return to the table. And we are 
waiting for any proposals that they want to make.

Q. So you believe the original negotiating strategy is still sound?
A . Yes.

Q. You think it will lead to a reasonable deal—when? In the next 
year or so?

A . I don't know what the time period will be. But I do know this: 
when we came here—you asked about surprises—we were all sur
prised. We thought we knew something during the campaign of the 
situation, but we were still surprised to find how desperate the U.S. 
position was militarily. But we have been very successful in what we 
have done. And I think this is what brought the Soviets to the table in 
the first place. For the first time in years they have seen that the 
American people have the will to provide a deterrent force.

• • • • • • •

3. Declaration by  the  G overnm ents of Five Central 
American Countries: Peace in Central America [Ex
tracts], J a n u a ry  8, 1984 ^

The Governments of Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, 
and Nicaragua,

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1981, pp. 573-574.
 ̂Brackets in the source text.
 ̂ACDA files. The declaration was made in Panama. 
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Whereas:
1. In September 1983, the five governments approved the ''Docu

ment of Objectives/'  ̂ the frame of reference for the regional peace 
agreement; and

2. Measures must be taken to carry out the commitments contained 
in that document.

Have resolved:
I. To take the following steps immediately:

1. Security Matters

(a) Preparation of a detailed register or inventory of military in
stallations, weaponry, and troop strength by each Central Ameri
can state in order to establish the criteria for a policy of control 
and reduction of the above that would place a ceiling on their 
numbers and provide for a reasonable balance of forces in the 
region.

(b) Preparation of a census in each country and adoption of a 
timetable for the reduction, with a view to their elimination, of 
foreign military advisers and other foreign participants in military 
or security activities.

(c) Identification and elimination of all forms of support, en
couragement, financing, or toleration of groups or irregular forces 
engaged in the destabilization of Central American governments.

(d) Identification and eradication of groups or irregular forces 
participating, from or through the territory of one Central Ameri
can state, in activities to destabilize the government of another 
state in the region.

(e) Identification of areas, routes, and means used for unlawful 
arms trafficking in and outside the region so that such trafficking 
can be eliminated.

(f) Establishment of direct conununication systems in order to 
prevent and resolve incidents between the states.

3. Economic and Social Matters

II. To authorize the Technical Group, the advisory body for the 
Joint Meeting of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of Central America 
and the Contadora group, to follow-up on the actions envisioned in 
this document with respect to security, political, and economic and 
social matters. The Technical Group will report to the Ministers' meet
ing regarding progress in carrying out such measures.

III. To create, within the framework of the Contadora Group, three 
working commissions responsible for preparing studies, legal drafts, 
and recommendations pertaining to security, political, and economic

2 Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 788-791.
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and social matters, as well as to proposals for the verification and 
monitoring of compliance with the measures agreed upon.

The working commissions shall be governed by the following provi
sions:

(a) They shall be made up of representatives of the Central 
American governments. Each country may appoint up to two ad
visers per commission.

(b) The Contadora Group shall convene the meetings and par
ticipate in them so that it can continue to cooperate actively in an 
examination of the topics assigned and in the preparation of the 
agreements.

(c) Foreign advisory services, whether they involve persons on 
an individual basis or representatives of international organiza
tions, must be approved upon by consensus in advance.

(d) The working commissions shall be set up by January 31,
1984, at the latest. The participating governments shall therefore 
appoint their representatives and advisers and duly inform the 
Ministry of Foreign Relations of Panama of such appointments.

(e) Each commission shall prepare and submit its timetables and 
work schedules before February 29, 1984.

(f) The commissions shall carry out their work within the 
framework established by the Document of Objectives and the 
Technical Group shall coordinate their work. They shall present 
their studies, legal drafts, and recommendations to the joint meet
ing of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs by April 30, 1984, at the 
latest.

4. Toast by  Chinese Premier Zhao: Nuclear Policy [Ex< 
tract], J a n u a ry  10, 1984 ^

China has always been opposed to arms race, particularly nuclear 
arms race, and stands for the complete prohibition and thorough 
destruction of nuclear weapons. We have long declared that China 
will never be the first to use nuclear weapons. We are critical of the 
discriminatory Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,^ 
but we do not advocate or encourage nuclear proliferation. We do not 
engage in nuclear proliferation ourselves, nor do we help other coun
tries develop nuclear weapons. We actively support all proposals that 
are truly helpful to realizing nuclear disarmament, terminating the 
nuclear arms race and eliminating the threat of nuclear war.

 ̂ Weekly CompilaHon of PresidenHal Documents, January 16, 1984, p. 25. The toast was made 
during a state dinner at the White House.

2 The treaty is in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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5. W arsaw  Pact Proposal to NATO: C hem ical-W eapons- 
Free Zone in Europe, Ja n u a ry  10, 1984 ^

The Warsaw Treaty Member States consider that the presence of 
chemical weapons on the densely populated territory of Europe consti
tutes a great danger to all European States and peoples. The use of 
toxic substances under European conditions would lead to especially 
serious consequences for peaceful inhabitants and the contamination 
of large areas. According to some estimates, in the event of a conflict 
involving the use of chemical weapons the ratio of fatalities among 
military personnel and civilians might be one in twenty.

The present aggravation of the international situation increases the 
danger of the use of chemical weapons, particularly in Europe.

The radical elimination of the chemical threat to the States and 
peoples of Europe and to other regions of the world, can be secured by 
banning chemical weapons and destroying their stockpiles on a world 
scale. The achievement of that main goal of the socialist countries is 
the aim of the concrete, realistic proposals they submit in the Disar
mament Committee in Geneva in the course of their persevering and 
consistent efforts to elaborate an appropriate international convention.

At the same time, prior to the solution of this global task and with a 
view to facilitating its fulfilment, certain parallel steps can and must 
be undertaken within the confines of the European continent. That 
would make possible a substantial reduction of the risk of chenucal 
war in Europe and, consequently, throughout the world and the start 
of a reduction of arsenals of chemical weapons. Such steps are also 
urgently necessary in terms of forestalling the possibility of a chemical 
weapons build-up in Europe and preventing the dangerous cycle of a 
chemical arms race.

Partial measures of a regional character to limit, reduce and elimi
nate chemical weapons would concern fewer States than measures of 
global scope and it would be easier to agree on them and put them 
into effect. At the same time, such regional measures, by leading to 
the elimination of an entire type of weapon of mass destruction, 
would undoubtedly consolidate European security and help to weaken 
the threat of war, strengthen mutual trust and improve the over-all 
political climate. Moreover, the implementation of such partial meas
ures would facilitate the efforts being made on a world scale towards 
the acceleration of the conclusion of a convention on the prohibition 
of chemical weapons, which remains the ultimate aim of the Warsaw 
Treaty Member States. It would serve as a stimulus to the adoption of 
similar measures in other continents as well. The implementation of 
the idea of freeing Europe from chemical weapons, which would affect 
the territories of all the Warsaw Treaty Member States, must also

1 CD/437.
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provide in full measure for the extension of future measures to the 
relevant parts of the territory of the NATO member countries.

Taking account of all factors and circumstances, practical measures 
for the implementation of the initiative of the Warsaw Treaty Member 
States on the freeing of Europe from chemical weapons should be 
implemented consecutively, step by step.

The obligations of States with regard to the chemical-weapon-free 
territory in Europe defined in the agreement might include, for exam
ple, the declaration of the presence or absence of chemical weapons in 
that territory, the prohibition of the deployment of chemical weapons 
where there are none at present, the freezing of such weapons, the 
withdrawal or destruction of existing stocks of chemical weapons, and 
renunciation of their production, acquisition, import or transfer to 
States within that territory. The obligations assumed must effectively 
ensure that there are no chemical weapons in the territory defined in 
the agreement.

The experience acquired in the course of the talks on a comprehen
sive ban on chemical weapons being conducted in the Committee on 
Disarmament in Geneva could be of use in the consideration of practi
cal matters connected with the freeing of Europe from chemical weap
ons. It would, however, seem undesirable to bring in the complex 
technical questions which are the subject of those talks.

In elaborating an accord on the freeing of Europe from chemical 
weapons, the States concerned may, as necessary, reach agreement on 
mutually acceptable, adequate forms of verification which would 
ensure effective fulfilment of their undertakings by all the parties to 
the zone-establishing accord.

The status of a chemical-weapons-free zone must be duly respected. 
Provision should be made for the extension to the States whose 
territory is covered by such an agreement of appropriate guarantees in 
accordance with the 1925 Geneva Protocol for the Prohibition of the 
Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases and of Bacteri
ological Methods of Warfare,^ as well as with other international legal 
instruments which will be accepted.

The accord in question might take the form either of a document 
having binding legal force, e.g. an agreement, a treaty or a convention, 
of an appropriate multilateral declaration or of a number of unilateral 
declarations. The content of the accord would, of course, be of signifi
cance in determining its form. A political declaration would make it 
possible to avoid some complicated questions of a technical nature.

The Warsaw Treaty Member States consider it advisable to convene 
in 1984 a meeting of plenipotentiary representatives for the purposes 
of a preliminary exchange of views with the NATO member countries 
and other interested European States on the question of freeing Europe 
from chemical weapons.

2 Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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At that meeting agreement might be reached on various practical 
issues, including that of the appropriate forum for future talks on the 
problem in question.

6. Press S ta tem ent by  the  Deputy A ssistan t Secretary  of 
S ta te  for European and  C anad ian  Affairs (Dobbins): 
M eeting of the  NATO Special C onsultative Group, 
Jan u a ry  T1, 1984 ^

The SCG today held its first meeting of the new year and will 
continue to meet regularly in furtherance of the close consultative 
process that has characterized the Alliance's INF approach.

Among the major points covered by the SCG today:

—The demand for arms control remains a crucial issue on the 
international agenda. This fact cannot be altered by the unfortu
nate Soviet action of last November to discontinue the negotia
tions. In blocking negotiations, the Soviet Union is working 
against the common interest of peoples in East and West in the 
reduction and limitation of INF systems.

—Since the last meeting of the group in December, the Soviets 
have completed another SS-20 base in the eastern USSR, bringing 
the total number of operational SS-20 launchers to 378 with 1,134 
warheads. In light of this buildup—which continued throughout 
the first six rounds of the INF negotiations—it is particularly 
difficult to understand the Soviet contention that the beginning of 
NATO deployments in any way justified their discontinuing the 
negotiations.

—NATO INF deployments are underway in accordance with 
the December 1979 decision. ̂  As has been made clear repeatedly, 
these deployments can be halted, modified or reversed at any time 
as a result of a concrete arms control agreement. It is the purpose 
of the SCG to work toward such an agreement.

— În discussing the implications of the Soviet walkout from the 
INF talks, members of the SCG underscored the readiness and 
desire of their governments for the negotiations on the INF to 
resume at the earliest possible moment. All the elements of an 
equitable and verifiable agreement were on the table when the 
Soviets discontinued the INF negotiations, and they remain there. 
As NATO foreign ministers stated in Brussels last month, the 
allies believe that the Soviet Union shares an interest with the 
United States in reducing nuclear weapons through a negotiated

 ̂ACDA files. Deputy Assistant Secretary Dobbins was speaking as Chairman of the 
Special Consultative Group.

2 See Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 814-816.
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agreement and therefore call for bilateral negotiations on interme- 
diate-range nuclear forces to resume as soon as possible.^

7. A ddress by  President R eagan: Relations With the  
Soviet Union, Jan u a ry  16, 1984 ^

During these first days of 1984, I would like to share with you and 
the people of the world my thoughts on a subject of great importance 
to the cause of peace—relations between the United States and the 
Soviet Union.

Tomorrow, the United States will join the Soviet Union and 33 
other nations at a European disarmament conference in Stockholm. 
The conference will search for practical and meaningful ways to in
crease European security and preserve peace. We will be in Stockholm 
with the heartfelt wishes of our people for genuine progress.

We live in a time of challenges to peace, but also of opportunities to 
peace. Through times of difficulty and frustration, America's highest 
aspiration has never wavered. We have and will continue to struggle 
for a lasting peace that enhances dignity for men and women every
where.

I believe that 1984 finds the United States in the strongest position 
in years to establish a constructive and realistic working relationship 
with the Soviet Union. We've come a long way since the decade of the 
seventies, years when the United States seemed filled with self-doubt 
and neglected its defenses, while the Soviet Union increased its mili
tary might and sought to expand its influence by armed forces and 
threat.

Over the last 10 years, the Soviets devoted twice as much of their 
gross national product to military expenditures as the United States, 
produced six times as many ICBM's, four times as many tanks, twice 
as many combat aircraft. And they began deploying the SS-20 inter- 
mediate-range missile at a time when the United States had no com
parable weapon.

History teaches that wars begin when governments believe the price 
of aggression is cheap. To keep the peace, we and our allies must be 
strong enough to convince any potential aggressor that war could 
bring no benefit, only disaster. So, when we neglected our defenses, 
the risks of serious confrontation grew.

Three years ago, we embraced a mandate from the American people 
to change course, and we have. With the support of the American 
people and the Congress we halted America's decline. Our economy is 
now in the midst of the best recovery since the sixties. Our defenses 
are being rebuilt, our alliances are solid, and our commitment to 
defend our values has never been more clear.

3 Ibid., 1983, pp. 1031-1033.
 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, January 23, 1984, pp. 40-45. 
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America's recovery may have taken Soviet leaders by surprise. They 
may have counted on us to keep weakening ourselves. They've been 
saying for years that our demise was inevitable. They said it so often 
they probably started believing it. Well, if so, I think they can see 
now they were wrong.

This may be the reason that we've been hearing such strident 
rhetoric from the Kremlin recently. These harsh words have led some 
to speak of heightened uncertainty and an increased danger of conflict. 
This is understandable but profoundly mistaken.

Look beyond the words, and one fact stands out. America's deter
rence is more credible, and it is making the world a safer place—safer 
because now there is less danger that the Soviet leadership will imder- 
estimate our strength or question our resolve.

Yes, we are safer now, but to say that our restored deterrence has 
made the world safer is not to say that it's safe enough. We're 
witnessing tragic conflicts in many parts of the world. Nuclear arsenals 
are far too high, and our working relationship with the Soviet Union 
is not what it must be. These are conditions which must be addressed 
and improved.

Deterrence is essential to preserve peace and protect our way of life, 
but deterrence is not the beginning and end of our policy toward the 
Soviet Union. We must and will engage the Soviets in a dialog as 
serious and constructive as possible—a dialog that will serve to pro
mote peace in the troubled regions of the world, reduce the level of 
arms, and build a constructive working relationship.

Neither we nor the Soviet Union can wish away the differences 
between our two societies and our philosophies, but we should always 
remember that we do have common interests and the foremost among 
them is to avoid war and reduce the level of arms.

There is no rational alternative but to steer a course which I would 
call credible deterrence and peaceful competition. And if we do so, we 
might find areas in which we could engage in constructive coopera
tion. Our strength and vision of progress provide the basis for demon
strating with equal conviction our commitment to stay secure and to 
find peaceful solutions to problems through negotiations. That's why 
1984 is a year of opportunities for peace.

But if the United States and the Soviet Union are to rise to the 
challenges facing us and seize the opportunities for peace, we must do 
more to find areas of mutual interest and then build on them.

I propose that our governments make a major effort to see if we can 
make progress in three broad problem areas. First, we need to find 
ways to reduce, and eventually to eliminate, the threat and use of 
force in solving international disputes.

The world has witnessed more than 100 major conflicts since the 
end of World War II. Today there are armed conflicts in the Middle 
East, Afghanistan, Southeast Asia, Central America, and Africa. In 
other regions, independent nations are confronted by heavily armed 
neighbors seeking to dominate by threatening attack or subversion.
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Most of these conflicts have their origins in local problems, but many 
have been exploited by the Soviet Union and its surrogates. And, of 
course, Afghanistan has suffered an outright Soviet invasion.

Fueling regional conflicts and exporting violence only exacerbate 
local tensions, increase suffering, and make solutions to real social and 
economic problems more difficult. Further, such activity carries with it 
the risk of larger confrontations. Would it not be better and safer if 
we could work together to assist people in areas of conflict in finding 
peaceful solutions to their problems? That should be our mutual goal.

But we must recognize that the gap in American and Soviet percep
tions and policy is so great that our immediate objective must be more 
modest. As a first step, our governments should jointly examine con
crete actions that we both can take to reduce the risk of U.S.-Soviet 
confrontation in these areas. And if we succeed, we should be able to 
move beyond this immediate objective.

Our second task should be to find ways to reduce the vast stock
piles of armaments in the world. It's tragic to see the world's develop
ing nations spending more than $150 billion a year on armed forces— 
some 20 percent of their national budgets. We must find ways to 
reverse the vicious cycle of threat and response which drives arms 
races everywhere it occurs.

With regard to nuclear weapons, the simple truth is America's total 
nuclear stockpile has declined. Today we have far fewer nuclear weap
ons than we had 20 years ago, and in terms of its total destructive 
power, our nuclear stockpile is at the lowest level in 25 years.

Just 3 months ago, we and our allies agreed to withdraw 1,400 
nuclear weapons from Western Europe. ̂  This comes after the with
drawal of 1,000 nuclear weapons from Europe 3 years ago. Even if all 
our planned intermediate-range missiles have to be deployed in 
Europe over the next 5 years—and we hope this will not be neces
sary—we will have eliminated five existing nuclear weapons for each 
new weapon deployed.

But this is not enough. We must accelerate our efforts to reach 
agreements that will greatly reduce nuclear arsenals, provide greater 
stability, and build confidence.

Our third task is to establish a better working relationship with 
each other, one marked by greater cooperation and understanding. 
Cooperation and understanding are built on deeds, not words. Com
plying with agreements helps; violating them hurts. Respecting the 
rights of individual citizens bolsters the relationship; denying these 
rights harms it. Expanding contacts across borders and permitting a 
free exchange or interchange of information and ideas increase confi
dence; sealing off one's people from the rest of the world reduces it. 
Peaceful trade helps, while organized theft of industrial secrets cer
tainly hurts.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 917-918.
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Cooperation and understanding are especially important to arms 
control. In recent years weVe had serious concerns about Soviet com
pliance with agreements and treaties. Compliance is important because 
we seek truly effective arms control. However, there's been mounting 
evidence that provisions of agreements have been violated and that 
advantage has been taken of ambiguities in our agreements.

In response to a congressional request, a report on this will be 
submitted in the next few days. It is clear that we cannot simply 
assume that agreements negotiated will be fulfilled. We must take the 
Soviet compliance record into account, both in the development of our 
defense program and in our approach to arms control.

In our discussions with the Soviet Union, we will work to remove 
the obstacles which threaten to undermine existing agreements and a 
broader arms control process. Examples I've cited illustrate why our 
relationship with the Soviet Union is not what it should be. We have 
a long way to go, but we're determined to try and try again. We may 
have to start in small ways, but start we must.

In working on these tasks, our approach is based on three guiding 
principles—realism, strength, and dialog. Realism means we must start 
with a clear-eyed understanding of the world we live in. We must 
recognize that we are in a long-term competition with a government 
that does not share our notions of individual liberties at home and 
peaceful change abroad. We must be frank in acknowledging our 
differences and unafraid to promote our values.

Strength is essential to negotiate successfully and protect our inter
ests. If we're weak, we can do neither. Strength is more than military 
power. Economic strength is crucial, and America's economy is leading 
the world into recovery. Equally important is our strength of spirit and 
unity among our people at home and with our allies abroad. We're 
stronger in all these areas than we were 3 years ago. Our strength is 
necessary to deter war and to facilitate negotiated solutions. Soviet 
leaders know it makes sense to compromise only if they can get 
something in return. Well, America can now offer something in return.

Strength and dialog go hand in hand, and we're determined to deal 
with our differences peacefully through negotiations. We're prepared 
to discuss the problems that divide us and to work for practical, fair 
solutions on the basis of mutual compromise. We will never retreat 
from negotiations.

I have openly expressed my view of the Soviet system. I don't know 
why this should come as a surprise to Soviet leaders who've never 
shied from expressing their view of our system. But this doesn't mean 
that we can't deal with each other. We don't refuse to talk when the 
Soviets call us imperialist aggressors and worse, or because they cling 
to the fantasy of a Communist triumph over democracy. The fact that 
neither of us likes the other system is no reason to refuse to talk. 
Living in this nuclear age makes it imperative that we do talk. Our 
commitment to dialog is firm and unshakeable, but we insist that our 
negotiations deal with real problems, not atmospherics.

Document 7



16 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1984

In our approach to negotiations, reducing the risk of war, and 
especially nuclear war, is priority number one. A nuclear conflict could 
well be mankind's last. And that is why I proposed over 2 years ago 
the zero option for intermediate-range missiles.® Our aim was and 
continues to be to eliminate an entire class of nuclear arms. Indeed, I 
support a zero option for all nuclear arms. As I've said before, my 
dream is to see the day when nuclear weapons will be banished from 
the face of the Earth.

Last month the Soviet Defense Minister stated that his country 
would do everything to avert the threat of war. Well, these are 
encouraging words, but now is the time to move from words to deed. 
The opportunity for progress in arms control exists. The Soviet leaders 
should take advantage of it.

We have proposed a set of initiatives that would reduce substantial
ly nuclear arsenals and reduce the risk of nuclear confrontation.

The world regrets—certainly we do—that the Soviet Union broke 
off negotiations on intermediate-range nuclear forces and has not set a 
date for the resumption of the talks on strategic arms and on conven
tional forces in Europe. Our negotiators are ready to return to the 
negotiating table to work toward agreements in INF, START, and 
MBFR. We will negotiate in good faith. Whenever the Soviet Union is 
ready to do likewise, we'll meet them halfway.

We seek to reduce nuclear arsenals and to reduce the chances for 
dangerous misunderstanding and miscalculations, so we have put for
ward proposals for what we call confidence-building measures. They 
cover a wide range of activities. In the Geneva negotiations, we pro
posed to exchange advance notification of missile tests and major 
military exercises. Following up on congressional suggestions, we also 
proposed a number of ways to improve direct channels of communica
tions. Last week, we had productive discussions with the Soviets here 
in Washington on improving communications, including the hotline.

Now these bilateral proposals will be broadened at the conference in 
Stockholm. We're working with our allies to develop practical, mean
ingful ways to reduce the uncertainty and potential for misinterpreta
tion surrounding military activities and to diminish the risk of surprise 
attack.

Arms control has long been the most visible area of U.S.-Soviet 
dialog. But a durable peace also requires ways for both of us to diffuse 
tensions and regional conflicts.

Take the Middle East as an example. Everyone's interest would be 
served by stability in the region, and our efforts are directed toward 
that goal. The Soviets could help reduce tensions there instead of 
introducing sophisticated weapons into the area. This would certainly 
help us to deal more positively with other aspects of our relationship.

Another major problem in our relationship with the Soviet Union is 
human rights. Soviet practices in this area, as much as any other issue.

3 Ihil, 198h pp. 573-574.
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have created the mistrust and ill will that hangs over our relationship. 
Moral considerations alone compel us to express our deep concern 
over prisoners of conscience in the Soviet Union and over the virtual 
halt in the emigration of Jews, Armenians, and others who wish to 
join their families abroad.

Our request is simple and straightforward: that the Soviet Uiuon 
live up to its obligations. It has freely assumed those obligations under 
international covenants, in particular its commitments under the Hel
sinki accords.

Experience has shown that greater respect for human rights can 
contribute to progress in other areas of the Soviet-American relation
ship. Conflicts of interest between the United States and the Soviet 
Union are real, but we can and must keep the peace between our two 
nations and make it a better and more peaceful world for all mankind.

Our policy toward the Soviet Union—a policy of credible deter
rence, peaceful competition, and constructive cooperation—will serve 
our two nations and people everywhere. It is a policy not just for this 
year, but for the long term. It's a challenge for Americans; it is also a 
challenge for the Soviets. If they cannot meet us halfway, we will be 
prepared to protect our interests and those of our friends and allies.

But we want more than deterrence. We seek genuine cooperation. 
We seek progress for peace. Cooperation begins with communication. 
And, as I've said, we'll stay at the negotiating tables in Geneva and 
Vienna. Furthermore, Secretary Shultz will be meeting this week with 
Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko in Stockholm. This meeting should 
be followed by others, so that high-level consultations become a 
regular and normal component of U.S.-Soviet relations.

Our challenge is peaceful. It will bring out the best in us. It also 
calls for the best in the Soviet Union. We do not threaten the Soviet 
Union. Freedom poses no threat. It is the language of progress. We 
proved this 35 years ago when we had a monopoly on nuclear weap
ons and could have tried to dominate the world, but we didn't. 
Instead, we used our power to write a new chapter in the history of 
mankind. We helped rebuild war-ravaged economies in Europe and 
the Far East, including those of nations who had been our enemies. 
Indeed, those former enemies are now among our staunchest friends.

We can't predict how the Soviet leaders will respond to our chal
lenge. But the people of our two countries share with all mankind the 
dream of eliminating the risk of nuclear war. It's not an impossible 
dream, because eliminating these risks is so clearly a vital interest for 
all of us. Our two countries have never fought each other. There's no 
reason why we ever should. Indeed, we fought common enemies in 
World War II. Today our common enemies are poverty, disease, and 
above all, war.

More than 20 years ago. President Kennedy defined an approach 
that is as valid today as when he announced it. "So let us not be blind 
to our differences," he said, "but let us also direct attention to our
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common interests and to the means by which those differences can be 
resolved/' ^

Well, those differences are differences in governmental structure 
and philosophy. The common interests have to do with the things of 
everyday life for people everywhere. Just suppose with me for a 
moment that an Ivan and an Anya could find themselves, oh, say, in a 
waiting room, or sharing a shelter from the rain or a storm with a Jim 
and Sally, and there was no language barrier to keep them from 
getting acquainted. Would they then debate the differences between 
their respective governments? Or would they find themselves compar
ing notes about their children and what each other did for a living?

Before they parted company, they would probably have touched on 
ambitions and hobbies and what they wanted for their children and 
problems of making ends meet. And as they went their separate ways, 
maybe Anya would be saying to Ivan, ''Wasn't she nice? She also 
teaches music." Or Jim would be telling Sally what Ivan did or didn't 
like about his boss. They might even have decided they were all going 
to get together for dinner some evening soon. Above all, they would 
have proven that people don't make wars.

People want to raise their children in a world without fear and 
without war. They want to have some of the good things over and 
above bare subsistence that make life worth living. They want to work 
at some craft, trade, or profession that gives them satisfaction and a 
sense of worth. Their common interests cross all borders.

If the Soviet Government wants peace, then there will be peace. 
Together we can strengthen peace, reduce the level of arms and know 
in doing so that we have helped fulfill the hopes and dreams of those 
we represent and, indeed, of people everywhere. Let us begin now.

8. A ddress by  Secretary  of S ta te  Shultz Before the  Con
ference on Confidence- and  Security-Building M eas
ures and  D isarmam ent in Europe, J a n u a ry  17, 1984 ^

First, my thanks to the people and Government of Sweden for their 
warm hospitality as hosts of this conference. It is particularly appro
priate here in Stockholm to recall the heroic deeds of Swedish diplo
mat Raoul Wallenberg, who, in the last 2 years of World War II, saved 
thousands of Hungarian Jews from annihilation. I commend our Swed
ish hosts for their long tradition, exemplified by Raoul Wallenberg, of 
active and selfless dedication to the cause of peace and human rights.

Let me also acknowledge the contributions of the neutral and nona
ligned participants in the Helsinki process. They have added a healthy 
balance and perspective to a decade of crucial deliberations on a wide

 ̂Ibid., 1963, p. 218.
 ̂Department of State Bulletin, March 1984, pp. 34-36. 
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range of vital European issues. Their participation in this forum offers 
them an historic opportunity to advance the cause of peace and stabil
ity in Europe today.

We are gathered here, in the words of the concluding document at 
Madrid, 2 to negotiate and adopt "a set of mutually complementary 
confidence- and security-building measures designed to reduce the 
risk of military confrontation in Europe." We are here to make 
progress toward a specific goal: to reduce the danger of surprise attack, 
miscalculation, or misunderstanding.

Benjamin Franklin once wrote: "One powerful prince keeping an 
army always on foot makes it necessary for his neighbors to do the 
same to prevent surprise." Today, the power of princes has waned, but 
the threat from large armies and surprise attack has grown. And 
anxiety about surprise attack can have the perverse result of encourag
ing preemption or increasing the risks of war by miscalculation.

While we must heed the lesson of the 1930s, when weakness en
couraged aggression, we must never repeat the tragedy of 1914, when 
statesmen let technology drive decisions and when nations stumbled 
blindly into a disastrous war. Therefore, the United States and its 
allies have long favored measures to increase openness and improve 
communication, to provide greater reassurance against surprise and 
greater insurance against miscalculation.

The confidence-building measures in the Helsinki Final Act  ̂ were 
one positive step. Here at Stockholm, we hope to build on what has 
been achieved and discussed elsewhere. We should look for ways to 
make surprise attack more difficult; to make miscalculation less likely; 
to inhibit the use of military might for intimidation or coercion; to put 
greater predictability into peaceful military exercises in order to high
light any departures that could threaten the peace; and to enhance our 
ability to defuse incipient crises. Our aim, to use the current phrase, is 
to increase the transparency of military activity in Europe.

To achieve these goals, the United States and its allies will put 
forward in the coming weeks a series of specific proposals. We will 
propose that the participants in this conference agree:

• To exchange information about the organization and location of 
our respective military forces;

• To provide annual previews of military exercises;
• To provide advance notice of significant military activities;
• To invite observers to such military activities;
• To enhance the capacity for rapid communications among our

governments in times of crisis; and
• To provide for means to verify each other^s compliance with the

undertakings agreed at this conference.

2 An extract is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 791-793. 
® For these measures, see ihid., 1975, pp. 304-308.
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We view these proposals as only a beginning. They will be designed 
to concentrate our deliberations, from the very outset, upon specific, 
concrete, realistic, and useful steps. The focus should be on practical 
accomplishment, as distinguished from empty promises of good intent. 
The United States is fully committed to the principles of nonaggres
sion contained in the UN Charter and the Helsinki Final Act.*̂  But it 
would be a cruel hoax on the peoples of Europe for this conference to 
pretend that new reaffirmation of existing—and all too often violat
ed—pledges represents progress in European confidence-building.

We will welcome and examine in a positive spirit any proposals by 
any member state; we will judge them by the criteria agreed upon at 
Madrid—that they be militarily significant, politically binding, verifia
ble, and applicable to the whole of Europe.

We have assigned one of America's most experienced ambassadors 
to represent us at this conference. James Goodby has participated for 
over a decade in the CSCE [Conference on Security and Cooperation 
in Europe] process and in America's search for effective arms control. 
His efforts here will have our government's full support.

The Helsinki Process

As we pursue these practical steps, we must bear in mind that 
building confidence and building security have a broader dimension. If 
we are truly to give the peoples of Europe an added measure of 
assurance about their future, the nations gathered here must apply 
themselves not only to the immediate tasks of this conference but also 
to the more fundamental issues that are at the heart of the problem of 
European security.

As we agreed at Madrid last September, this conference is ''a sub
stantial and integral part" of the Helsinki process. The Helsinki proc
ess is an historic attempt to deal comprehensively with the interrelated 
problems of mutual security, economic relations, contacts between our 
peoples, the basic human freedoms of our peoples, and standards of 
international conduct. The 1975 Final Act was an eloquent statement 
of aspirations, to which the United States gladly subscribed because its 
principles were rooted in our own philosophy and tradition.

But no such document is self-executing; no such standards of con
duct are self-enforcing. It is the achievement of Helsinki to have 
embedded these principles and standards permanently into the dis
course and consciousness of European affairs. It was an accomplish
ment of Madrid to reinforce the element of accountability in the 
process. The challenge before us today is to strengthen the forces 
working for these ideals and to continue to hold nations accountable 
for their failure to live up to them.

Europe is the cradle of the modern world. It gave birth not only to 
the industrial revolution but to much of modern culture, modem

 ̂The entire act is printed in the Department of State Bulletin, September 1, 1975, pp. 323
f f .
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political thought, as well as the forms of modern diplomacy. Integral 
to Europe's heritage are the ideals of freedom, democracy, and national 
independence that have inspired the people of the United States and 
other peoples around the globe. Europe—all of Europe—deserves true 
peace and true security. Since 1945, Western Europe has seen a great 
reconciliation of old enmities and a great resurgence of freedom, pros
perity, unity, and security. It is a crowning achievement of the Euro
pean tradition in which the United States has been proud to play a 
part. But throughout the same period, an artificial barrier has cruelly 
divided this continent—and, indeed, heartlessly divided one of its 
great nations.

This barrier was not placed there by the West. It is not maintained 
by the West. It is not the West that prevents its citizens free move
ment or cuts them off from competing ideas.

Let me be very clear: the United States does not recognize the 
legitimacy of the artificially imposed division of Europe. This division 
is the essence of Europe's security and human rights problem, and we 
all know it.

Human rights remain central to any discussion of European security. 
As the Helsinki Final Act declares, respect for human rights and 
fundamental freedom is ''an essential factor for the peace, justice and 
well-being necessary to ensure the development of friendly relations 
and cooperation." The attempt to impose division on Europe is inevi
tably a source of instability and tension.

Since the days of Woodrow Wilson, my country has understood 
that true peace and security in Europe depend on a foundation of 
basic freedoms— n̂ot least of which is the right of peoples to determine 
their own future. The Helsinki process is an historic, peaceful effort to 
ease, and in time to end, the division of Europe. Confidence-building 
in the larger sense means pursuing the work of Helsinki—through 
practical steps to break down barriers, expand human contact and 
intellectual interchange, increase openness, and stretch the boundaries 
of the human spirit.

East’West Relations and Arms Control

Yesterday President Reagan reaffirmed my country's commitment to 
three broad aims:

• To reduce, and eventually to eliminate, the threat and use of force 
in solving international disputes;

• To reduce the vast stockpiles of armaments in the world; and
• To establish a better working relationship between the United 

States and the Soviet Union, one marked by greater cooperation 
and understanding.®

The United States will pursue these broad aims diligently at this 
conference and in every forum and every channel. We believe in

** Supra.
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dialogue and in solving problems. We believe in realistic and meaning
ful engagement with others to advance the cause of peace.

History has seen many attempts to negotiate limits on numbers or 
characteristics or uses of major armaments. Before World War I, Great 
Britain and Germany negotiated on ways of limiting naval construc
tion, particularly of battleships, and on ways of enhancing mutual 
confidence about each other's construction plans.

Between World War I and World War II, there were extensive 
negotiations to limit the building of capital ships, including a signifi
cant naval disarmament agreement negotiated under American auspic
es in 1922. The Kellogg-Briand Pact of 1928 attempted to ban war as 
an instrument of policy.®

These efforts, of course, failed to prevent war. The lesson of history 
is that efforts to prevent war or control weaponry do not operate in a 
vacuum. They are a dimension of international politics and cannot be 
divorced from their political context.

Therefore, while we pursue this effort with great energy—in Stock
holm and all other forums— ŵe must bear in mind that progress 
depends on many factors beyond the substance of the proposals or the 
ingenuity of the negotiators. For arms control and confidence-building 
to succeed, we must also work to shape the conditions that make 
success possible. This enterprise cannot prosper in conditions where 
some nations seek global or regional military superiority or resort to 
threats or intimidation as instruments of their foreign policy. Let me 
say for my country that the United States seeks no such superiority.

We in the West must, therefore, maintain the balance of power; we 
must maintain the cohesion of our alliances; and on this secure foun
dation we must seek to engage others in concrete efforts to resolve 
political problems peacefully. On this basis, we firmly believe prag
matic progress in East-West relations is possible. The example of 
Berlin under the Quadripartite Agreement is an instructive example 
of lasting progress achieved through imity, resolve, and genuine nego
tiation.

For more than a decade, the United States has engaged the Soviet 
Union in a series of negotiations on arms control and arms reduction. 
Over the past 3 years, we have actively pursued negotiations on the 
reduction of strategic weapons; on the reduction or elimination of 
intermediate-range nuclear missiles in Europe; on mutual and balanced 
force reductions in Europe; on banning chemical weapons in the Com
mittee on Disarmament; on confidence-building measures to strength
en nuclear stability; and on enhanced safeguards against nuclear pro
liferation.

These negotiations have been valuable channels of communications 
between East and West; they raised mankind's hopes that the serious

6 46 Stat. 2343; TS 796; 2 Bevans 732.
7 24 UST 283; TIAS 7551.
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differences of political philosophy and ideology between us did not 
have to lead to war.

Some of these negotiations have now been interrupted by the Soviet 
Union. This tells us a great deal about which side is eager for progress.

Nevertheless, the door remains open. We are ready for negotiations 
whenever the Soviet Union is prepared. In this regard, I am pleased to 
announce that, in coming months at the conference on disarmament in 
Geneva, the U.S. negotiators will be presenting a draft treaty for the 
complete and verifiable elimination of chemical weapons on a global 
basis. We will work in a similar spirit for early progress in other arms 
control forums, once resumed.

Arms control initiatives are part of a broader American effort to 
build a more stable, consistent, and constructive East-West relation
ship—a relationship not marked by the abrupt shifts, exaggerated 
expectations, and dashed hopes of the last decade.

While pursuing arms control, we have also sought to engage the 
Soviet Union in a candid dialogue on those regional crises and con
flicts that threaten peace and poison our relationship. At the same 
time, we have proposed a range of bilateral measures to enhance both 
crisis communication and normal communication between us, to build 
confidence and reduce any chance of misunderstanding or miscalcula
tion.

In Brussels last month, I joined my North Atlantic colleagues in 
extending to the Soviet Union and the other Warsaw Pact countries 
"the offer to work together with us to bring about a long-term con
structive and realistic relationship based on equilibrium, moderation, 
and reciprocity." "For the benefit of mankind," the alliance Foreign 
Ministers declared in Brussels, "we advocate an open, comprehensive 
political dialogue, as well as cooperation based on mutual advan
tage." ®

Let us, therefore, embark here and now upon this renewed, open, 
and comprehensive East-West political dialogue. Let us so conduct 
ourselves in our deliberations that historians of the future will mark 
this gathering as a turning point in East-West relations. Let the open
ing of this conference, which itself marks an important expansion in 
the scope of East-West negotiations, also mark a new step in the 
broader relationship. We are prepared to move forward.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 1030-1031.
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9. A ddress  by  Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko Before 
the  Conference on Confidence- and  Security-Building 
M easures and  Disarm am ent in Europe, J a n u a ry  18, 
1984 1

Esteemed Mr. Chairman,
Representatives of 35 states have gathered here to initiate the pro

ceedings of the Conference on Confidence-Building Measures, Securi
ty and Disarmament in Europe.

It is good that the conference is being opened at the level of foreign 
ministers.

The European process has traveled a long and far from easy road 
from Helsinki to Madrid. It sometimes seemed that an impasse was 
ahead. Nevertheless, difficulties were eventually surmounted.

Now the states which differ so much from the point of view of 
their history, national traditions, size, and social systems have man
aged to bring here, to Stockholm, the light of hope lit in Helsinki. ̂  
Isn't it evidence of the fact that no one today can ignore the will of 
the peoples for peace and cooperation?

That will should be embodied by participants in the conference in 
tangible agreements meeting the vital interests of the peoples. The 
recent meeting in Madrid showed that even under seriously aggravat
ed international conditions, states with different social systems have 
possibilities of reaching agreement, if they so wish, on a mutually 
acceptable basis.

One of the pressing tasks is to strengthen confidence between coun
tries, confidence both in the political and military fields.

This is especially demanded by the present, tense international situ
ation. The cause of the drastic turn for the worse in the international 
situation, of the increased danger of war, is outlined in no uncertain 
terms in Yuriy Andropov's recent statements. The Leninist peace- 
loving foreign policy of the Soviet Union is presented in them.

The deployment of new U.S. missiles that has begun in certain West 
European countries does not contribute to international security or to 
the security of the countries which have taken the risk of such de
ployment. On the contrary, whatever those figures in the West who 
base their policies on deception of the peoples might claim, these 
missiles are subverting security. Militarism, enmity, and a war psycho
sis are being exported to Western Europe along with the missiles. 
Those who are trying to lull the peoples of the West European coun
tries with false promises of peace in the shadow of U.S. missiles are 
incurring grave responsibility for this deception.

 ̂Moscow Pravda in Russian, January 19, 1984; FBIS Daily Report, vol. Ill, January 19, 
1984, pp. CC1-CC8.

2 A reference to the Final Act of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in 
Europe, printed in the Department of State Bulletin, September 1, 1975, pp. 323 ff. The arms 
control portions may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304-308.
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The dangerous slide towards the abyss can be checked if the states 
participating in this forum show a responsible approach. We repeat: If 
the United States and the other NATO countries show readiness to 
return to the situation which existed before the beginning of the 
deployment of U.S. medium-range nuclear missiles in Europe, the 
Soviet Union will also be ready to do so.

The Soviet-U.S. dialogue on the limitation of nuclear arms in 
Europe was blown up through the fault of the U.S. Administration. 
Instead of conducting talks and displaying a desire to work for accord, 
the U.S. Administration has chosen a course of breaking the existing 
alignment of forces.

It has set out to secure military superiority over the Soviet Union, 
superiority of the NATO countries over the Warsaw Treaty countries, 
through the huge buildup of its nuclear armaments. This, U.S. strate
gists believe, could ensure victory in a nuclear war. Just yesterday the 
U.S. leaders, both those with epaulets on their shoulders and those 
without them, were quite cynically discoursing on that subject.

Perhaps they have now realized the senselessness of nuclear war 
scenarios they are drawing up? By no means. How do the peoples and 
public opinion respond to these delirious plans? With outrage and 
protests.

The plans are followed by U.S. budgetary appropriations for mili
tary purposes, which are growing at an unheard-of pace. New missiles, 
bombers, and aircraft carriers are being built at full speed with mania
cal obsession. Experiments with new means of mass destruction are 
being conducted.

In short, the incumbent U.S. Administration is an administration 
thinking in categories of war and acting accordingly.

Naturally, those who have assumed a course of war have no interest 
in reaching arms limitation agreements. That is why the SALT II 
treaty ® signed by the United States at one point was subsequently 
overturned by Washington. For the same reason, the U.S. side refuses 
to conduct talks on the basis of the principle of equality and equal 
security, the only fair principle, and ignores the existing agreements. 
Instead of equality, they are pressing imjustified and ambitious de
mands on us; moreover, pressing them merely to block agreement.

The Soviet Union has always proceeded and continues to proceed 
from the assumption that the concluded agreements must be strictly 
observed. This applies both to multilateral and to bilateral agreements. 
These are the abc's of international relations, without which no ele
mentary trust between states is possible. The Washington politicians, 
to all appearances, have not yet learned these abc's, and every now 
and then you come across facts of the grossest violations by the 
United States of America of its commitments under international trea
ties and agreements.

® Printed in ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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The Soviet Union, for its part, is taking a responsible and serious 
approach to its commitments and is honestly observing them. The 
attempts to call this fact into question—Washington's stock-in-trade 
method by now—are merely intended to conceal their own failings. 
But however often such ploys are resorted to, they cannot delude 
anyone who can objectively evaluate the situation.

Our country makes the prevention of war, first and foremost nucle
ar war, the cornerstone of its foreign policy. It would not be out of 
place to recall that the USSR and the United States have an agreement 
on this matter.

Together with our friends and allies, we have made the proposal to 
clear Europe of nuclear weapons, both medium-range and tactical 
ones. Would this not be the best and most radical solution? Through
out the duration of the Geneva talks, we were pressing for this, calling 
for major reductions in medium-range nuclear arms. But the other side 
was thinking—and continues to think today—only of how to move its 
missiles closer to our threshold.

The USSR was and remains a convinced champion of the solution of 
outstanding international problems at the negotiating table. This is our 
principled line in conducting international affairs. But we stand for 
serious talks, not for those which would be used as a cover for 
militarist plans.

We warned, and on more than one occasion, that the deployment of 
U.S. 'Tershing" and cruise missiles in Western Europe would thwart 
the basis of the talks and make them impossible. Having gone ahead 
with missile deployment, Washington deprived those talks of their 
subject matter. The current statements of the U.S. Administration on 
its readiness for talks under conditions of continuing missile deploy
ment are just verbal camouflage of its policy.

Militarism is inhuman in everything and always. This fact is making 
itself most manifest today in Lebanon. That country is being effective
ly torn apart, Lebanese soil is being trampled by the boots of troops 
sent into the country by some of those states whose representatives 
are sitting in this hall. A U.S. naval armada is shelling Lebanese cities.

The American military machine is sowing death and destruction in 
Lebanon. The aggressor, who has entered another person's home and 
is trying by force of arms to impose the orders it wants there, is 
pretending to be offended, crying out, "we are being attacked and we 
must defend ourselves." Defend against whom? Against those who are 
victims of aggression, those who have been attacked? It is difficult to 
even imagine a greater mockery of facts, common sense, and elemen
tary notions of international law.

There is a serious danger that the flames of war might spread to 
that entire area, which is a short distance away from Europe. It shall 
be recalled that under the Helsinki Final Act, all states have undertak
en to facilitate peace and the reduction of armed forces in the Medi
terranean area, to lessen tension in that area. It is appropriate to recall 
this today as well.
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And can any upright person be indifferent to what has happened to 
Grenada? The piratic, terrorist action of the great neighbor against the 
Grenadian people is a challenge to the world at large. The United 
States must withdraw its troops from Grenada. They have no business 
there.

It is an open secret who is sending bands of mercenaries, terrorists 
against Nicaragua, who is turning Honduras into its military base, who 
is keeping an antipeople regime of butchers in power in El Salvador. 
All that is absent in that country now are the bonfires of the inquisi
tion.

Militarism in a certain sense is akin to drug addiction, though, of 
course, it is more dangerous. On getting into the habit, it will demand 
for itself in ever-increasing doses the means of destroying people if an 
end is not put to this by the efforts of all peace-loving forces.

The aggressive foreign policy of the United States is the main 
danger to peace now. The militaristic course in world affairs is a 
product of the policy of those countries where the arms race is the 
most profitable business of the arms merchants. Ever more and more 
people are realizing this fact, are beginning to understand how paltry 
are the narrow interests of profit and avarice of the military-industrial 
business compared with the vital interests of peoples.

Let us turn to the results of the recent 38th session of the UN 
General Assembly. Two opposite approaches to the most important 
and urgent problems of our time were clearly manifest at it.

How did this international organization react to the initiative to 
resolutely condemn nuclear war, to proclaim it a crime against peo
ples? The overwhelming majority of UN member countries, situated in 
different continents and belonging to different social and political 
systems, approved this call and adopted an appropriate declaration 
with enthusiasm. And what about the United States of America? It 
ranged itself against the international community by voting against.

Let us take another proposal—to freeze nuclear arms, to step up 
efforts directed at the speediest attainment of agreements on their 
substantial limitation and radical reduction. This proposal, too, was 
met with the support of the overwhelming majority of UN member 
states. And what was the position of the United States? It again said 
''No,'' and found itself in total isolation.

We express satisfaction that the Soviet initiative formed the core of 
the resolution on the need to adopt effective measures to avert the 
arms race in outer space. And here, too, the United States came out in 
opposition, although only the blind cannot see what a danger will 
threaten mankind from outer space if it is militarized.

What are these, pure coincidences? Of course not. The peoples 
indignantly reject all concepts of nuclear war and view as criminal the 
plans to prepare and unleash it.

States with different social systems have no reasonable alternative 
other than peaceful coexistence and cooperation. We have always 
come out for a political dialogue between the East and West and do
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not intend to renounce it in the future either. But this, of course, is 
proceeding from the understanding that it will be directed not in 
words, but in deeds at easing tension in the world and removing the 
danger of war.

Indeed, what is needed is deeds and not verbal equilibristics, the 
resort to which has been made particularly often in Washington lately. 
They clearly are a sign of short-term considerations, and people al
ready know sufficiently well the worth of such tricks. No matter how 
hard one tries to lie—be it a crude lie or a virtuoso one—this will 
change nothing in the actual state of affairs. What is needed is a turn 
of substance in policy—from the policy of militarism and aggression 
to a policy of peace and international cooperation.

On its part, the Soviet Union, as was stressed once again in the 
recent resolution of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR, will, in the 
measure in which it depends on it, take the further necessary steps 
leading to a change of the international situation for the better.

1 would like to believe that in the leading circles of the United 
States, the upper hand will be taken by the understanding of the 
balefulness of the course based on the replacement of cooperation 
with confrontation, of talks with armaments, and diplomacy with the 
rule of the fist.

The conference that has begun cannot be artificially fenced off from 
the present-day European and world realities, from the impact of 
events taking place outside the walls of this hall. But we hold that the 
Stockholm forum must effectively help the countries that are interest
ed in the development of the all-European process in searching for and 
finding ways leading to the strengthening of international trust and 
security.

Many problems that are now aggravating the situation in the Euro
pean Continent would lend themselves to solution much easier were it 
possible to break the ice of mistrust and commence a real reduction of 
armaments and disarmament.

What does this require? This requires the improvement of the polit
ical climate, the awareness by all states of the truth that no lasting 
confidence can be secured with the continued preaching of hostility, 
hatred, and reckless ''crusades" and tagging illiterate labels on entire 
countries and peoples.

And surely it is impossible to talk about confidence while at the 
same time working on concepts that promote nuclear war. These are 
incompatible.

As has been stressed by Yuriy Andropov ''the main road to confi
dence, to preventing any and all wars, including an accidental one, is 
that of stopping the arms race and going back to calm, proper [kor- 
rektnyy]  ̂ relations between states, back to detente."

The convening of the Stockholm conference is a manifestation of 
the rational principle in international relations, and all of us must

 ̂These and following brackets are in the source text.
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value this in equal measure. Nobody is doing any favor to anybody 
else.

The Soviet Union has come to the conference with good intentions. 
We will be upholding here a position of peace among states and 
peoples and trying to ensure that the conference will make a substan
tial contribution to putting state-to-state relations right, and will help 
to end the mad arms race. We stand for the atmosphere of trust in 
relations between coimtries. It is necessary for the settlement of con
flicts, for the development of mutually useful ties and contacts. The 
Soviet stand consists in having the Helsinki Final Act developed in 
practice in Stockholm through new, major agreements.

We are discussing in a principled way the question of trust in 
relations between states. It must be said in this connection that from 
the outset, the incumbent U.S. Administration has been doing every
thing to subvert confidence in it and, it should be said, it has already 
succeeded in doing so.

Can one fail to pay attention to the fact, in particular, that Wash
ington has embraced secret subversive operations and terrorism against 
other states? It has included all these criminal and dishonest methods 
in the arsenal of its official foreign policy, and they are used in 
practice against a number of countries, against statesmen of those 
countries, and against their social systems.

We might ask: Aren't we justified in expecting that activity of this 
sort will be immediately stopped? If the opinion of this conference is 
worth anything, we shoxild clearly declare this and call on all who are 
engaged in such activity to stop it, observe generally recognized norms 
of handling interstate affairs, and end insulting rhetoric with regard to 
other countries.

A difference in social systems of states, in their ideology, cannot be 
used for not observing generally recognized norms of behavior in 
international affairs, in contacts [obshcheniye] between states and 
their leaders.

The Soviet Union is prepared for a constructive examination of a 
broad spectrum of measures for strengthening confidence and security. 
These measures should comprise major accords of a military-political 
nature and other steps towards establishing confidence. To limit one
self to any one direction would mean to narrow the available possi
bilities.

The results of the conference will largely depend on a political and 
businesslike attitude adopted at the very beginning of its work. If all 
the states arrived in Stockholm with serious intentions, this will 
enable the conference to concentrate on large-scale means of consoli
dating confidence and security.

At this forum too, we are frankly setting forth our ideas on this 
score. Above all, this is the issue of preventing nuclear war. Resound
ing ever more resolutely throughout the world is the voice of millions 
upon millions of people demanding that reliable measures be adopted 
to divert a nuclear threat from mankind. If we seriously want to
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establish necessary trust in relations between countries, the approach 
to removing this threat should also be serious.

How much stronger the trust would be if the states possessing 
nuclear weapons assumed the pledge not to be the first to use nuclear 
weapons. This seems to be a simple measure that is easy to imple
ment. No second strike may come without the first one. Would it not 
bring about a real political turn in the cause of strengthening trust, 
and not only between nuclear powers?

The Soviet Union already has unilaterally assumed the commitment 
not to be the first to use nuclear weapons.^ We are recalling this from 
the podium of the Stockholm conference as well. The other nuclear 
powers taking part in the conference have not as yet assumed such a 
pledge. The question is: Can one place trust in their policy under these 
conditions?

We proceed from the premise that all states—nuclear and non
nuclear—are equally interested in the adoption of this pledge and its 
unconditional observance. No arguments, however refined, against its 
adoption can be accepted as convincing if one sticks to the positions 
of peace.

There is one more very important confidence-building measure— 
namely, the mutual obligations of states not to be the first to use 
either nuclear or conventional weapons against one another, in other 
words, not to use force. Our position on this matter is also clear. In 
January 1983, together with the other Warsaw Pact member-countries, 
we put forward the proposal for a treaty on the mutual nonuse of 
military force and maintenance of relations of peace.® Under the 
present circumstances, this proposal is becoming increasingly relevant.

It would be only natural if such obligations were assumed by states 
irrespective of whether they belong to military alliances, are neutral, 
nonaligned. This is fully consistent with the letter and spirit of the 
Helsinki Final Act and is provided for in the mandate of the Stock
holm conference, which clearly points to the need ''to give effect and 
expression to the duty of states to refrain from the threat or use of 
force in their mutual relations." This will not contravene their status 
of neutral or nonaligned states. They will align themselves only with 
one thing—with peace.

The treaty could also embody other important provisions, such as a 
pledge by its parties to act in good will with a view to halting the 
arms race and achieving disarmament and to contribute by every 
available means to a successful accomplishment of this historic task. It 
could also include other provisions designed to build confidence, de
velop cooperation, and lessen military confrontation.

We have expressed our considerations here regarding two major 
confidence-building measures. While the implementation of just one

® See Documents on Disarmament, 1982, pp. 349-352.
6 Ibid., 1983, pp. 2-18.
7 Ihil, pp. 791-793.
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of those measures would signify a tremendous move forward, we are 
proposing both of them. If the conference could agree on these moves, 
this would undoubtedly constitute the greatest accomplishment of this 
forum.

Other initiatives of the Soviet Union and the countries of the 
socialist community also offer a good many opportunities for creating 
an atmosphere of confidence and stronger security. We would like to 
believe that all states represented here will make their contribution to 
the work of the Stockholm conference.

For example, it would be worthwhile addressing the problem of 
reducing military spending. Agreement to this end would also consti
tute a major contribution to building confidence and would at the 
same time be a real means of curbing the arms race.

The task of overcoming mistrust between states would be undoubt
edly met by ridding Europe of such barbaric weapons of mass annihi
lation as chemical ones, and, above all, by not deploying such weap
ons in places where they have not been based up to now. The urgency 
of this task is emphasized by the fact that inhuman plans in the field 
of chemical weapons are gaining currency, although attempts are being 
made to camouflage it.

A number of European states favor the establishment of nuclear- 
free zones in various parts of Europe. This issue is directly linked with 
the lessening of the war menace, with the consolidation of confidence. 
The conference would act correctly by giving it serious attention.

Here, in the capital of one of the Scandinavian countries, it would 
be appropriate to recall that the Soviet Union backs the proposal for 
declaring northern Europe a zone free from nuclear weapons. In our 
opinion, the establishment of this zone is both desirable and possible.

We duly appreciate the confidence-building measures which have 
been already implemented in accordance with the Helsinki Final Act. 
They have proved their usefulness. At the 26th CPSU Congress, in 
several joint documents of the Warsaw Pact countries, we came out in 
favor of their further expansion, naturally, with due account for the 
current situation. The USSR will stick to this line in the future as well. 
We are prepared to work out additional measures, more substantial in 
their character and far-reaching in terms of their scope, for strengthen
ing trust in the military sphere.

For example, the question of prior notification of major military 
maneuvers could be further developed. Agreement to limit the scale of 
such maneuvers to a certain numerical strength of the forces engaged 
would also be quite topical.

The question of major military movements and redeployment of 
troops also deserves most serious attention. It is worth recalling that 
the Helsinki Final Act states that ''further consideration will be given 
to the question of prior notification of major military movements."

In our view, the interests of peace and security would also be served 
by prior notification of major air and naval exercises which take place 
in the sea and ocean area and in airspace adjoining Europe.

Document 9



32 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1984

On the whole, the Soviet Union is prepared to support such confi- 
dence-and security-building measures that will indeed contribute to a 
real lessening of military confrontation. However, should anyone 
think of using the conference in a bid to gain unilateral advantages of 
any kind, this would encounter vigorous opposition on our part.

All the participants in the conference should be equally interested in 
its success. Everything must be done on a just and objective basis. 
Any attempts at the conference to advance demands unacceptable 
right from the start and, rather than build confidence, look for a crack 
in the fence to peep at one's neighbors, could only impede its produc
tive work.

The Soviet Union is firmly committed to the mandate agreed upon 
at Madrid, which unambiguously stipulates that any decisions con
cerning confidence and security building measures should be taken 
''on the basis of equality of rights, balance and reciprocity, and equal 
respect for the security interests of all CSCE participating states." ®

The peoples of Europe expect the conference in Stockholm to take 
decisions which would be instrumental in changing the course of 
events for the better. What we wish to see is that agreements, if they 
can be reached, are implemented instead of shelved.

The next followup meeting after Madrid, to be held in Vienna in 
1986, has among other tasks that of assessing the progress achieved 
during the first stage of the conference. That meeting will only gain if 
confidence and security building measures to be agreed upon in Stock
holm start being implemented and become a fact of life rather than 
remain draft documents.

The achievement of positive results at the Stockholm conference 
would strengthen the conviction that detente in Europe has a consid
erable reserve of vitality. There are forces which are known to be 
eager to perform the last rights for detente. But the people treasure the 
fruits borne by detente during the 1970's. It cannot be allowed to die 
for it expresses the people's quest for peace and life.

In all probability, Europe, more than any other continent, is predis
posed today to peaceful cooperation in various areas because the 
economies, cultures, and histories of its peoples are closely inter
twined.

That is what the peoples of other continents also expect from our 
conference. They hope that common sense and reason will prevail 
here, in Stockholm, and that all the participants in the conference will 
demonstrate political will and a sense of responsibility.

In conclusion, allow me to express my appreciation to the people 
and Government of Sweden and to the city authorities of Stockholm 
for the good conditions for the holding of the conference and for their 
hospitality.

8 Ibid.
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10. M essage  From President R eagan  to the  Congress: 
Soviet Noncompliance With Arms Control A g ree 
ments, Ja n u a ry  23, 1984 ^

If the concept of arms control is to have meaning and credibihty as 
a contribution to global or regional stability, it is essential that all 
parties to agreements comply with them. Because I seek genuine arms 
control, I am committed to ensuring that existing agreements are 
observed. In 1982 increasing concerns about Soviet noncompliance 
with arms control agreements led me to establish a senior group 
within the Administration to examine verification and compliance 
issues. For its part the Congress, in the FY 1984 Arms Control and 
Disarmament Act, asked me to report to it on compliance. ̂  I am 
herewith enclosing a Report to the Congress on Soviet Noncompliance 
with Arms Control Agreements.^

After a careful review of many months, and numerous diplomatic 
exchanges with the Soviet Union, the Administration has determined 
that with regard to seven initial issues analyzed, violations and proba
ble violations have occurred with respect to a number of Soviet legal 
obligations and political commitments in the arms control field.

The United States Government has determined that the Soviet 
Union is violating the Geneva Protocol on Chemical Weapons,^ the 
Biological Weapons Convention,® the Helsinki Final Act,® and two 
provisions of SALT II: telemetry encryption and a rule concerning 
ICBM modernization.*  ̂ In addition, we have determined that the 
Soviet Union has almost certainly violated the ABM Treaty,® probably 
violated the SALT II limit on new types, probably violated the SS-16 
deployment prohibition of SALT II, and is likely to have violated the 
nuclear testing yield limit of the Threshold Test Ban Treaty.®

Soviet noncompliance is a serious matter. It calls into question 
important security benefits from arms control, and could create new 
security risks. It undermines the confidence essential to an effective 
arms control process in the future. It increases doubts about the 
reliability of the U.S.S.R. as a negotiating partner, and thus damages 
the chances for establishing a more constructive U.S.-Soviet relation
ship.

The United States will continue to press its compliance concerns 
with the Soviet Union through diplomatic channels, and insist upon 
explanations, clarifications, and corrective actions. At the same time.

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of PresidenHal Documents, January 30, 1984, pp. 73-74.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 102^1026.
 ̂See infra for the White House fact sheet of this report.
 ̂Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.

5 Ihid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
® The arms control portions are printed ibid., 1975, pp. 304-308. The entire act may be 

found in the Department of State Bulletin, September 1, 1975, pp. 323 ff.
Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.

^Ihid., 1972, pp. 197-201.
9 Ibid., 1974, pp. 225-229.
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the United States is continuing to carry out its own obligations and 
commitments under relevant agreements. For the future, the United 
States is seeking to negotiate new arms control agreements that reduce 
the risk of war, enhance the security of the United States and its 
Allies, and contain effective verification and compliance provisions.

We should recognize, however, that ensuring compliance with arms 
control agreements remains a serious problem. Better verification and 
compliance provisions and better treaty drafting will help, and we are 
working toward this in ongoing negotiations. It is fundamentally im
portant, however, that the Soviets take a constructive attitude toward 
compliance.

The Executive and Legislative branches of our government have 
long had a shared interest in supporting the arms control process. 
Finding effective ways to ensure compliance is central to that process. 
I look forward to continued close cooperation with the Congress as we 
seek to move forward in negotiating genuine and enduring arms con
trol agreements.

11. W hite House Fact Sheet on Soviet Noncompliance 
With Arms Control A greem en ts , Ja n u a ry  23, 1984 ^

Commitment to genuine arms control requires that all parties 
comply with agreements. Over the last several years the U.S.S.R. has 
taken a number of actions that have prompted renewed concern about 
an expanding pattern of Soviet violations or possible violations of 
arms control agreements. Because of the critical importance of compli
ance with arms control agreements, about one year ago the President 
established an interagency Arms Control Verification Committee, 
chaired by his Assistant for National Security Affairs, to address 
verification and compliance issues. In addition, many members of 
Congress expressed their serious concerns, and the Congress mandated 
in the FY 84 Arms Control and Disarmament Act Authorization that 
''The President shall prepare and transmit to the Congress a report of 
the compliance or noncompliance of the Soviet Union with existing 
arms control agreements to which the Soviet Union is a Party." ^

The President's Report to Congress covers seven different matters of 
serious concern regarding Soviet compliance: chemical, biological, and 
toxin weapons, the notification of military exercises, a large new 
Soviet radar being deployed in the Soviet interior, encryption of data 
needed to verify arms control provisions, the testing of a second new 
intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM), the deployment status of an 
existing Soviet ICBM, and the yields of underground nuclear tests. 
Additional issues of concern are under active study.

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, January 30, 1984, pp. 74-77. 
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 1024-1026.
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Soviet violations of arms control agreements could create new secu
rity risks. Such violations deprive us of the security benefits of arms 
control directly because of the military consequences of known viola
tions, and indirectly by inducing suspicion about the existence of 
undetected violations that might have additional military conse
quences.

We have discussed with the Soviets all of the activities covered in 
the report, but the Soviets have not been willing to meet our basic 
concerns which we raised in the Standing Consultative Commission in 
Geneva and in several diplomatic demarches. Nor have they met our 
requests to cease these activities. We will continue to pursue these 
issues.

The Findings

The Report examines the evidence concerning Soviet compliance 
with: the 1972 Biological Weapons Convention (BWC)  ̂ and the 1925 
Geneva Protocol  ̂ and customary international law, the 1975 Helsinki 
Final Act,® the 1972 ABM Treaty,® the unratified SALT II Treaty,*̂  
and the unratified Threshold Test Ban Treaty (TTBT) signed in 1974.® 
Preparation of the Report entailed a comprehensive review of the legal 
obligations, political commitments under existing arms control agree
ments, and documented interpretations of specific obligations, analyses 
of all the evidence available on applicable Soviet actions, and a review 
of the diplomatic exchanges on compliance issues bet.veen the U.S. 
and the Soviet Union.

The findings for the seven issues covered in the Report, as reviewed 
in terms of the agreements involved, are as follows:

1. Chemical Biological and Toxin Weapons

—Treat}/ Status: The 1972 Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention 
(the BWC) and the 1925 Geneva Protocol are multilateral treaties to 
which both the U.S. and U.S.S.R. are parties. Soviet actions not in 
accord with these treaties and customary international law relating to 
the 1925 Geneva Protocol are violations of legal obligations.

—Obligations: The BWC bans the development, production, stockpil
ing or possession, and transfer of: microbial or other biological agents 
or toxins except for a small quantity for prophylactic, protective or 
other peaceful purposes. It also bans weapons, equipment and means 
of delivery of agents or toxins. The 1925 Geneva Protocol and related 
rules of customary international law prohibit the first use in war of 
asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases and of all analogous liquids.

3 Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
 ̂Ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.

® Ibid., 1975, pp. 304-308, for the arms control portions; see the Department of State 
Bulletin, September 1, 1975, for the entire act.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
Ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.

» Ibid., 1974, pp. 225-229.
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materials or devices; and prohibits use of bacteriological methods of 
warfare.

—Issues: The study addressed whether the Soviets are in violation of 
provisions that ban the development, production, transfer, possession 
and use of biological and toxin weapons.

—Finding: The Soviets, by maintaining an offensive biological war
fare program and capabilities and through their involvement in the 
production, transfer and use of toxins and other lethal chemical war
fare agents that have been used in Laos, Kampuchea and Afghanistan, 
have repeatedly violated their legal obligations under the BWC and 
customary international law as codified in the 1925 Geneva Protocol.

2. Helsinki Final Act—Notification of Military Exercises

—Legal Status: The Final Act of the Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe was signed in Helsinki in 1975. This document 
represents a political commitment and was signed by the United States 
and the Soviet Union, along with many other states. Soviet actions not 
in accord with that document are violations of their political commit
ment.

—Obligation: All signatory states of the Helsinki Final Act are com
mitted to give prior notification of, and other details concerning, major 
military maneuvers, defined as those involving more than 25,000 
ground troops.

—Issues: The study examined whether notification of the Soviet 
military exercise Zapad-81, which occurred on September 4-12, 1981, 
was inadequate and therefore a violation of their political commit
ment.

—Finding: With respect to the Helsinki Final Act, the U.S.S.R. by its 
inadequate notification of the Zapad-81 military exercise, violated its 
political commitment under this Act to observe the Confidence-Build
ing Measure requiring appropriate prior notification of certain military 
exercises.

3. A B M  Treaty—Krasnoyarsk Radar

— Treaty Status: The 1972 ABM Treaty and its subsequent Protocol 
ban deployment of ABM systems except that each party can deploy 
one ABM system around the national capital or at a single ICBM 
deployment area. The ABM Treaty is in force and is of indefinite 
duration. Soviet actions not in accord with the ABM Treaty are there
fore a violation of a legal obligation.

—Obligation: In an effort to preclude a territorial ABM defense, the 
Treaty limited the deployment of ballistic missile early warning radars, 
in d u in g  large phased-array radars used for that purpose, to locations 
along the national periphery of each party and required that they be 
oriented outward. The Treaty permits deployment (without regard to 
location or orientation) of large phased-array radars for purposes of 
tracking objects in outer space or for use as national technical means 
of verification of compliance with arms control agreements.
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—Issue: The study examined the evidence on whether the Soviet 
deployment of a large phased-array radar near Krasnoyarsk in central 
Siberia is in violation of the legal obligation to limit the location and 
orientation of such radars.

—Finding: The new radar under construction at Krasnoyarsk almost 
certainly constitutes a violation of legal obligations under the Anti- 
Ballistic Missile Treaty of 1972 in that in its associated siting, orienta
tion, and capability, it is prohibited by this Treaty.

SALTII

—Treat}/ Status: SALT II was signed in June 1979. It has not been 
ratified. In 1981 the United States made clear its intention not to ratify 
the Treaty. Prior to 1981 both nations were obligated under interna
tional law not to take actions which would "defeat the object and 
purpose'' of the signed but unratified Treaty; such Soviet actions 
before 1981 are violations of legal obligations. Since 1981 the U.S. has 
observed a political commitment to refrain from actions that undercut 
SALT II as long as the Soviet Union does likewise. The Soviets have 
told us they would abide by these provisions also. Soviet actions 
contrary to SALT II after 1981 are therefore violations of their political 
commitment.

Three SALT II concerns are addressed: encryption, SS-X-25, and SS- 
16.

4. Encryption—Impeding Verification

—Obligation: The provisions of SALT II ban deliberate concealment 
measures that impede verification by national technical means. The 
agreement permits each party to use various methods of transmitting 
telemetric information during testing, including encryption, but bans 
deliberate denial of telemetry, such as through encryption, whenever 
such denial impedes verification.

—Issue: The study examined the evidence whether the Soviets have 
engaged in encryption of missile test telemetry (radio signals) so as to 
impede verification.

—Finding: Soviet encryption practices constitute a violation of a legal 
obligation prior to 1981 and a violation of their political commitment 
subsequent to 1981. The nature and extent of encryption of telemetry 
on new ballistic missiles is an example of deliberate impeding of 
verification of compliance in violation of this Soviet political commit
ment.

5. SS-X -25—2nd New Type, R V  Weight to Throw-weight Ratio, Encryption

—Obligation: In an attempt to constrain the modernization and the 
proliferation of new, more capable types of ICBMs, the provisions of 
SALT II permit each side to ''flight test and deploy" just one new type 
of "light" ICBM. A new type is defined as one that differs from an 
existing type by more than 5 percent in length, largest diameter, 
launch-weight and throw-weight or differs in number of stages or 
propellant type. In addition, it was agreed that no single reentry
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vehicle ICBM of an existing type with a post-boost vehicle would be 
flight-tested or deployed whose reentry vehicle weight is less than 50 
percent of the throw-weight of that ICBM. This latter provision was 
intended to prohibit the possibility that single warhead ICBMs could 
quickly be converted to MIRVed systems.

—Issue: The study examined the evidence: whether the Soviets have 
tested a second new type of ICBM (the SS-X-25) which is prohibited 
(the Soviets have declared the SS-X-24 to be their allowed one new 
type ICBM); whether the reentry vehicle (RV) on that missile, if it is 
not a new type, is in compliance with the provision that for existing 
types of single RV missiles, the weight of the RV be equal to at least 
50 percent of total throw-weight; and whether encryption of its tests 
impedes verification.

—Finding: While the evidence is somewhat ambiguous, the SS-X-25 
is a probable violation of the Soviets' political commitment to observe 
the SALT II provision limiting each party to one new type of ICBM. 
Furthermore, even if we were to accept the Soviet argument that the 
SS-X-25 is not a prohibited new type of ICBM, based on the one test 
for which data are available, it would be a violation of their political 
commitment to observe the SALT II provision which prohibits (for 
existing types of single reentry vehicle ICBMs) the testing of such an 
ICBM with a reentry vehicle whose weight is less than 50 percent of 
the throw-weight of that ICBM. Encryption on this missile is illustra
tive of the impeding of verification problem cited earlier.

6. SS-16 ICBM—Banned Deployment

—Obligation: The Soviet Union agreed in SALT II not to produce, test 
or deploy ICBMs of the SS-16 type and, in particular, not to produce 
the SS-16 third stage, the reentry vehicle of that missile.

—Issue: The study examined the evidence whether the Soviets have 
deployed the SS-16 ICBM in spite of the ban on its deployment.

—Finding: While the evidence is somewhat ambiguous and we 
cannot reach a definitive conclusion, the available evidence indicates 
that the activities at Plesetsk are a probable violation of their legal 
obligation not to defeat the object and purpose of SALT II prior to 
1981 during the period when the Treaty was pending ratification, and 
a probable violation of a political commitment subsequent to 1981.

7. TTBT—150 kt Test Limit

— Treaty Status: The Threshold Test Ban Treaty was signed in 1974. 
The Treaty has not been ratified but neither Party has indicated an 
intention not to ratify. Therefore, both Parties are subject to the 
obligation under international law to refrain from acts which would 
^'defeat the object and purpose" of the TTBT. Soviet actions that 
would defeat the object and purpose of the TTBT are therefore viola
tions of their obligation. The U.S. is seeking to negotiate improved 
verification measures for the Treaty. Both Parties have each separately 
stated they would observe the 150 kt threshold of the TTBT.
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— ObligaHon: The Treaty prohibits any underground nuclear weapon 
test having a yield exceeding 150 kilotons at any place under the 
jurisdiction or control of the Parties, beginning March 31, 1976. In 
view of the technical uncertainties associated with predicting the pre
cise yield of nuclear weapons tests, the sides agreed that one or two 
slight unintended breaches per year would not be considered a viola
tion.

— Issue: The study examined whether the Soviets have conducted 
nuclear tests in excess of 150 kilotons.

— Finding: While the available evidence is ambiguous, in view of 
ambiguities in the pattern of Soviet testing and in view of verification 
uncertainties, and we have been unable to reach a definitive conclu
sion, this evidence indicates that Soviet nuclear testing activities for a 
number of tests constitute a likely violation of legal obligations under 
the TTBT.

Conclusions

The President has said that the U.S. will continue to press compli
ance issues with the Soviets through confidential diplomatic channels, 
and to insist upon explanations, clarifications, and corrective actions. 
At the same time we are continuing to carry out our obligations and 
commitments under relevant agreements. We should recognize, how
ever, that ensuring compliance with arms control agreements remains a 
serious problem. Improved verification and compliance provisions and 
better treaty drafting will help, and we are working toward this in 
ongoing negotiations. It is fundamentally important, however, that the 
Soviets take a constructive attitude toward compliance.

12. Swedish P aper Submitted to  th e  Conference on Disar
m ament: Prohibition of Military P repara tions  for the  
Use of Chemical W eapons, J a n u a ry  23, 1984 ^

The Prohibition of Militar}/ Preparations for Use of Chemical Weapons

Since 1971 Sweden has argued that a prohibition to prepare for the 
use of chemical weapons would be an essential element of a conven
tion banning chemical weapons. Such preparations were initially re
ferred to as measures aimed at acquiring or retaining a chemical war
fare capability, later expressed as planning organization and training 
for use of chemical weapons. Protective activities alone would not be 
covered by a prohibition on preparations for use, unless specifically 
identified and agreed upon.

1 CD/426.
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Reasons for prohibition

The Swedish delegation has presented concepts and suggested treaty 
language on the subject, inter alia, in the following documents: C D /97 , 
24 April 1980: Working Paper on the Prohibition of Chemical Warfare 
Capability, CD/142, 10 February 1981: Prohibition of retention or 
acquisition of a chemical warfare capability enabling use of chemical 
weapons (with four annexes), ̂  and in the Conference Room Paper 
CD/CW/WP/CRP.29, 15 March 1982: Abolition and non-acquisition 
of a chemical warfare capability after destruction of chemical weapons. 
The documents mentioned and various Swedish statements give a 
comprehensive account of these ideas. The main aspects are repeated 
below.

According to our present assessment a chemical weapons convention 
will most likely contain a prohibition of use of chemical weapons. 
Thus the Swedish delegation finds it logical that a prohibition of 
preparation for use also be included in the convention. A prohibition 
of preparation would support the use ban and could also serve to 
build confidence in this connection.

A prohibition would cover such activities as planning for use as well 
as organization and training of troops for the purpose of using chemi
cal weapons. Preparations for acquiring capacity for use of chemical 
weapons are more time consuming than for instance the production 
and deployment of such weapons. Without restrictions with regard to 
preparations those countries, which now have chemical weapons, 
would have little difficulty in maintaining chemical warfare capability 
on a rather short notice, not only as long as their stocks of chemical 
weapons were not completely destroyed, but also for a considerable 
time thereafter.

In the absence of a prohibition of preparations for use a party to a 
chemical weapons convention could, after a withdrawal from the con
vention, fastly acquire a full chemical warfare capability, if adequate 
preparation had been done in advance.

It must probably be accepted that the parties which now have 
chemical weapons would reserve their capability of retaliation under a 
part of the 10-year destruction period that seems to be needed under a 
convention. However, after some time, such a capacity could be con
sidered neither indispensable nor acceptable.

If a prohibition of preparations for use were not included in a 
convention, it would be difficult to raise legal objections against a 
party making such preparations. The compliance procedure of the 
convention could probably not be called upon for the purpose of 
clarifying matters in this respect. The convention would be strength
ened if an explicit ban on preparations for use of chemical weapons 
were included, not least due to the confidence building character of 
such a measure.

2 Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1981, pp. 48-51.
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The Swedish delegation has noted with appreciation that its views 
have won increased understanding and support during the years. On 
the other hand, our suggestions have also been met with objections 
even if nobody has actually denied the importance of our suggestions.

Objections against the prohibition

One objection is that the suggested prohibition would not be 
needed once the weapons had been destroyed. However, such a prohi
bition would nevertheless be important because of the fact that the 
main bottleneck in obtaining a chemical warfare capability depends on 
the difficulty in the preparation and training of the armed forces in 
the use of chemical weapons rather than in the acquisition of the 
chemical weapons themselves.

It has also been said that a prohibition on preparations to use 
chemical weapons would not be possible to verify, and accordingly 
could not be included in the scope. However, it is not the question of 
verification in its more limited sense which is of primary importance, 
but the possibility to invoke the whole clarification and complaints 
procedure under the convention. This would not be possible, if the 
issue was not covered in the scope. With regard to the confidence 
building character of the suggested prohibition the early links of the 
complaints procedure would be the most important. Verification by 
challenge should occur only as a last resort, when reasons therefor 
occur to any party.

Other arguments against the proposal have dwelt upon the difficul
ties to decide more precisely which preparations should be prohibited. 
This is true to some extent. When the Swedish delegation made its 
suggestions in CRP.29 it seemed probable that a ban on use of chemi
cal weapons would not be included in the convention. If this should be 
the case there would perhaps be a need of specifying which prepara
tions should be prohibited. Today however the delegation finds it 
highly probable that a ban on use will be included. As mentioned 
above, it would be logical to include also a ban on preparations which, 
if observed, would strengthen the regime of the convention and gener
ally serve as a confidence building measure. The actual prohibition 
could be easily expressed in the scope, e.g. by '^prohibiting prepara
tions to use chemical weapons".

Proposal

In order to have our views, as presented above, on the prohibition 
of preparations for use adequately covered, the Swedish delegation 
proposes that the formulations presented in the annex to this Working 
Paper be added to CD/416  ̂ or the appropriate ensuing report on the 
work of the Working Group on Chemical Weapons.

3 Ibid., 1983, pp. 689-730.
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Annex

AddiHons to CD /416, Annex I, suggested by the delegation of Sweden

To I A  2 a new (e) (existing (e) turns into (f))

An undertaking not to engage in any military preparations to use 
chemical weapons.

To III a new A. No military preparations for use

The parties to the convention, undertaking not to engage in military 
preparations for the prohibited use of chemical weapons, agree

(1) that medical and physical protection of military forces and civilian 
populations against the toxic effects of an adversary's use of chemical 
weapons shall not be covered by the undertaking in Article

(2) to declare, not later than ( ) year(s) after the entry into force of
the convention, that such preparations have ceased. Military orders 
shall be issued to ensure cessation of such preparations and halt their 
continuation. These orders shall immediately be communicated to the 
Consultative Committee. A party, having declared non-possession of 
chemical weapons and not being involved in preparations for use, un
dertakes to declare that such preparations do not exist.

13. A nnouncem ent by  the  D epartm ent of S tate: NATO 
Proposals Submitted to  the  Conference on Confi
dence- and  Security-Building M easures and  Disarma
ment in Europe, J a n u a ry  24, 1984 ^

The NATO allies have tabled a package of confidence- and sectiri- 
ty-building measures (CSBMs) at the Conference on Confidence- and 
Security-Building Measures and Disarmament in Europe (CDE) in 
Stockholm. The six measures, which make up this package, are de
scribed below. The early introduction of the package demonstrates the 
seriousness of purpose with which the West has approached the CDE,

In keeping with the CDE mandate, the six Western proposals to be 
negotiated are militarily significant—designed to make real progress in 
improving security in Europe; they will be politically binding—a com
mitment acknowledged by all participants; they are verifiable—per
haps the most important factor of all in building confidence; and 
finally, the measures will be applicable to the whole of Europe from 
the Atlantic to the Urals. This is a significant advance over the meas
ures negotiated in Helsinki in 1975 which were only applicable to the 
western 250 kilometers of the Soviet Union. ̂

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, March 1984, pp. 43-44. 
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304-308.
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If they are adopted, the Western proposals will contribute to more 
openness, more predictability, and less uncertainty about the military 
situation in Europe.

They are concrete, practical, and realistic measures—not unverifiable 
declarations of good intent or repetitions of commitments already 
undertaken in other agreements. They are mutually reinforcing—that 
is, each measure is made stronger by the others. Specifically, the 
Western measures would enhance trust and security by:

• Providing information about military forces—each participating state 
would give all the others information on the structure of its major 
military units, thus providing a common framework for the other 
measures and mutual understanding of the significance of particu
lar military activities;

• Previewing military activities annually—each participating state would 
give all the others general information on important military ac
tivities it has planned in Europe during the coming year. The 
annual preview would help clarify whether an exercise in time of 
tension had been planned long in advance or perhaps was meant 
as a warning to other states;

• Advanced notice of important military activities—each participating state 
would give all the others 45 days advance notice of important 
military activities scheduled to take place in Europe. This more 
detailed information would help clarify whether military activities 
were routine or possibly threatening. Other parts of the CSBM 
package are designed to increase chances of verifying the accuracy 
and completeness of the information provided;

• Observation of military activities—each CDE participant would invite 
the others to send observers to all important military activities. 
Ideally, these observers could confirm the routine and nonthreat
ening nature of the activity or provide warning if that was not the 
case. They could also help defuse tensions at critical moments as 
well as inhibit activities which might otherwise be intimidating to 
other states;

• Compliance and verification—both parts of this measure would rein
force and verify compliance with the preceding proposals: first, a 
commitment not to interfere with a state's national technical 
means of verification; second, a requirement for monitoring com
pliance. Through the use of small monitoring teams, confidence in 
both the nonthreatening nature of a military activity and compli
ance with all notification measures could be enhanced. These 
monitoring teams would be smaller than groups of national ob
servers and could look more closely at questionable activities than 
could observers. This proposal can provide both a stabilizing and 
tension-defusing influence by verifying that a given activity is 
nonhostile; and

• Development of a means of communication—calls for arrangements to be 
made to improve communications among the participating states.

These CSBMs will not transform East-West relations overnight, but 
they provide a sound basis for steps which will increase confidence 
and build security in Europe. The United States and its allies are also
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prepared to consider other measures designed to reduce the risk of 
surprise attack and to enhance mutual confidence, consistent with the 
criteria agreed by the CDE participants.

14. S ta te  of the  Union A ddress by  President R eagan: 
Nuclear W eapons [Extract], Ja n u a ry  25, 1984 ^

Tonight, I want to speak to the people of the Soviet Union, to tell 
them it's true that our governments have had serious differences, but 
our sons and daughters have never fought each other in war. And if 
we Americans have our way, they never will.

People of the Soviet Union, there is only one sane policy, for your 
country and mine, to preserve our civilization in this modern age: A 
nuclear war cannot be won and must never be fought. The only value 
in our two nations possessing nuclear weapons is to make sure they 
will never be used. But then would it not be better to do away with 
them entirely?

• • • • • • •

15. N ews Interview  of Soviet P resident A ndropov , J a n u 
a ry  25, 1984 ^

Q u estion : Leading circles in the United States and NATO have 
recently been asserting that nothing alarming is happening in the 
international situation and that in general at present supposedly ''the 
world has become a safer place''. Is this so?

A n sw er: This conclusion is groundless. The main causes of the 
dangerous tension in the world, of which I have already had occasion 
to speak, have not been eliminated. Has Europe become safer with the 
beginning of the deployment of American missiles? Of course not. The 
nuclear threat has increased. This is not our view alone. The acute 
anxiety of millions of people in Europe clearly points to this. Nor have 
the American missiles on the continent of Europe strengthened the 
security of the United States itself. By deciding to tilt the military 
balance in its favour, the United States has forced us to take measures 
in reply.

The appearance of the American missiles in Europe has increased 
not only military but also political tension. The talks aimed at the 
limitation and substantial reduction of nuclear weapons have been

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, January 30, 1984, p. 93. 
 ̂CD/427. The interview was published in Pravda.
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broken off. Relations between States have entered a phase of danger
ous tension.

The leaders of the United States, the American administration, bear 
full responsibility for this turn of events, as do the governments of 
NATO countries which accepted American missiles on their territory 
against the will of their own peoples.

Has the world become a safer place because of the fact that in the 
Middle East American soldiers are now fighting side by side with the 
Israeli aggressor against the Arabs, and United States war ships and 
aircraft are reducing Lebanese towns and settlements to rubble?

The situation is also tense in Central America, where the United 
States administration is encroaching on the independence of sovereign 
States. Those who contend that supposedly ''nothing dangerous is 
happening'' in the world also apparently wish to erase the memory of 
American aggression against Grenada. Clearly, the United States wants 
to break the power of the people and restore by force of arms the 
odious dictators who are its proteges. In the White House this is 
customarily called a "struggle for human rights". It is impossible to 
imagine anything more cynical.

Imperialist brigandage is also perpetrated in other areas of the 
world. This is the real situation. It is acute and dangerous. It is 
unacceptable to display an underestimation of it.

The question therefore arises, why do the American leaders deliber
ately misrepresent the current world situation in their statements? 
First of all, in order to try to dispel the concern of the peoples, which 
is growing daily greater, over Washington's militaristic policy and beat 
back the rising tide of opposition to that policy.

The fact that people everywhere are better realizing the danger to 
peace, and where that danger comes from, is unquestionably of great 
significance. The struggle of millions of people for peace is another 
objective reality of our time.

Q uestion: The President of the United States recently spoke in 
favor of a Soviet-American dialogue. In his speech it sounded as 
follows: "strength and dialogue go hand in hand". What is your 
attitude to this?

A n sw er: We do not need to be convinced of the usefulness and 
advisability of dialogue. That is our policy. But a dialogue must be 
carried out between equals, and not from a position of strength, as 
proposed by President Reagan. And a dialogue should not exist just 
for the sake of dialogue. It should be aimed at achieving concrete 
accords. It should be conducted honestly and no attempt should be 
made to use it for selfish aims.

Everything indicates that the American leadership has not given up 
its intentions of conducting talks with us from positions of strength, 
from positions of threats and pressure; we firmly reject this approach. 
In general, attempts to use "strong-arm diplomacy" with us are 
doomed to failure.
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This is precisely the view we take of the idea of holding talks for 
the sake of talks. Unfortunately, we have already encountered such an 
approach on the part of the present United States administration. I 
should like to remind you of the Geneva talks on European medium- 
range nuclear weapons. It is today an open secret that for almost two 
years the United States representatives in Geneva have been merely 
going through the motions, so to speak. At the same time in Washing
ton they were preparing for the practical deployment in Western 
Europe of new first-strike nuclear missiles.

We had repeatedly warned what this would lead to. The American 
side itself broke off the Geneva negotiations and caused great damage 
to the dialogue between the USSR and the United States. Now the 
President of the United States is saying that the United States is 
allegedly ready to resume the talks and return to Geneva.

One may ask, is it perhaps that the American side has realized what 
it has done and, desiring a dialogue, is prepared to change its negative 
approach? No, this has not occurred. The President's speech does not 
contain a single new idea or any new proposals either for the limita
tion of nuclear weapons in Europe or on other questions. Nothing of 
the kind can be seen in the American position.

I have already said, and I should like to repeat, that we are ready to 
use any genuine chance for conducting talks in order to achieve 
practical agreements on the limitation and reduction of nuclear weap
ons on the basis of the principle of equality and equal security. But 
we will not go to talks for the sake of talks, and we will not pretend 
that in Western Europe there are no new missiles targeted on us and 
our allies. We will not play at that game.

At the same time, I wish to confirm that the Soviet Union is 
prepared to solve the problem of nuclear weapons in Europe only on a 
constructive, mutually acceptable basis. This requires only one thing: 
before it is too late, the United States and NATO should display 
readiness to return to the situation which existed prior to the com
mencement of the deployment of the Pershing-II and Cruise missiles. 
We are putting this to the United States and its NATO allies because 
we want to avoid yet another spiral of the arms race, this time on a 
new and still more dangerous level, which leads to a growth of tension 
and instability in Europe.

It is on the basis of practical deeds that we will judge whether the 
United States seriously intends to conduct a dialogue with us.

Q uestion: What other problems could become a subject of dialogue?
A n sw er: The Soviet leadership is convinced that possibilities exist 

for a serious discussion of a number of problems, the solution of 
which would undoubtedly improve the situation in the world and 
Soviet-American relations. We have put forward a wide-ranging set of 
concrete proposals and initiatives directed at strengthening peace and 
international security. They are still on the table.
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For instance, if the United States assumed the obligation, as the 
Soviet Union has done,^ not to be the first to use nuclear weapons, 
this would already have a substantial influence on the international 
climate, on the atmosphere of our relations. What would this mean in 
practice? That the two most powerful nuclear-weapon Powers refuse 
to use nuclear arms against each other. This means that there will be 
neither a first nor subsequent nuclear strike.

If the NATO countries agreed to the proposal of the member States 
of the Warsaw Treaty not to use military force against each other, ̂  
this too would significantly raise the degree of trust in Europe and 
throughout the world. In practice, this would mean that the opposing 
military groupings renounce the use of force for the settlement of 
disputes that arise. A broad vista for talks would be opened. Inciden
tally, a good deal could also be done in this respect by the conference 
that has just begun in Stockholm, the first stage of which is precisely 
devoted to the drafting of confidence-building measures and measures 
to strengthen security.

The solution of the problem of preventing an arms race in outer 
space should not be put off. Otherwise, mankind will face a new 
threat whose scope is such that it is hard even to imagine now. The 
new weapons systems being developed in the United States make such 
a prospect quite real. The Soviet Union has made concrete proposals 
on how to avert the danger of the use of force from outer space and in 
outer space, and calls on the United States to start talks on this 
question without delay.

Given readiness on the part of the West, it is possible to set about 
finding a practical solution to the questions discussed at the Vienna 
talks on the reduction of armed forces and armaments in Central 
Europe. We have long placed our concrete proposals on this score on 
the negotiating table. They offer a rapid road to agreement, provided, 
of course, that there is a mutual effort to reach agreement.

As part of the set of measures directed at lessening the danger of 
war, we offer the United States as a beginning a simple and at the 
same time sufficiently effective step: to freeze nuclear arms. Efforts 
aimed at reaching agreement as rapidly as possible on substantial 
limitations and radical reductions of such weapons should be stepped 
up. The peoples have a right to expect the United States Government 
to display common sense and realism on these matters.

What is needed above all to reach agreement on all these questions 
is the desire and political will on the part of the United States and 
other NATO countries. This would in turn create a favourable setting 
for tackling other questions as well, progressing from one to the next. 
We see this as an earnest of success for the policy of preserving peace.

Neither by trusting in strength nor by rhetorics, but only by ad
vancing along this road can the world we live in be made a genuinely

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1982, pp. 349-352.
3 Ihil, 1983, pp. 2-18 and 507-511.
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safer place. We expect of the Government of the United States of 
America practical deeds and a readiness to make precisely such a 
choice. This will find an appropriate response from us.

16. Aide-M emoire Submitted by the  Soviet Union to  the 
D epartm ent of S tate: U.S. Noncompliance With Arms 
Control A greem ents , J a n u a ry  27, 1984 ^

The Soviet side finds it necessary to draw the attention of the 
American side to the latter's actions in the field of arms limitation. 
The point at issue is the approach of the United States to the very 
process of arms limitation and reduction and the fulfillment of the 
legal and political commitments it has assumed in this field.

For a lengthy period of time there have been and do exist reasons 
for serious concern in this respect. The Soviet side has repeatedly 
raised the relevant questions before the American side. At the same 
time patience and restraint were displayed from the Soviet side in the 
hope that the American side would take the necessary measures to 
rectify the situation.

This, however, did not happen. More than that, such negative ac
tions have snowballed and become especially serious in the general 
context of the militaristic policy pursued by the present Administra
tion of the United States.

I.

A ^'comprehensive strategic program" for the eighties of unprece
dented scope and providing for the accelerated deployment of new 
systems of strategic offensive forces, such as the "MX" and ^'Midget- 
man" intercontinental ballistic missiles, nuclear-powered submarines 
armed with 'Trident" missiles, "B -lB "  and "Stealth" strategic bomb
ers, the multipurpose "shuttle" space system and long-range air-, sea- 
and land-based cruise missiles, was adopted and is being carried out in 
the United States.

The size of the military preparations carried out by the United 
States is evidenced by the tremendous military expenditures that 
cannot be justified by any reasonable defense requirements. In the 
past three years alone, this spending exceeded $640 billion, while in 
1985-1989, as it has been announced, it will amount to $2 trillion, or 
almost as much as has been spent on these aims during 35 postwar 
years.

It is not concealed that all this is being done with the aim of 
achieving military superiority.

'  Moscow IzvesHua in Russian, January 30, 1984, p. 4; FBIS Daily Report, vol. Ill, January 
30, 1984, pp. AA1-AA5.
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At the same time, the talks on nuclear arms in Geneva were blocked 
and frustrated because of the position taken by the American side. 
Earlier, the United States had unilaterally stopped the talks on the 
general and complete prohibition of nuclear weapon tests, on the 
Indian Ocean, on antisatellite systems, etc. Thereby, the United States 
has disorganized the process of limiting armaments that had been 
developed over many years by the joint efforts of states and which 
ensured the attainment of tangible positive results.

This line of the United States directly contradicts the generally 
recognized norms and principles of international law as well as the 
fundamental Soviet-American accords in which it is clearly stipulated 
that neither side shall strive for military superiority and that in their 
relations they shall guide themselves by the principle of equality and 
identical [odinakovyy] security. Neither does the above-mentioned 
line tally with the commitments of the United States imder Article 6 
of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty,^ the parties to which have 
solemnly undertaken to conduct talks in a spirit of goodwill on effec
tive measures to stop the nuclear arms race in the nearest future and 
on nuclear disarmament.

II.

Instances when the American side deviates from the strict observ
ance of concrete legal and political commitments assumed by it, side
steps these commitments, and sometimes even directly violates them 
are becoming even more frequent.

1. Having signed the SALT II treaty,^ the United States refused to 
put it into force. This obstructionist stand of the United States result
ed in the non-fulfillment of a substantial element of accord related to 
the solution of questions included in the protocol to the SALT II 
treaty which, as is known, is its integral part. Thereby, the United 
States did not fulfill the provision concerning the working out of 
mutually acceptable solutions in respect of a certain category of strate
gic arms, first of all long-range sea- and land-based cruise missiles. 
And as it is perfectly clear now, this was done with the aim of getting 
a free hand for the mass deployment of long-range cruise missiles, 
which cannot but have an extremely destabilizing impact.

The question arises: How does such an attitude to accords under 
SALT II tally with statements about the intention of the United States 
to refrain from actions undermining existing agreements on strategic 
arms?

By commencing the deployment in Western Europe of 'Tershing II" 
ballistic missiles and long-range land-based cruise missiles capable of 
reaching targets on the territory of the USSR, the American side 
violated the provisions of the SALT II treaty prohibiting circumven
tion of the treaty through any other state or states, or in any other

2 Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
3 Ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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manner, and also the undertaking of any international commitments 
whatsoever that would contradict the treaty. It is clear that the de
ployment in Western Europe of nuclear arms, which are an obvious 
addition to the strategic offensive arsenal of the United States, does 
not square in any way with the commitment of the United States to 
refrain from actions undermining the SALT II treaty.

Already this sufficiently demonstrates the attitude of the United 
States to accords signed by it and to observance of obligations under
taken by it. As to the attempts of the American side to cast aspersions 
on the USSR's honest and responsible approach to the fulfillment of 
its commitments, they are untenable and can be qualified as being 
openly directed at worsening Soviet-American relations.

3. [sic] There is reason to doubt the proper observance by the United 
States at least of some of the provisions of the 1972 interim agree
ment.^ In this connection special attention should be given to the fact 
that the United States has introduced the practice of using shelters 
over ICBM launchers. The USSR, as is known, has repeatedly raised 
the question of the need for the United States to stop using shelters 
over the launchers of ''Minuteman II" ICBM's and also of 'Titan II" 
because these actions contradict the provisions of the agreement on 
the carrying out of effective verification.

In this connection serious concern is caused by the use of such 
shelters over silos for "Minuteman 11" missiles. For a long period of 
time, the American side refrained from stopping the use of shelters. As 
it transpired later, this was done to conceal work to refit these launch
ers.

Since the thus refitted launchers of the "Minuteman 11" missiles do 
not differ in practical terms from the launchers of "Minuteman III" 
missiles, it can be conjectured that it is mirved "Minuteman III" 
missiles that are really deployed in those silos. If that is so, the 
outright and arrogant failure of the United States to observe the 
provisions of the interim agreement on verification means at the same 
time also failure to honor one of the main commitments under the 
SALT II treaty on limiting the number of intercontinental ballistic 
missiles armed with multiple independently targeted re-entry vehicles.

4. There have been also other cases giving rise to serious doubt 
about the fulfillment by the United States of its commitments con
cerning strategic offensive arms. The Soviet side raised these ques
tions.

The intention of the United States to create two new types of 
intercontinental ballistic missiles—the MX and the "Midgetman"— 
does not accord with the tasks of limiting strategic arms that have 
found reflection in the attained agreements. There is a direct connec
tion here also with the fact that at the talks on the limitation and 
reduction of strategic arms the American side insisted on having no

^Ibid., 1972, pp. 202-204. 
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limitations whatsoever imposed on the creation of new types of 
ICBMs and SLBMs.

III.

Likewise, the certain actions of the United States in respect of the 
timeless treaty on the limitation of antiballistic missile systems 
(ABM) ® cannot but give rise to concern, and the USSR has repeatedly 
addressed the American side on this matter.

1. Clearly in contradiction with the commitments under the treaty 
the United States has deployed a big radar station on Shemya Island, 
the construction of which entailed the utilization of radar system 
elements tested for ABM purposes; shelters were used over antimissile 
launcher silos; work is being conducted to create mobile ABM radar 
systems and space-based ABM systems; the ''Minuteman 1" ICBMs 
are being tested to give such missile antimissile capabilities; multiple 
warheads are being developed for ABM missiles [protivorakety], etc.

2. Contrary to the commitment not to deploy systems for the anti
ballistic missile defense of the territory of the country and not to 
create a foundation for such defense new big ''pave paws" radar 
stations, the parameters of which have been brought up to the level of 
demands made of ABM radar stations and which can serve as a basis 
for providing radar backing for the ABM defense of the territory of 
the United States, are being deployed on the Atlantic and Pacific 
coasts of the United States and also on the southern direction. No 
measures have been taken from the American side to remove the 
concern caused by its actions.

3. Last, the logical question cannot but be raised: With what aims is 
the United States developing ABM systems, which, in the event of 
their deployment, would transcend the framework permitted by the 
treaty and, in effect, lead to the undermining of the treaty? For it was 
exactly plans to create such a large-scale ABM system that were 
officially announced by the American side in March 1983.®

It is difficult to imagine that the American side is not aware that 
steps in this direction would have very far-reaching consequences: 
disruption of the organic interconnection between limitations on de- 
fexisive and offensive strategic arms with the resultant most negative 
impact on the prospects of limiting and reducing strategic offensive 
arms.

The Soviet side expects that the United States will take practical 
actions to ensure strict fulfillment of the ABM treaty, including re
nunciation of preparations to deploy a large-scale ABM system.

4. The American side systematically violates the agreed-upon princi
ple of observing the confidentiality of the discussion of questions 
connected with the fulfillment of commitments on the limitation of 
strategic arms, and this is detrimental to the normal activity of the

 ̂ pp. 197-201.
6 1983, pp. 199-201.
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Soviet-American standing consultative commission. This is impermis
sible and must be stopped.

IV.

1. The ambiguous, essentially negative approach of the American 
side to the cause of arms limitation is evidenced also by its attitude to 
the treaties on underground nuclear weapon tests and on nuclear 
explosions for peaceful purposes of 1974 ® and 1976,® which the 
United States has not ratified to this day, thereby blocking the entry 
into effect of a number of important measures directed at raising 
confidence in the strict fulfillment of agreements.

Such a stand cannot but raise doubts about the aims that are being 
thus pursued. What definitely backs up these doubts is that according 
to data in the possession of the Soviet side, there have been repeated 
instances of the American side exceeding the imposed ceiling on the 
yield of the tested nuclear devices. Despite the assurances that the 
United States intends to observe the 150-kiloton limitation, the prac
tice of exceeding the permitted limit of yield of the nuclear devices 
that are being tested appears to be continuing.

2. The Soviet side had approached the United States also about 
instances of the ejection of radioactive substances beyond the national 
territory of the United States as a result of underground nuclear 
explosions staged by the American side, this being a violation of the 
1963 treaty prohibiting the testing of nuclear weapons in the atmos
phere, in outer space and under water.

All these facts do not appear to have a chance nature at all. The 
American program of drastically building up and modernizing nuclear 
weapons, the reluctance of the United States to conduct talks on the 
conclusion of an agreement on the general and complete prohibition of 
nuclear weapon tests, its rejection of the Soviet-proposed moratorium 
on all nuclear weapon [boyepripasy] tests speaks for itself.

3. A similar line is being pursued by the American side in the field 
of chemical weapons as well. The United States declines bilateral talks 
and accord with the USSR on the prohibition of chemical weapons 
and on liquidating stockpiles of them, while at the disarmament con
ference in Geneva it is actually blocking the attainment of a realistic 
agreement on a multilateral basis. Neither is the United States giving a 
positive response to the proposal of the Warsaw Treaty member states 
on totally freeing Europe from chemical weapons,^® which would be 
an important step along the road to a radical solution of this problem.

It is hard to rid oneself of the impression that this line, too, is not 
an accidental one since at the very same time the United States is 
accelerating the production of toxic chemical agents of a new genera-

Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
8 Ihil, 1974, pp. 225-229.
9 Ihxl, 1976, pp. 328-332.

See Document 5, dated January 10.
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tion (binary ones) and intends almost to double its total stockpiles of 
chemical weapons. It is also known that the United States has de
ployed large quantities of chemical weapons in European countries.

V.

Under the Helsinki Final Act/^ the United States undertook to 
participate in efforts directed at lessening military confrontation and at 
promoting disarmament.

In reality, however, in recent years it carried out a whole number of 
actions that brought about a drastic growth of the military danger in 
Europe. This refers first of all to the deployment there of new Ameri
can first-strike nuclear missiles, the creation of conditions for a sub
stantial buildup of American troops in Europe and the continuing 
arming of these troops with means of mass annihilation—nuclear, 
chemical, and other.

In addition to this, the United States annually stages military exer
cises in Europe on a tremendous scale and it is becoming increasingly 
more difficult to distinguish them from an actual deployment of 
armed forces for waging war. Simple notifications of such exercises 
without a limitation of their scope do nothing to remove the danger
ous nature of such actions.

These actions of the United States, its entire policy of recent years 
in respect of Europe undermine the process of strengthening security 
in Europe, the mainstays of which were laid by the Helsinki Final Act, 
that was signed, among others, also by the United States.

The question of the attitude of the United States to its commitments 
is acquiring an ever more serious and urgent nature. The Soviet side is 
raising it not for the purpose of polemics. We are speaking about very 
important things and first of all about trust. If the American side, as it 
claims, is interested in the continuation of an effective process of arms 
limitation, it should draw the proper practical conclusions for itself.

17. M essage  From President R eagan  to  the  Congress 
Transmitting tlie Annual Report of the  U.S. Arms Con
trol and  Disarmam ent A gency  for 1983, J a n u a ry  31, 
1984 1

I am pleased to transmit the 23rd Annual Report of the United 
States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. ̂  The report reviews 
the important role that arms control and the men and women of the 
Agency play in strengthening our country's national security.

 ̂̂  Department of State Bulletin, September 1, 1975, pp. 323 ff. The arms control portions 
are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304-308.

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, February 5, 1984, p. 133.
 ̂U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 1983 Annual Report: Message From the President of 

the United States . . (Jt. Com. prt.; 98th Cong., 2d sess.), March 1984.
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The United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency has 
primary responsibility for leading the Administration's efforts to 
reduce the world's nuclear arsenals, to negotiate a complete ban or 
reductions in chemical weapons, to reduce conventional forces in 
Europe, and to reinforce the barriers against war through confidence- 
building measures.

Soviet actions in the area of arms control in 1983 were a disappoint
ment. We developed several sound positions, demonstrated our will
ingness to be flexible, and consistently invited the Soviets to walk 
through the door to serious negotiations. We hope that the Soviet 
Union will be willing to do this in 1984.

For its part, the United States will leave no stone unturned in its 
pursuit of reductions in nuclear arsenals. In 1984 we will renew our 
efforts to use the arms control process in ways that enhance our 
national security and improve global stability.

The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency's 1983 report testifies 
to this Nation's continuing search for a peaceful and more stable 
world.

18. Letter From ACDA Director A deim an to the  Congress 
Submitting Fiscal Y ear 1985 Arms Control Impact 
S ta tem ents , J a n u a ry  31, 1984 ^

Hon. G e o rg e  B ush ,

President U.S. Senate.
Hon. T h o m as P. O 'N e i l l ,  J r .,

Speaker of the House of Representatives.

On behalf of the President, I am submitting the fiscal year 1985 
arms control impact statements pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2576, as amend
ed. Classified and unclassified impact statements are submitted as 
required by the statute.^ 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 1985 budget cycle marks the ninth year in which 
arms control impact statements have been submitted to the Congress. 
As in previous submissions, some statements describe alternative 
points of view about arms control effects. The inclusion of any par
ticular viewpoint, therefore, should not be understood to imply its 
endorsement.

 ̂Fiscal Year 1985 Arms Control Impact Statements: Statements Submitted to the Congress by the 
President Pursuant to Section 36 of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act (S. prt; 98th Cong., 2d 
sess^  March 1984, p. V.

 ̂The classified version is retained in committee files. This publication is the unclassi
fied version in its entirety. [Footnote in source text.]
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On the basis of this arms control impact analysis of the fiscal year 
1985 defense budget, the Administration has concluded that all of the 
programs analyzed are consistent with current U.S. security and arms 
control policy. While many of these programs will require continuing 
review, the specific programs planned to be carried out during fiscal 
year 1985 are also consistent with the terms and provisions of existing 
arms control agreements and with our most recent negotiating posi
tions.

19. S ta tem ent by the  Executive Chairman of the  South 
African Atomic Energy Corporation (d e  Villiers): Con
trols on Nuclear Exports, J a n u a ry  31, 1984 ^

Local developments in the field of nuclear technology, such as the 
establishment of uranium enrichment and attendant facilities in the 
RSA, have caused concern in the international nuclear community and 
have led to allegations that South Africa may become a supplier of 
nuclear technology, materials and equipment outside the NPT regime.^

During discussions on nuclear policy and safeguards with the USA, 
South Africa has become aware of U.S. concern about its intentions.

The South African Government will conduct and administer its 
nuclear affairs in a manner which is in line with the spirit, principles 
and goals of the NPT and the Nuclear Suppliers Group Guidelines 
(INFCIRC/254).^ In practice this means that South Africa will transfer 
material, equipment and technology identified in the trigger list of 
INFCIRC 254 only in accordance with the provisions in that docu
ment. This would specifically include:

(1) South Africa will not sell uranium to non-nuclear weapons 
countries, without Agency or EURATOM safeguards.

(2) South Africa will not make available sensitive technology to any 
other country, without Agency or EURATOM safeguards.

(3) South Africa will not sell enriched uranium, or nuclear equip
ment, without Agency or EURATOM safeguards.

In the event of sales under (1) and (2) or (3) above, the receiving 
country will have to guarantee that the technology, material and/or 
equipment will not be used for nuclear explosives, but only for peace
ful purposes.

Although South Africa is not signatory to NPT, nor has it agreed to 
full-scope safeguards on all its nuclear facilities. South Africa is pre
pared to resume discussions with the IAEA Secretariat on safeguards 
in respect of its semi-commercial enrichment plant but not its pilot

1 ACDA files.
2 The Non-Proliferation Treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament 1968, pp. 

461-465.
3 Printed ibid., 1978, pp. 7-25.
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enrichment plant. South Africa cannot, of course, agree to IAEA safe
guards before greater clarity has been obtained on what would be 
expected of South Africa.

While resuming discussions with the IAEA Secretariat, South Africa 
will at the same time be prepared to resume, at any time, discussions 
with the United States, and to send a delegation to the United States 
or to receive a United States delegation in South Africa for this 
purpose.

20. S ta tem ent by the  D epartm ent of State: South African 
A nnouncem ent of Controls on Nuclear Exports, J a n u 
a ry  31, 1984 ^

The Department is pleased to note that the chairman of the Atomic 
Energy Corporation of South Africa has announced today  ̂ that the 
Government of South Africa will conduct and administer its external 
nuclear affairs in a manner which is in line with the spirit, principles, 
and goals of the Nonproliferation Treaty ® and the nuclear supplier's 
group guidelines.^

The Government of South Africa stated today that it will transfer 
nuclear material, equipment, and technology identified in the so-called 
trigger list of the nuclear suppliers' group guidelines only if the recipi
ent country agrees to place such material, equipment, or technology 
under International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards ® and 
gives assurances that such items will be used only for peaceful and 
nonexplosive purposes.

South Africa has also stated that it is prepared to resume discussions 
with the IAEA to place under safeguards a semicommercial uranium 
enrichment plant which it is constructing. South Africa has invited the 
United States to resume discussions on the technical aspects of the 
application of safeguards on such an enrichment facility.

We believe that the South African announcement represents an 
important step by that government. These actions regarding their 
nuclear exports are consistent with efforts by the United States and 
other governments to develop a common nuclear supply policy in the 
interests of limiting the spread of nuclear weapons. Moreover, the 
resumption of negotiations with the IAEA offers the potential for 
extending the scope of IAEA safeguards to a large sensitive nuclear 
facility. The United States is, of course, prepared to resume technical 
discussions with the Government of South Africa on the technical 
aspects of such safeguards.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, March 1984, p. 57.
2 Supra.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.

4 Ibid., 1978, pp. 17-23.
® Ihid., 1971, pp. 214-244.
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The Government of South Africa has not agreed to adhere to the 
NonproUferation Treaty or to place all of its nuclear facilities under 
IAEA safeguards. We believe that such a step would be most desira
ble, and it is our hope that the Government of South Africa will 
eventually appreciate the benefits of its joining the 116 other countries 
in adhering to the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, and we will con
tinue to make these views known to the Government of South Africa.

21. Report by  S ecretary  of D efense W einberger to the  
Congress: Arms Reductions [Extract], February  1, 
1984 1

Since the advent of the nuclear age, the United States has demon
strated its commitment to far-reaching arms controls. This Administra
tion is determined to achieve not just arms control, but genuine reduc
tions.

In 1946, when the United States still had a nuclear monopoly, we 
presented the Baruch Plan to eliminate nuclear weapons entirely and 
to establish an international authority to govern the peaceful use of 
nuclear e n e rg y . ̂  The Soviet Union, however, rejected that ambitious 
proposal, and for more than a decade refused to accept any meaning
ful measure to control arms or enhance global stability. That impasse 
was finally broken with the signature of the Antarctic Treaty in 1959  ̂
and the Atmospheric Test Ban in 1963.^ Since then, we have conclud
ed several bilateral and multilateral accords to limit the growth of 
weaponry, to prevent the proliferation of nuclear arms, and to reduce 
the danger of accidental or unintended conflict.

We are committed to maintaining the lowest possible level of forces 
consistent with the requirements of deterrence. The United States had 
about one-third more nuclear weapons in 1967 than it has now. When 
NATO made its two-track INF decision in 1979,® it reduced its stock
pile by 1,000 nuclear weapons. Moreover, in October 1983, the NATO 
defense ministers decided that we could safely withdraw another 1,400 
nuclear weapons from Europe over the next few years.® Success at the 
negotiating table will allow us to reduce our nuclear weapons even 
further.

While the United States' commitment to enhancing global peace and 
security through effective arms control has never wavered, we have

 ̂Report of the Secretary of Defense, Caspar W. Weinberger, to the Congress on the FY 1985 Budget, 
FY 1986 Authorization Request, and FY 1985-89 Defense Programs, pp. 31-36.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 7-16.
3 Ibid, vol. II, pp. 1550-1556.
4 Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.

Ibid., 1979, pp. 814-816.
® Ibid., 1983, pp. 917-918.
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Chart I.B.4
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had to recognize the problems that have plagued earlier agreements 
and negotiations. Some accords—such as the Nonproliferation Treaty 
and the Hotline Agreement ®—have made a clear contribution to 
global security. Others have been much less beneficial. For example, 
the provisions of the SALT I® and II agreements offered neither 
reductions nor stability in strategic nuclear arms. Instead, the SALT I 
framework allowed the Soviet Union to engage in an unprecedented 
expansion and modernization of its arsenal, which destabilized the 
strategic balance. The SALT II agreement would have codified that 
unilateral buildup and allowed additional growth in Soviet forces, 
thereby permitting even further deterioration of the military balance.

Besides the weak provisions in some earlier treaties, over the last 
few years a growing volume of evidence has been collected about 
Soviet violations of existing agreements. Several of these violations 
must have been planned by Soviet authorities many years ago, in 
some cases perhaps at the very time the Soviet Union entered into the 
agreements. For example, the Biological Weapons Convention (signed

Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
8 Ibid., 1963, 236-238; ibid., 1971, pp. 635-639. 
8 Ibid., 1972, pp. 197 ff.
10 Ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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Chart I.B.5

U.S. Nuclear 
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in Moscow in 1972 and ratified by the Soviet Union in 1975) requires 
that each party "never in any circumstances" develop, produce, or 
stockpile biological agents or toxins. As has become evident over the 
last several years, not only did the Soviet Union develop, produce, and 
stockpile such weapons, but it has actually experimented with them 
on human beings in Indochina.

In addition, the Soviets have violated the SALT II limits on encryp
tion of missile test telemetry data and the Helsinki Final Act require
ment for advance notification of certain major military exercises. A 
new, large phased-array radar that they are now constructing is an 
almost certain violation of the ABM Treaty. The Soviet SS-X-25 
missile, currently under development, probably is a second new ICBM 
type, prohibited by the SALT II agreement; even if it is not a new 
type, it still violates SALT II provisions regarding the permitted ratio 
between the weight of an ICBM reentry vehicle and the missile's total 
throw-weight. Finally, it is likely that the Soviets have violated 
Threshold Test Ban Treaty limits on the size of undergroimd nucle-

1972, pp. 133-138.
Ibid., 1975, pp. 305-306.
Ibid., 1974, pp. 225-229.
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ar tests, and they probably are deploying SS-16 missiles in violation of 
SALT II.

While these compliance problems underline the importance of effec
tive verification of arms control agreements, they also show that 
verification measures alone will not ensure that treaties are respected. 
Above all, the Soviet Union must take a responsible attitude toward 
compliance and abide by its international commitments.

Our clear recognition of these problems has not made us any less 
dedicated to meaningful arms reductions. But we must work to ensure 
that future agreements avoid the problems of the past and make a real 
contribution to global security. As President Reagan said at the United 
Nations in September 1983:

Peace cannot be served by pseudo arms control. We need reliable, 
reciprocal reductions. I call upon the Soviet Union today to reduce 
the tensions it has heaped on the world in the past few weeks, 
and to show a firm commitment to peace by coming to the bar
gaining table with a new understanding of its obligations. I urge it 
to match our flexibility. If the Soviets sit down at the bargaining 
table seeking genuine arms reductions, there will be arms reduc
tions. The governments of the West and their people will not be 
diverted by misinformation and threats. The time has come for 
the Soviet Union to show proof that it wants arms control in re
ality, not just in rhetoric.

In the Strategic Arms Reductions (START) negotiations with the 
Soviet Union, we seek to reverse the trends, which had continued 
through the SALT process, of ever-larger and more destabilizing Soviet 
arsenals. We have proposed that each side reduce its strategic ballistic 
missile warheads by about one-third, and redress the disparity in 
ballistic missile destructive capability and potential. While those goals 
remain central elements of our START proposal, we have made several 
major adjustments to our position since the negotiations began in June
1982 in order to facilitate an agreement.

For example, in October 1983, the President proposed a rnutual 
guaranteed build-down of ballistic missile warheads. This proposal 
would encourage movement away from MIRVed ballistic missiles and 
toward more stabilizing, single-warhead missiles. To ensure reduc
tions, the President's proposal also provided that each side would 
undertake net annual reductions of at least 5% of its current total of 
strategic ballistic missile warheads until it reached a floor of 5,000 
warheads. At the same time, the President announced that we would 
be willing to discuss a build-down arrangement for strategic bombers, 
and to negotiate tradeoffs between areas of U.S. and Soviet advantage. 
All of those adjustments to our START position were made in close 
consultation with the Congress and the bipartisan Scowcroft Commis
sion.^®

1983, pp. 805-811. 
pp. 849-852.

Ibid., pp. 273-300.
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Unfortunately, the Soviet Union has not yet shown comparable 
flexibility, either by responding positively to our recent initiatives or 
by advancing more forthcoming proposals of its own. The Soviet 
START proposal would not impose the significant limits on ballistic 
missile warheads or on destructive capability and potential that are 
essential for a real contribution to security and stability.

At the conclusion of the most recent START round, the Soviet 
Union refused to agree to an opening date for the next round. We 
hope that it will soon do so and begin to negotiate seriously on the 
central issues of the talks. Although the two sides remain far apart in 
START, the Soviet Union has in that forum for the first time been 
willing to discuss reductions in strategic arsenals. It has also shown 
some limited flexibility on secondary issues during the course of the 
negotiations.

In the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Force (INF) negotiations, as in 
START, U.S. proposals have focused on the systems of greatest con
cern—in this case, longer-range INF missiles. The proposal we put 
forward when the talks began in November 1982 called for the most 
desirable possible outcome: the complete elimination of these weapons 
from each side's arsenals. We continue to believe that this result 
would be the best for all concerned: for the United States, for the 
Soviet Union, and for all the states in Asia, the Middle East, North 
Africa, and Europe that are potential targets of the massive Soviet SS- 
20 force.

The Soviet Union, however, was not ready to accept such an agree
ment. So, in March 1983, the President proposed an interim accord 
that would reduce U.S. and Soviet longer-range INF missile warheads 
to substantially lower, but equal, levels; he later suggested a specific 
global limit of 420 warheads on each side.^® In September 1983, the 
President offered yet another important initiative designed to move 
the talks forward and to respond to several Soviet concerns. He agreed 
to consider proposals for limiting longer-range INF aircraft, to appor
tion any negotiated reductions in an appropriate manner between 
Pershing II and ground-launched cruise missiles, and to consider a 
commitment not to deploy in Europe all the missiles that we would be 
allowed under a global limit.

The Soviets, however, persisted in their demand that NATO be 
prohibited from deploying any longer-range INF missiles, while the 
Soviet Union continues to threaten our friends and allies with several 
hundred SS-20 warheads.

Because the Soviets have refused to consider any other proposal, in
1983 we began deploying the first NATO Pershing II and ground- 
launched cruise missiles on schedule, in accordance with the Alliance

Ibid., 1981, pp. 573-574.
Ibid., 1983, pp. 223-225.

^®See ibid., pp. 970-971. The United States made this proposal on June 16, 1983. 
20 Ibid, pp. 805-811.
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decision of December 1979. Both the Pershing II and the ground- 
launched cruise missiles have attained initial operating capability.

Meanwhile, the Soviets suspended the negotiations, without agree
ing on a date for resumption. In effect, they walked out of the 
negotiating room. Nevertheless, we are hopeful that the Soviets will 
agree to continue the talks, now that they recognize that NATO is 
determined to restore the INF balance and that it will not accept a 
Soviet monopoly in longer-range INF missiles. We, for our part, are 
ready to continue to negotiate, and dismantle any and all of our 
Pershing II and ground-launched cruise missiles in accord with an 
equitable arms control agreement.

Outside the nuclear area, we and our NATO allies have been con
ducting negotiations with the Warsaw Pact in the Mutual and Bal
anced Force Reduction (MBFR) talks to reduce military manpower in 
Central Europe to equal and significantly lower levels. Our goal is an 
equitable and verifiable agreement that would bring each side down to 
a level of 700,000 ground force personnel and a maximum of 900,000 
combined air and ground force personnel. At the NATO Summit in 
July 1982, President Reagan announced a new, comprehensive propos
al for MBFR. Taking many Eastern concerns into consideration, the 
NATO participants in the MBFR talks then put forward a draft 
treaty—the first time such a document had been proposed since the 
talks began in 1973.

In addition to arms reduction efforts, the United States is exploring 
ways to help prevent miscalculation in a crisis. These ''confidence- 
building measures'' are designed to complement the extensive unilater
al steps the United States has taken over the last three decades.

Specifically, in November 1982, President Reagan proposed a set of 
new bilateral U.S.-Soviet confidence-building measures, to be negoti
ated in the START and INF talks, that would provide for advance 
notification of all ballistic missile launches and of major military 
exercises, and for an expanded exchange of data on both strategic and 
intermediate-range nuclear f o r c e s . I n  May 1983, the President en
dorsed the Defense Department's recommendations for additional bi
lateral measures to strengthen stability. Growing out of a year-long 
interagency study conducted in close cooperation with the Congress, 
those proposals called for the addition of a high-speed facsimile capa
bility to the U.S.-Soviet Hotline, the creation of a parallel Joint Mili
tary Communications Link, and the establishment by the U.S. and 
Soviet governments of high-rate data links with their embassies in 
each other's capitals. We are now discussing these proposed communi
cations improvements with the Soviet Union.

Such bilateral accords between the United States and the Soviet 
Union can make a clear contribution to controlling crises and prevent-

See ibid., 1982, pp. 420-421, for a description of the treaty's major features.
22 Ibid., pp. 822-824.
23 For the President's endorsement, see ibid., 1983, pp. 442-444. For the Defense 

Department's proposals, see ibid., pp. 309-324.
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ing the possibility of unintended military conflict. Because broader 
multilateral measures also play an important role in enhancing stabili
ty, in May 1983 the President endorsed a Department of Defense 
recommendation for a multilateral agreement, open to all states, that 
would facilitate consultations in the event of an unexplained nuclear 
incident.This proposal would extend to all nations the U.S.-Soviet 
commitment to such consultations embodied in the 1971 Accidents 
Measures Agreement.^®

In January 1984, the United States and Canada joined the Soviet 
Union and 32 NATO, Warsaw Pact, and neutral European states in 
the Conference on Disarmament in Europe (CDE). The CDE focuses, 
in essence, on reducing the risk of surprise attack. It aims at militarily 
significant, verifiable measures that will make peacetime military ac
tivities in Europe more predictable and visible. We and our NATO 
partners in the CDE talks are proposing a cohesive set of measures to 
expand exchanges of military information and to provide for observa
tion of military activities. We hope through these measures to reduce 
the risk that war could ever occur in Europe because of misunder
standing or miscalculation and to lower the danger that peacetime 
military activities might be used for intimidation or deception.

These various proposals are not meant to mark the end of a process, 
but instead to add momentum to the process already under way. We 
are continuing to explore all possible avenues to greater peace and 
stability, whether through nuclear or other arms reductions, improved 
communications, or other confidence-building measures. In all of those 
efforts, we are working closely with allied governments and with the 
Congress, benefiting from—and fostering—a renewed bipartisan con
sensus at home and a strengthened alliance system abroad.

22. In terview  of President R eagan  With the  Wall Street 
Journal: Soviet Compliance, Ballistic Missile Defense, 
and  Inducing the  Soviets To N ego tia te  [Extract], Feb
ruary  2, 1984 ^

Mr. Bartley. Mr. President, could we turn to foreign affairs for a 
moment?

The President I'd be relieved. [Laughter] ^

1971, pp. 634-635.
 ̂ Weekly Compilation of PresidenHal Documents, February 6, 1984, pp. 161-163. In this 

extract, the President was interviewed by Robert L. Bartley, editor, and Albert R. Hunt, 
staff reporter.

2 These and following brackets are in the source text.
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Mr. Bartley. Your administration is obviously anxious to resume the 
arms negotiations with the Soviet Union.

The President. Yeah.
Mr. Bartley. And yet at the same time you're saying the Soviets are 

violating existing arms treaties. And we don't seem to be able to do 
very much about it. Do you think it might be misleading to let people 
believe that this kind of negotiation on this kind of a treaty is going 
to solve any of our problems?

The President You're talking about our reporting to the Congress 
on supposed violations or apparent violations.^ That is required of us 
by an act of Congress. We didn't just go running out and say, "Hey, 
let's blow the whistle on the Soviets if they're doing something." 
They demanded that. And we gave them as exactly as we could the 
evidence that we had as to whether there were things that were 
actually apparent violations of an agreement. There were some that 
were ambiguous and that gave the appearance of that. And we pre
sented that evidence, their evaluation, whatever they wanted to evalu
ate. But we also said—

Mr. Bartley. [Inaudible]—about it?
The President Yes, we said that this only strengthens our position 

of insisting that a major part of any future treaties must be verifica
tion, the ability to verify whether the treaties are being kept.

Mr. Bartley. But after you've decided they aren't being kept, as you 
have in some cases here, what do you do then?

The President Well, we call them to the attention—and have—to 
the Soviet Union. But, as I say, I think that in the negotiations that we 
hope will resume, that this is our evidence as to why we're justified in 
seeking full verification.

Mr. Bartley. You've proposed a big research program for what 
everyone calls a Star Wars missile defense.'  ̂ Do you agree that actual
ly deploying that kind of a system would require the renunciation of 
the SALT I treaty?  ̂ And are you ready to do that, if you have to?

The President. My ambition, or my dream, for—if there is a defen
sive weapon—you see, here's a new weapon in the world and for the 
first time it is a weapon that has no defense against it, except deter
rence, that we each have it. It's like two fellows with a gun pointed at 
each other, both of them cocked and both with their fingers on the 
trigger, and we're going to stand, spend the rest of our life doing that.

My dream was that if we could find a weapon that offered a 
defense against those, we could then immediately take the next step 
and say, "Now, doesn't common sense dictate that we eliminate these 
weapons?" And that would include our own. If we had the defensive 
weapon and no one else had it, but we also had the missiles, wouldn't 
it be the proof of our sincerity if we said, "Look, we've got it made.

 ̂For the White House fact sheet on this report, see Document 11, January 23. 
 ̂Ibid., 1983, pp. 199-201.

® The treaty is printed ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.
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WeVe got both now. And we tell you we will eliminate ours, along 
with everyone else."

Dwight Eisenhower wrote a letter to a publisher in his closing days 
in office, and he said, ''We are coming to a point at which for the first 
time in history we have weapons that render obsolete any of the 
previous notions we've ever had about victory or defeat in war, that 
there can be with these weapons no defeat or victory as we have 
known it, only the destruction of mankind." Now, he said, "Reaching 
that point, isn't it time that we sat down together and figured out a 
better way to settle disputes than by war?" ®

Well, I feel that way very definitely. And I think that the—my hope 
is that if we can cor.^mue, resume the negotiations with regard to 
nuclear weapons—we are going to; the date is set for the MBFR 
negotiations—but the others, that starting down that road, everyone 
will see the wisdom of total elimination.

Mr. Hunt Mr. President, let me just try one more arms control 
question. I remember being with you time and time again in 1980, in 
which you basically argued that the reason we had to build up our 
defenses was to persuade the Soviets that it was futile for them to 
think that they could outdo us in this area and that if we built up our 
defenses, that sooner or later the Soviets would realize this and out of 
self-interest they would become more reasonable.

The President Yes.
Mr. Hunt Now, we've certainly built up our defenses. Do you see 

signs that the Soviets have become more reasonable?
The President Well, I think that what we're seeing is a part of 

negotiations. And I think that what we've accomplished here is what I 
had talked about. And I said then, also in that campaign over and over 
again, that I would stay at a table—well, meaning our country, our 
negotiators stay at a table as long as was necessary to bring about a 
reduction in arms.

The SALT treaties—and the reason I've never been enthusiastic 
about them, they were simply setting—trying to set caps on how 
many more you could have. And I was shocked when a knowledgea
ble person in that field told me shortly after I arrived in this office, 
that had we ratified SALT 11,*̂  under the terms of that treaty, the 
Soviet Union would have been able to add the equivalent of the 
megatonnage that we dropped on Hiroshima—every 11 minutes since 
the treaty was ratified.

Now, the reason for negotiating, I feel, must be to reduce the 
weapons. Now, you're asking about—I think that it is too early to say 
this. We do know this. We know that they are pretty much at their 
maximum of output and have been for a long time. We also know 
that we have been unilaterally disarming over a period of years.

® Source not found.
The SALT II Treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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They didn't have to demand that we eliminate a B-1 bomber. Even 
without going to a negotiating table we canceled it.® And we were 
doing this with weapons. We were reducing our Navy. We were 
unilaterally disarming. Now, it seemed to me that the only way that 
we were going to convince them that common sense called for reduc
tion of arms was to build our own defenses to where we had a 
deterrent capacity, but to make it evident that we were going to 
maintain a deterrent policy. They would then have to look and say, 
how much would they have to build to try and get a sufficient 
advantage over us, and I don't think they can. And I think then they 
know that. They know the industrial might of this nation.

23. N ew sp ap e r  Article by  the  Chief U.S. N ego tia to r  for 
the  Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (Row ny): S tra te 
gic Arms Reduction Talks, February  2, 1984 ^

As the United States awaits the Soviet Union's next move in the 
strategic arms negotiations, it is important to review how far the 
Geneva talks have come and what is in store.

The Soviet Union, which has not yet agreed to a date for resxmip- 
tion of the talks, said in December it needed more time to reassess the 
situation in view of the deployments of American intermediate-range 
missiles in Europe.

In the negotiations, which began in June 1982, America's opening 
proposal called for deep reductions in ballistic missile warheads, to a 
level of 5,000 on each side. The Soviet proposal continues to place 
primary emphasis on limiting the numbers of missiles and bombers, to
1,800 on both sides. But, on a positive note, Moscow has agreed that 
limiting launchers alone is not sufficient, and has proposed that we 
limit nuclear weapons as well. Both sides have not, however, reached 
agreement on which weapons to include in any accord.

In the early rounds, both delegations set forth their own proposals 
and asked questions of each other. This brought out the differences 
clearly. Beginning in the summer of 1983, the United States introduced 
changes in its proposal that were designed to respond to major Soviet 
concerns and to narrow the differences between the two countries' 
positions.

The Soviet delegates irutially complained that the ceiling we sought 
on the numbers of ballistic missiles was too low and would force a 
restructuring of Soviet forces. We said we could raise that ceiling. 
They said that proposed constraints on their land-based intercontinen
tal ballistic missiles were too complex. We said we were prepared to 
explore alternative ways of limiting the size and destructive power of

® For President Carter's announcement of the decision, see ibid., 1977, pp. 386-387. 
 ̂The New York Times, February 2, 1984. Copyright ©  1984 by the New York Times 

Company. Reprinted by permission.
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these missiles. They said our original proposal would first place limits 
on weapons of concern to us and only later would limit weapons of 
most concern to the Soviet Union. We changed our position so that it 
was clear that all weapons could be considered at the same time—as 
President Reagan put it, ^Tverything is on the table." Finally, the 
Soviet Union said our proposal to reduce the destructive power— 
usually called throw-weight—of their ballistic missiles to that of the 
United States was too demanding and thus unrealistic. We therefore 
said that we would ask only that an agreement result in a substantial 
reduction in the 3-to-l disparity between the throw-weights of the 
two missile forces.

For their part, the Soviet delegates acted in response to American 
concerns. They amended provisions of their proposal that would have 
made it impossible for America to deploy its new generation of sub
marine-launched ballistic missiles. Moreover, they said they would 
ease, under certain conditions, their proposed ban on long-range air- 
launched cruise missiles. In the closing weeks of the last round, 
Moscow agreed to our longstanding offer to establish a working group 
to negotiate measures to build confidence between the two nations, 
such as advance warning of nuclear missile tests and major military 
exercises.

In the round that ended in December, we introduced a concept—the 
"build-down"—designed to enhance strategic stability. This concept, 
which enjoys strong bipartisan Congressional support, calls for reduc
tions that would contribute to greater stability. Each nation would be 
required to scrap a certain number of existing warheads for every new 
warhead introduced, and scrap more existing ones if the new ones 
were of a more-destabilizing nature. Under the build-down, both sides 
would be required to reduce their warheads by a minimimi percentage 
each year.

To get the Kremlin to discuss how to narrow the differences be
tween us, now that negotiations had progressed sufficiently to warrant 
such a move, America offered to explore ways of trading off Soviet 
and American advantages. This could entail, for example, our agreeing 
to limit the number of our air-launched cruise missiles in return for 
Soviet agreement to limit the numbers of its warheads on I.C.B.M.'s— 
each side thus trading reductions in an area of its advantage for 
reductions in an area of advantage on the other side. The Soviet 
delegation did not respond, probably because it did not know the 
direction its reassessment would take it.

In sum, there has been real progress to date. Both sides have re
sponded, in varying degrees, to the other's concerns. And we have 
offered to explore trading areas of respective interest and advantages 
to narrow our differences. We do not see that folding issues from the 
suspended intermediate-range-missile talks into the strategic arms 
talks would, as some suggest, ease the way, but we will study any 
reasonable proposal made by Moscow.
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What next? The groundwork has been laid for real progress. But, as 
Secretary of State George P. Shultz has stressed, it would be wrong to 
offer new concessions to bring the Soviet Union back to the negotiat
ing table, especially in view of our offer to explore trade-offs. A 
return to negotiating is the best way to make progress toward an 
agreement that reduces strategic offensive arms and thus reduces the 
risk of nuclear war. We're ready. It's up to Moscow.

24. Letter From ACDA Director A delm an to  the  N ew York 
Times: Soviet Noncompliance With Arms Control 
A greem en ts , February  7, 1984 ^

Errors in your Feb. 5 editorial about violations of arms control 
treaties begin with the title, '"Laundry List Diplomacy."

The Administration's report on Soviet compliance with arms control 
commitments focused on seven serious issues spanning a number of 
agreements and obligations, including incidents reaching back half a 
decade.^ Seven carefully selected items in this large subject area do 
not, I submit, reflect laundry list diplomacy.

You lay the blame for initiating this list squarely with the Adminis
tration and do not mention that a compliance report was required by 
the Congress, after a 93-0 Senate vote on the subject.^

Even more curious is your implication that reviewing and docu
menting arms control violations is a more serious offense than com
mitting such violations—that investigators are more culpable than per
petrators. And you go so far as to compare the scrupulously docu
mented U.S. accusations to the vapid Soviet propaganda list.

You are simply wrong in asserting that the Reagan Administration 
refused until recently to raise SALT II compliance issues in the proper 
U.S.-Soviet channel, the Standing Consultative Commission. We have 
been discussing such issues in that committee for well over a year 
now.^

The Soviets have been asked at great length about our concerns, but 
their responses have done little to resolve these important issues. Last 
summer, the United States asked for a special committee session to 
deal with one of the SALT II issues, a request the Soviets refused.

Perhaps most distressing is your conclusion that such information 
and disclosure is not consistent with "a more serious effort to negoti
ate arms control."

The Administration's closed briefings and public statements have 
been straightforward and factual, with no hype and certainly no 
"public clamoring." Quiet discussions are important and will continue

 ̂The New York Times, February 12, 1984. Copyright ©  1984 by the New York Times 
Company. Reprinted by permission.

2 The White House fact sheet on this report is printed as Document 11, January 23. 
 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 1024-1026.
 ̂The SALT II agreement is printed ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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to be pursued. But we cannot, as you seem to think, sweep these 
issues under the diplomatic rug. The Congress and the American 
people deserve better.

25. White House S ta tem en t on the  Death of Soviet Presi
den t A ndropov , February 10, 1984 ^

The President has sent a message expressing his condolences to Mr. 
Kuznetsov, the Acting Soviet Chief of State, on the death of Chairman 
Andropov. In his message the President emphasized to the people and 
Government of the U.S.S.R. his desire for cooperation between the 
two countries in the search for a more peaceful world.

As the President reaffirmed in his address of January 16, ̂  the 
United States has sought and will continue to seek a constructive and 
realistic dialog with the Soviet Union aimed at building a more pro
ductive and stable relationship. Our objective is not dialog for its own 
sake, but a dialog that produces real solutions to the many concrete 
problems that divide us.

There are, to be sure, fundamental differences between the Ameri
can and Soviet systems and our respective political beliefs. But the 
American and Soviet peoples have a common interest in the avoidance 
of war and the reduction of arms. It is this need to preserve and 
strengthen the peace that is at the heart of U.S. policy.

The President's policy toward the Soviet Union seeks to achieve 
progress in three broad areas: developing ways to eliminate the use 
and the threat of force in international relations; significantly reducing 
the vast arms stockpiles in the world, particularly nuclear weapons; 
and establishing a better working relationship with Moscow, charac
terized by greater cooperation and understanding and based on mutual 
restraint and respect.

At this time of transition in the Soviet Union, our two nations 
should look to the future in order to find ways to realize these goals. 
In the nuclear age, there is no alternative to dialog.

The United States hopes that the Soviet leader will work with us in 
this spirit and take advantage of the opportunities at hand to find 
common ground and establish a mutually beneficial relationship.

 ̂ Weekly CompilaHon of Presidential Documents, February 13, 1984, p. 191. The statement 
was read by the Principal Deputy Press Secretary to the President, Larry Speakes, to 
reporters at the Sheraton Hotel in Santa Barbara, California.

2 Document 7.
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26. British P aper Submitted to th e  Conference on Disar
mament: The Element of C hallenge Inspection in Veri
fication of a  Convention Prohibiting Chemical W ea p 
ons, February 10, 1984 ^

1. To be effective and to maintain international confidence the 
proposed Convention will include procedures for mandatory routine 
international on-site inspection. However, to ensure that the Convention is 
properly observed in every respect, an additional element of challenge 
inspection is essential. The latter cannot be a substitute for routine 
international on-site inspection. But it can be an effective way of 
dealing with instances of suspected non-compliance which would not 
necessarily be revealed by regular inspection of declared facilities.

2. At the summer 1983 session of the Committee on Disarmament, 
valuable discussion took place in Contact Group B on the structure 
and functions of the proposed Consultative Committee and its subsid
iary organs; on the specific issue of initiation of a challenge; on an 
ensuing request for on-site inspection; and the obligation of countries 
to accept such inspections as a result of a challenge. These issues were 
addressed in CD Documents CRP/87 and CRP/73 respectively. We 
hope that this paper, which deals with the challenge element, will help 
to clarify further the essential requirements for this important aspect 
of verification, thus enabling negotiations on this particular issue to 
reach a satisfactory conclusion.

The mandatory routine international on-site inspection regime

3. In summary, the proposed regime for mandatory routine interna
tional on-site inspection to ensure adequate verification of a CW 
Convention will fall into four parts:

(i) (a) regular verification of declared stocks and (b) continuous on
site inspection of their destruction;

(ii) verification of the destruction of CW manufacturing and filling 
facilities, through on-site inspection and monitoring means;

(iii) verification of permitted facilities for production of super-toxic 
chemicals for protective purposes;

(iv) effective verification of non-production.

These requirements should be accomplished through routine inter
national on-site inspection carried out by a team of regular inspecting 
teams following agreed procedures. This procedure should take into 
account inter alia the experience gained from the inspection procedures 
conducted by the IAEA. Such inspection procedures would be supple
mented by continuous and comprehensive monitoring involving the 
use of appropriate instruments.

1 CD/431.
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The purpose of challenge inspection

4. Without generating political controversy, ''routine" inspection of 
the sort just discussed should give a high degree of confidence that the 
Convention is being observed. However, because this category of in
spection would be confined to declared sites and facilities, suspicions 
about possible or potential non-compliance with the Convention could 
still arise. To remove the grounds for any such suspicions would be 
the primary task of the challenge inspection regime. Separate and 
different from all the routine inspection procedures, and applying to 
all aspects of the Convention and irrespective of whether or not a site 
was declared, this regime would therefore:

(i) deter evasion of obligations under the Convention by providing a 
means of uncovering and drawing attention to breaches of the Con
vention;

(ii) provide a means of clarifying ambiguous situations, settling dis
putes and, on the assumption that allegations of evasion proved im- 
founded, restoring confidence;

(iii) provide advance notice of possible breaches of the Convention, 
thus enabling States parties to take necessary action to ascertain the 
facts.

5. Given the role of the routine inspection regime, and provision in 
the Convention for States Parties to consult and co-operate amongst 
themselves, challenge inspection would only be requested in the event 
of a suspicion of a breach of the Convention, either at a declared 
facility or location which ''routine" inspection had not revealed or at a 
non-declared facility or location for which the challenged country had 
not accoimted in the course of co-operation and consultation.

6. The detailed arrangements for challenge inspection would fall 
under five main headings:

(i) the machinery for carrying out challenge inspection;
(ii) the criteria for ensuring that the inspections are objective and 

impartial;
(iii) the basis for requesting challenge inspection;
(iv) the rights and obligations of a challenged State;
(v) the action to be taken in the case of refusal.

Machinery

7. It has emerged from Group B discussions that there should be a 
Consultative Committee of States Parties, assisted in the discharge of 
its functions, including routine inspection and challenge inspection, by 
an Executive Council responsible for fact finding. To ensure the han
dling of cases of suspected non-compliance with the speed that will be 
necessary, it might be appropriate to provide in the Convention the 
means for the establishment of a separate fact-finding panel.

8. A State party which had reason to believe that another State 
party might not be in compliance with the provisions of the Conven
tion or that an ambiguous situation had arisen, neither of which could
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be resolved through normal inspection in the case of a declared facili
ty, might seek clarification of the position through the appropriate 
organ of the Consultative Committee, by requesting the authorization 
of an on-site inspection and by submitting pertinent information. The 
Consultative Committee should seek within seven days, or such short
er period as it may decide, of receipt of such a request the necessary 
clarification from the State party in question. If no acceptable clarifica
tion is received within seven days, or such shorter period as the 
Consultative Committee may decide, of the request, then the Execu
tive Council or fact-finding panel (if one is established) on behalf of 
the Consultative Committee should within a further seven days, or 
such shorter period as the Consultative Committee may decide, set in 
train an investigation involving prompt ad hoc on-site inspection, in 
order to clarify the position. A report on its work, whether interim or 
final, should be transmitted to the Consultative Committee within 
three months of the date of the start of the investigation. There 
should be provision for rapid decisions by voting in the Consultative 
Committee and its subsidiary organs.

9. If the State party's concerns about compliance have not been 
resolved within the three months referred to above it may request the 
Chairman of the Committee to convene a special meeting of the 
Consultative Committee to consider the outstanding issues of compli
ance.

Criteria for effective verification

10. As the Chairman of the Contact Group C has said in the context 
of discussions about a ban on the use of chemical weapons, reference 
to criteria for effective verification should be included in the Conven
tion. He has put forward the following criteria for the verification of 
non-use of chemical weapons, some of which are generally applicable:

(ij urgency, promptness of the procedure, access to site (if consid
ered necessary) within such time-lapse from the reported event as 
would theoretically permit the identification of a sample taken;

(ii) objectiveness; undisputed scientific quality of inspectors possibly 
assisted by experts from specialized international organizations such as 
WHO;

(iii) availability of information on occurrence of the chemicals under 
consideration in the region under consideration that can be explained 
to be of a non-hostile nature; co-operation with the national authori
ties of the parties to the conflict;

(iv) establishment of an indisputably impartial "'chain of custody'' 
with respect to a sample from the moment it is being taken to the 
moment of its scientific analysis;

(v) introduction of the result of the investigation in the relevant 
permanent body established by the Treaty for consultation.

11. These proposals raise a number of questions when applied to 
challenge inspection for all aspects of the Convention. There is a need 
for adequate urgency in carrying out an inspection. Time limits should

Document 26



BRITISH PAPER, FEBRUARY 10 73

be as short as possible, if international confidence in the Convention is 
to be maintained. Hence the detailed proposals made in paragraph 8 
above. They should provide an acceptable basis for this aspect of the 
Convention, although further details will still need to be resolved by 
further work (e.g. any necessary arrangements for objection to a par
ticular inspector; difficulties about ensuring the safety of inspectors in 
zones of combat; and definition of the area of the site to be investigat
ed).

Basis for inspection requests

12. Because of the wide range of different incidents which may 
concern the Consultative Committee and its subsidiary organs in the 
event of a challenge, it would be premature to specify in advance 
precise guidelines for determining whether a request for a challenge 
inspection was supported by adequate information. Each request for a 
challenge inspection would obviously need to be judged against the 
particular circumstances at the time. However, it is important that the 
relevant provisions of the Convention should reflect clearly that any 
request for challenge inspection should be considered where reasona
ble grounds for concern appear to exist. If an application for challenge 
on-site inspection were considered to be admissible, it would be nec
essary to follow up such a decision in whatever ways were most 
appropriate including the conduct of on-site inspection.

Rights and obligations

13. Every State party should be under a stringent obligation to 
accept challenge on-site inspection. However, a State party may be 
reluctant to undertake the obligation to accept the principle of chal
lenge inspection without any means of refusing it in exceptional cir
cumstances. It is therefore vital to ensure that the scope for refusing 
an inspection is as small as possible and that any refusal will be a 
most unusual event. Refusal of a challenge inspection, for which 
reasonable evidence has been presented, and by extension repeated 
refusals, would be a serious action and call into doubt the purposes of 
the Convention. It would lead to follow-up action as set out in 
paragraph 14 below and in certain circumstances would amount to 
prima facie evidence of a breach of the Convention.

Follow-up to refusals

14. The purpose of follow-up action would be to deter States parties 
from refusing a challenge inspection. A refusal to accept a challenge 
on-site inspection would, as a first step, automatically require the 
challenged party to propose within seven days of such a refusal, some 
alternative on-site inspection measures which could establish beyond 
reasonable doubt whether or not a case of non-compliance had oc
curred. If a State party were seen to be in breach of the Convention 
by refusing to propose alternative and acceptable measures, then the 
following actions could be taken:

Document 26



74 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1984

(i) such a refusal could lead to a more detailed presentation of infor
mation by the country making the request for a challenge inspection 
to the subsidiary organs conducting the investigation, and justify a re
newed request for an inspection on that basis;

(ii) in the case of a further refusal, there would then be immediate 
reference to the full Consultative Committee;

(iii) if agreement still could not be reached within the Consultative 
Committee, the matter could be referred to the United Nations Securi
ty Council (notwithstanding the right of any State to refer to the Se
curity Council at any time);

(iv) in the last resort, withdrawal from the Convention, for which 
provision would be needed in its text.

15. This paper has dealt with the modalities for initiating a chal
lenge on-site inspection. States parties to the Convention will also 
need to reach agreement on the arrangements for handling the out
come of any such inspection.

27. A g en d a  A dop ted  by  the  C onference on Disarmam ent 
for 1984, February 16, 1984 ^

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

The Conference, taking into account infer alia the relevant provisions 
of the Documents of the first and second special sessions of the 
General Assembly devoted to disarmament, will deal with the cessa
tion 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 methods 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 control.

Within the above framework, the Conference on Disarmament 
adopts the following agenda for 1984 which includes items that, in 
conformity with the provisions of Section VIII of its Rules of Proce
dure, ̂  would be considered by it:

» CD/433*.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 64-65. 
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1. Nuclear test ban.
2. Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament.
3. Prevention of nuclear war, including all related matters.
4. Chemical weapons.
5. Prevention of an arms race in outer space.
6. Effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear- 

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

7. New types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of 
such weapons; radiological weapons.

8. Comprehensive programme of disarmament.
9. Consideration and adoption of the annual report and any other 

report as appropriate to the General Assembly of the United 
Nations.

28. Program of Work A dop ted  by  the  Conference on Dis
arm am ent for Its Spring Session, February  16, 1984 ^

In compliance with rule 28  ̂ of its Rules of Procedure, the Confer
ence on Disarmament also adopts the following programme of work 
for the first part of its 1984 session:

7-17 February Statements in plenary meetings.
Consideration of the agenda 
and programme of work, as 
well as of the establishment of 
subsidiary bodies on items of 
the agenda and other organiza
tional questions.

20-24 February 
27 February-2 March

Nuclear test ban.
Cessation of the nuclear arms 

race and nuclear disarmament.
5-9 March Prevention of nuclear war, in

cluding all related matters.
12-16 March 
19-23 March Prevention of an arms race in 

outer space.

Chemical weapons.

26-30 March Effective international arrange
ments to assure non-nuclear- 
weapons States against the use 
or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons.

1 C D /4 3 3 ^
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1979, p. 64.
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2-6 April New types of weapons of mass 
destruction and new systems of 
such weapons; radiological 
weapons.

9-13 April Comprehensive programme of 
disarmament.

16-27 April Further consideration of out
standing matters.

Informal meetings of the Conference will be held to continue con
sideration of the proposals submitted by members for its improved 
and effective functioning.

The Conference will consider the selection of additional members in 
pursuance of paragraph 19 of its report (CD/421).

Meetings of subsidiary bodies will be convened after consultations 
between the President of the Conference and the Chairmen of the 
subsidiary bodies, according to the circumstances and needs of those 
bodies.

The Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to Consider International 
Co-operative Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic Events will 
meet from 27 February to 9 March 1984.

In adopting its programme of work, the Conference has kept in 
mind the provisions of rules 30 and 31 of its Rules of Procedure.^

29. S ta tem ent by  the  Iranian Foreign Minister (V elaya ti)  
to  the  Conference on Disarmament: Use of Chemical 
W eapons  by Iraq [Extract], February  16, 1984 ^

This year, as in the past, the agenda of this Conference consists of 
various armament problems, each of which may be in itself disastrous 
for all humanity. Among these items, nuclear arms have very justly 
been given more importance, and the greater part of the deliberations 
of this Conference is concentrated on this subject because, although it 
is now a potential threat, it will, if it materializes, burn up the whole 
earth in its fire, without being restricted to limited areas, as some 
simple-minded people believe. While stressing the need for dealing 
with this problem ever more seriously, I cannot help regretfully refer
ring to the bitter reality that, unfortunately, due attention has not 
been paid to the arms that are even at this moment, openly and on a 
large scale, gradually annihilating humanity. The reasons thereof will 
be mentioned later. Now, I wish to proceed to chemical and biological 
weapons as one of the items on the agenda of the Conference.

® Ihid., pp. 64-65.
1 CD/PV.242, pp. 7-11.
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If nuclear arms exterminate mankind and his civilization, chemical 
weapons torture him alive or kill him by torture. The international 
community is so impressed by the bitter experience of some nations 
who have fallen victim to this dreadful weapon that this item has long 
been included in the agenda. But the progress made in this field has, 
due to the obstacles created by the Superpowers, not been rapid 
enough to halt or at least to reduce the all too long use of the existing 
arsenals of chemical weapons and put an end to the production of 
these horrible weapons. And now the world is faced with such a 
situation that international merchants of death and their sinister cli
ents feel no restriction in the sale and use of such weapons.

Unfortunately, today, the only use made of the Geneva Protocol of 
1925 2 on the prohibition of the use of chemical and biological weap
ons and the 1972 Convention on the prohibition of production and 
stockpiling of biological weapons  ̂ is the references made to them in 
statements of the representatives of various countries in international 
gatherings. These statements, when delivered by the representatives of 
countries themselves busily engaged in chemical weapons production, 
turn into a tiresome farce, which has now for many long years repeat
ed itself in international gatherings on disarmament, and especially in 
this very place.

According to the reports presented to the Pugwash Conference held 
in Geneva last February, in the course of the year 1982, chemical and 
biological weapons were used in at least 13 different countries of the 
world. This bitter reality was being experienced by tyrannized peoples 
of the Third World at the same time as the Ad Hoc Working Group on 
Chemical Weapons was driving a hard bargain with the major produc
ers of these weapons on the wording of some paragraphs of the 
Convention on the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons. Will such piti
ful scenes not push any neutral observer to arrive at this conclusion: 
that the international fora are getting more and more distant from the 
realities and needs of the international community? At a time when 
arms producers do not pay the least attention to existing international 
agreements, and even create obstacles for the adoption of new agree
ments and regulations beneficial to the international community, the 
destiny of which, if they were ever adopted, would not be any differ
ent from the preceding ones, does the Third World not have the right 
to feel pessimistic about the negotiations conducted between the wolf 
and the sheep?

You have probably heard this exchange between the Superpowers. 
One Superpower declares that ''the production of binary weapons is 
essential for our national interests". The other Superpower responds, 
''Our armed forces will certainly produce a counter-weapon for any 
weapon, including binary weapons."

2 Printed in Documents on Disarmament 1969, pp. 764-765.
3 Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
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If the inventors of the binary chemical weapon expect us to con
gratulate them on this achievement in the field of manslaughter tech
nology, we should only be grateful to them for having so openly 
demonstrated their anti-human intentions.

Is this single case not sufficient to show that international laws and 
regulations are only worthless toys in the hands of Superpowers, used 
either to dupe public opinion or to prevent tyrannized countries from 
gaining their rights? In such circumstances, do not we, and all other 
countries that have fallen victim to the Superpowers' ambitions and 
greed, have the right to bring these long, boring and fruitless negotia
tions and exchanges of views under consideration? Unfortunately the 
problem is not only limited to the Superpowers. There are other active 
participants in the deadly race of production and use of chemical 
weapons. But we have listened repeatedly to their eloquent statements 
on disarmament. The justification given by these countries for their 
participation in the arms race has always been that they are obliged to 
do so in self-defense. It is on this basis that the '̂deterrence" theory 
has been formulated; this theory is now the main axis of the argu
ments of arms producers. I am not going to analyse here this theory 
which is founded on the balance of terror. Historical experience has 
disproved this theory and shown that maintenance of the balance of 
terror leads nowhere but to the intensification of the arms race. There 
are two related points that are worthy of attention. First, adherents of 
this theory have reserved this right only for themselves and prevent 
others from following suit. The reason is clear: maintenance of their 
dominance over other countries requires superiority in arms. Secondly, 
the greater part of the arms produced in the world are intended for 
use in aggression against other nations or are being sold to Third 
World governments with some other evil designs in mind; in fact the 
maintenance of the balance of terror, or, as claimed by the arms 
producers, defence needs, have never been any incentive for the pro
duction of arms. Allow me to refer to the experience of my nation in 
order to clarify this point. But I would like to make clear that if, in 
the meantime, reference is made to the Iraqi invasion, it is by no 
means intended to display the dimension of this aggression, because I 
am dealing mainly with the subject of chemical weapons here. Since, 
for a while now, Iraq has been using chemical weapons against Iran, 
reference to the aggression inevitably entails reference to the second- 
degree agent of aggression. I called it the second-degree agent of 
aggression because, we believe, the first-degree agents of aggression 
are the countries furnishing the arms necessary for aggression.

I am happy, on the other hand, that the representatives of the 
majority or rather all the first-degree agents of aggression are present 
here. I think they are going to provide this Conference with convinc
ing explanations for their lethal chemical gifts that our military per
sonnel and civilian population have, for several months and even 
years, been receiving from land, sea and air. If such explanations are 
given, we will be grateful, especially because their repeated and emo
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tional speeches on various aspects of disarmament make us the more 
eager to hear these explanations from them.

You, distinguished delegates, know well that when my country was 
invaded, the Superpowers and other Western Powers declared total 
neutrality, and stated that they would not furnish arms to either 
conflicting party. In addition to statements made by individual coun
tries to this effect, this position was even reflected in the Security 
Council's resolutions on the imposed war, which were first of all 
signed by the Security Coimcil's Permanent Members.

I wonder if our world has experienced such deep and vast hypocrisy 
in recent years. A look into this reality and especially where it is 
related to chemical weapons is very interesting and displays the seri
ousness of the disaster that rends the heart of anyone with any 
conscience. Read the reports of the Pugwash Conference held last year 
in Geneva and see for yourselves which countries have provided the 
biological weapons used against our people.

We are pleased to notice in the General Assembly's resolutions that 
international sensitivity against the use of chemical weapons has 
gained justifiably large dimensions. As you are well aware, this sensi
tivity was fully manifested in a recent conference held in Stockholm. 
Unfortunately, in spite of the fact that we have, in a well-documented 
manner, informed the international community of the use of chemical 
weapons against the people of Iran in the course of the invasion of my 
country by foreign troops, no positive or beneficial reaction has yet 
been noted.

It seems that the use of these weapons is considered detestable, 
inhumane and to be condemned only when such a protest can be used 
as propaganda by one Superpower against another.

My purpose in presenting these documents is not one of propagan
da. On the contrary, my incentive is based on the himianitarian and 
Islamic duty to present the latest proof to the international communi
ty, and particularly to those organs whose competence is to deal with 
such matters, and to inform those whose conscience has been awak
ened, of whom there are undoubtedly not a few in this forum, of just 
a sample of the irreversible damage and casualties inflicted upon my 
country.

For a better appreciation of the technical details and the medical 
treatment of the afflicted victims, a report has been submitted to the 
distinguished delegates.

The use of chemical and biological weapons in fact started sporadi
cally from the very beginning of the imposed war against our country. 
Statistics presented here show a few registered cases and in no way 
project the full picture. In at least 49 cases of chemical strikes in 40 
regions along the border area, the documents compiled state that 109 
persons were killed and hundreds were wounded.

Among these victims, 26 were poisoned, 25 were suffocated, 69 
suffered from nausea, 66 became dizzy, 11 had breathing problems, 
362 suffered from vision problems with permanent or temporary
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blindness and 59 complained of skin ailments, while 100 others were 
severely injured in their testicles and legs. The pictures taken from 
those afflicted show vividly the traces of wounds, blisters, black and 
pink skin marks and physical malfunctions. These illustrations, along 
with other medical documents, were placed at the disposal of a 
number of foreign medical specialists at the International Medical 
Seminar held last November in Tehran, and a number of these victims 
were also examined by the participants. The results were reflected in 
the Guardian published in London on 25 November 1983. This report 
quotes one of the specialists who visited the victims of these chemical 
strikes in several hospitals as saying 'T believe there is no doubt that 
the Iraqis used gas". Also this report regarding the observations of a 
specialist participating in this seminar from London says one of these 
specialists who studied the impact of the deployment of chemical 
weapons on the nervous system says ''most definitely what has been 
used is an element creating blisters, which could be something like 
mustard nitrogen gas".

I would like to request all the distinguished delegates to have a 
glance at the report filed by the Guardian of 22 December 1983, which 
I have in my hands, regarding the delivery of chemical warfare equip
ment worth half a million dollars to our aggressor enemy. This report 
will give a better idea of the disrespect shown on the part of some 
countries regarding the 1925 Protocol. The report says this equipment 
was shipped two years ago to Iraq. The article of the New Scientist 
dated 22 December 1983, is even more vivid and says that this equip
ment is used to protect those involved in the production and loading 
of chemical weapons.

The Denver Post of 29 January 1984 quotes one of the reports of the 
Middle East Magazine, published in London, as saying, "My personal 
investigation confirms the claims made by Iran regarding the use of 
chemical weapons by Iraq, and even the date conforms". The weekly 
Jane's Defence published in London, in its 25 January 1984 edition, in a 
detailed report confirms that Iraq is using mustard gas, like that used 
during World War I, in its war against Iran. According to this maga
zine the chemical substances are used in artillery shells and dispersed 
into the air through firing.

On 8 January 1984, Reuter News Agency reported the discovery on 
the beach of Normandy of four bottles of chemical poisons, which 
resulted in the alerting of the population by the French Police. These 
bottles were discovered to have been part of the cargo of an Iraqi ship 
destined for Kuwait from England.

Some of those subjected to chemical bombs have been sent to the 
Federal Republic of Germany for medical treatment and the medical 
reports of a Hamburg hospital indicate that these patients have been 
suffering from stomach disorders, vomiting, severe headache, eye 
sores, severe itching in all parts of the body, skin burns, coughing, 
feeling of pressure in the forehead and a burning pain during urina
tion. Is there anyone who may doubt that these signs were anything
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but the use of chemical bombs? The full text of this report is available 
to the distinguished delegates.

I presume that the Secretary-General of the Conference on Disarma
ment and the Personal Representative of the United Nations Secre
tary-General has been informed that our Ambassador to the United 
Nations in New York submitted fragments of the used bombs to the 
Secretariat of the United Nations for tests on 4 January 1984. Mean
while, our Permanent Representative to the United Nations informed 
this esteemed Organization of the use of chemical bombs by Iraq 
through Memoranda Nos. 856, dated 3 November 1983, 860 dated 16 
November 1983, 937 dated 15 December 1983 and 987 dated 27 
December 1983.

Unfortunately, in spite of the issuance of these reports no repercus
sion is seen on the side of the international fora thus far to prevent 
the continuation of these crimes which not only violate the 1925 
Geneva Protocol and the 1972 Convention, but also are contrary to the 
four Geneva Conventions.

Are we not bound to condemn here the double standard governing 
international circles and emanating from the influence of the Super
powers? Has the United Nations Organization not been duty-bound 
by the Resolution 37/98 of the General Assembly, adopted on 13 
December 1982, to investigate any information concerning the use of 
chemical weapons by any Member State reaching the United Nations 
and inform the Members of the results?

I would like to express my sincere wish that the Convention on the 
prohibition of chemical weapons, which is now under preparation by 
this forum, will be ready at the earliest possible time and will be fully 
effective, and we have instructed our delegation to do its utmost in 
this regard. However, if this Convention is signed but the attitude of 
the Superpowers and other producers and suppliers of chemical weap
ons remains the same, based upon colonial and inhimiane motives, 
then all the efforts rendered so far will bear no fruits but the wastage 
of time, energy and budgetary resources. We believe that the position 
adopted by this Conference and other related organs towards the 
deployment of chemical weapons against the Islamic Republic of Iran 
will show in reality the degree of sincerity and the sense of responsi
bility regarding the newly-prepared Convention and will form an 
excellent criterion to determine its status and capability in the future.
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30. Working P aper Submitted by  a  Group of Socialist 
S ta tes  to  the  Conference on Disarmament: Im proved 
Effectiveness of the  Work of the  Conference on a 
Chemical W eapons  Ban, February 20, 1984 ^

The socialist countries regard the prohibition of chemical weapons 
as one of the most important tasks in the field of the limitation of the 
arms race and disarmament. For many years they have persevered in 
making consistent efforts towards the elaboration of an international 
convention which would fully and completely prohibit this type of 
weapons of mass destruction and have submitted specific proposals 
designed to ensure the earliest attainment of that goal.

The recent proposal by the Warsaw Treaty Member States to the 
States Members of NATO to the effect that Europe should be free of 
chemical weapons  ̂ is fresh evidence of the socialist countries' interest 
in the prohibition of chenucal weapons.

The elimination of the chemical threat to the States and peoples of 
Europe would substantially reduce the risk of chemical warfare on the 
continent and, consequently, throughout the world and would make a 
start on the reduction of arsenals of chemical weapons. At the same 
time, the implementation of such partial measures of a regional nature 
in connection with the limitation, reduction and elimination of chemi
cal means would assist efforts being undertaken at a global level—the 
speedy conclusion of a convention on the prohibition of chemical 
weapons, which remains the ultimate aim of the Warsaw Treaty 
Member States.

The efforts of the socialist countries aimed at activating the work of 
United Nations in the field of the prohibition of chemical weapons are 
well known. It was on their initiative that the thirty-eighth session of 
the General Assembly approved, in particular, resolution 38/187 A, 
urging the Conference on Disarmament to intensify negotiations so as 
to achieve accord on a chemical weapons convention at the earliest 
possible date and, for this purpose, to proceed immediately to drafting 
such a convention for submission to the General Assembly at its 
thirty-ninth session.

Guided by the position of principle described on matters relating to 
the prohibition of chemical weapons, the socialist countries express 
the hope that the 1984 session of the Conference on Disarmament will 
be used from the outset by all participating States for the purpose of 
the earliest completion of work on the preparation of an appropriate 
convention on the prohibition of the development, production and 
stockpiling of chemical weapons and their destruction.

The socialist countries consider that efficient progress along that 
path would be assisted by the following:

1 CD/435.
2 Dated January 10, Document 5. 
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1. Bearing in mind that considerable preparatory work has been 
done over the years within the Committee on Disarmament and that, 
in the course of that work, the considerations of a large number of 
States on the whole set of issues relating to a future convention have 
been stated and considered in detail, it is necessary to embark without 
delay upon drafting the text of the convention in accordance with the 
newly adopted mandate of the subsidiary body of the Conference, 
providing, in particular, for starting the full and complete process of 
negotiations and developing and working out a convention.

2. The full and complete process of negotiations on the prohibition 
of chemical weapons should cover all matters pertaining to the future 
convention and should be organized in such a way that the elabora
tion of the convention should proceed along two parallel paths: the 
drafting of provisions on which agreement has been reached and the 
continuing search for mutually acceptable formulations of those provi
sions in respect of which divergencies remain between the positions of 
the negotiating parties.

3. The object of negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weap
ons at the Conference on Disarmament during the current year should 
be to submit to the thirty-ninth session of the General Assembly, if 
possible, either an agreed draft convention or of a draft which, side by 
side with agreed and formulated provisions, would also reflect formu
lations proposed by the negotiating parties for provisions of the con
vention on which agreement has not been reached.

4. Negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons within the 
ad hoc subsidiary body should start as early as possible and should 
proceed without being limited by the time frame of the work of the 
Conference, i.e. the possibility should be envisaged of continuing 
them, if necessary, after the spring and summer parts of the Confer
ence's session.

5. Taking into account the new designation of the multilateral nego
tiating body on disarmament matters, the advanced stage of negotia
tions on the prohibition of chemical weapons and the importance and 
great attention attached by the world community to the prohibition of 
this type of weapons, the appropriate subsidiary body of the Confer
ence should be designated the A d Hoc Committee on the Prohibition of 
Chemical Weapons. Within the framework of this Committee, it is 
advisable to set up separate working groups which would cover the 
full range of provisions of the future convention. Temporary sub
groups, groups of '^friends of the Chairman", etc., could, of course, be 
set up for the purpose of more detailed elaboration of specific provi
sions or formulations. The principle of balanced representation of 
various groups should be observed in the allocation of posts of chair
men of all subsidiary bodies of the Committee.

6. The establishment of the following working groups of the Com
mittee could be envisaged:

On questions of the purposes and scope of the convention (defini
tions and criteria; basic undertakings formula; non-production, permit
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ted activities, non-use of chemical weapons, relevant monitoring 
measures; preamble and final provisions, etc.);

On questions of the destruction of stockpiles of chemical weapons 
and the destruction of production facilities (first declaration, interme
diate measures, destruction and monitoring);

On questions of compliance with the convention (international veri
fication on request, national implementation measures, activities of 
consultative and preparatory committees, consultations and co-oper
ation, consideration of complaints, etc.);

On questions of the structure of the convention (position of articles, 
their sequence, annexes, agreed interpretations, etc.).

7. The order in which separate provisions of the future convention 
are elaborated in the working group should take account of their 
importance and interrelationship and of the logical consistency and 
structure of the convention. It should be laid down at the very start of 
the Committee's work. In that connection, attention should be given, 
of course, to the practical possibilities of participation in that process 
by delegations of States members of the Conference on Disarmament.

8. Meetings of the Committee convened for the purpose of deter
mining the programme of work, discussing and deciding upon other 
organizational matters, considering and evaluating results achieved in 
working groups and preparing progress reports to the Conference 
could be held when required, but, as a rule, approximately once every 
two weeks. Meetings of working groups or of their subsidiary bodies 
should be held not less than two or three times a week.

All this work could be done in the most flexible form possible in 
accordance with requirements and on the basis of an advance schedule 
of meetings of the Committee and its working groups covering the 
period until the end of April 1984. The sequence of work on formula
tions of issues to be considered at the summer part of the session of 
the Conference should also be specified in a general form.

In submitting the above considerations for the Conference's consid
eration, the socialist countries are guided exclusively by the desire to 
make decisive progress in the preparation of a convention on the 
prohibition of chemical weapons. They believe that, given the political 
will for the prohibition of weapons of this type on the part of all 
countries parties to the negotiations, the problem before the Confer
ence can be resolved in the interests of limiting the arms race and 
strengthening international security.
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31. S ta tem ent by  the  ACDA A ssistan t Director for Nucle
a r  and  W eapons  Control (Dunn) Before a Subcommit
te e  of the  House Committee on Foreign Affairs: U.S. 
Arms Transfer Policy, February 21, 1984 ^

I am pleased to have this opportunity to appear before you to 
discuss the administration's arms transfer policy from the perspective 
of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.

ADMINISTRATION ARMS TRANSFER POLICY

In our judgment, this policy, which has been in effect since July 8, 
1981,2 has stood the test of time very well.

It has enabled us to use arms transfers in ways which effectively 
advance our national security and foreign policy interests.

At the same time, in pursuing the dictates of the policy to employ 
arms transfers prudently and in a balanced manner, we have been able 
to avoid transfers which would have had an adverse impact on region
al stability.

ROLE OF ARMS TRANSFERS

The administration's policy recognizes that arms transfers, judicious
ly used, have an important role to play in helping to deter aggression, 
in demonstrating our unflagging interest in the security of our friends 
and allies, and in strengthening regional stability.

By helping to enhance stability we can improve the prospects for 
the peaceful resolution of disputes in other areas of the world such as 
the Middle East or Central America.

CONVENTIONAL ARMS TRANSFERS

Conventional arms transfers can also play an important role in 
supporting our efforts to influence nations which may be considering 
the acquisition of nuclear weapons. By helping friends and allies meet 
their legitimate defense needs, conventional arms can contribute to the 
self-confidence of such countries in their own security, thus reducing 
possible pressures to acquire nuclear explosives.

As called for in the administration's policy, each request for arms is 
carefully reviewed within an interagency framework on a case-by-case 
basis, primarily in terms of its net contribution to erJianced deterrence 
and defense.

A wide range of factors, including arms control factors, are given 
due consideration. This evaluation is both careful and thorough, par
ticularly in the review of requests for systems that incorporate ad
vanced or sensitive technology or for coproduction arrangements.

 ̂Foreign Assistance Legislation for Fiscal Year 1985 (Part 2): Hearings Before the Subcommittee on 
International Security and Scientific Affairs of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, House of Representatives, 
Ninety-eighth Congress, Second Session: Overview of Supporting Assistance Programs, pp. 54-56. 

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1981, pp. 256-258.

Document 31



86 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1984

As a result, decisionmakers are aware of the benefits and the risks 
involved in particular arms transfers.

a c d a ' s role in  d ec isio n m a k in g  process

ACDA's participation in the arms transfer decisionmaking process is 
well established and designed to insure that arms control consider
ations are fully addressed in both the making of basic policy guidance 
and in the evaluation of particular transfers.

Pursuant to statute we advise the Secretary of State and, as appro
priate, the President, on the extent to which proposed transfers could 
contribute to an arms race, increase the possibility of outbreak or 
escalation of conflict, or prejudice the development of bilateral or 
multilateral arms control arrangements.

To meet this responsibility, we conduct our own independent analy
ses of important arms transfer issues. In our day-to-day participation 
with the Departments of State and Defense and other concerned 
agencies, we find that our views are given a full hearing.

In addition, when requested by the Congress, ACDA, in consulta
tion with the Departments of Defense and State, prepares on behalf of 
the administration arms control evaluations of major arms sales.

The agency is represented on the senior level interagency Arms 
Transfer Management Group, which advises Under Secretary Schnei
der on arms transfer and security assistance matters, as well as on the 
subordinate committees of the Arms Transfer Management Group.

Within this organizational framework we prepare statements on the 
arms control considerations involved in U.S. security assistance pro
grams for each recipient country, requested by the Congress in con
junction with annual program requests.

Most recently, we prepared such statements for fiscal year 1985 
programs as well as the supplemental fiscal year 1984 request for 
Central America.

INTERNATIONAL CONTROLS

Turning to the question of international controls, the United States 
has exercised restraint with respect to its own arms transfers and is 
prepared to consider specific proposals for serious multilateral efforts 
directed toward that end. However, effective limitations require the 
cooperation of other countries. So far, there has been little or no 
interest in concrete approaches to the achievement of arms transfer 
limitations shown by the Soviet Union or, for that matter, most other 
arms-producing countries.

Soviet behavior provides no indication of genuine interest in re
straint. The Soviet Union has continued to use arms transfers as a 
major instrument for advancing its expansionist ambitions, exploiting 
regional conflicts, and as a means for acquiring hard currencies.

In recent years the Soviet Union has exported a substantially greater 
amount of arms than the United States. Thus, there does not appear to 
be sufficient common interest at this time between the Soviet Union
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and the United States which might serve as the basis for mutual 
agreement on arms transfers.

Concerning our major Western allies, they tend to approach arms 
sales primarily as a commercial matter.

At the same time, we are fully supportive of multilateral controls 
where such controls appear to be feasible. For example. President 
Reagan has expressed his support for reciprocal, verifiable agreements 
among the Central American countries on withdrawal of all foreign 
military and security advisers and troops, nonimportation of offensive 
weapons, and renunciation of support for insurgencies in neighbors' 
territories.

I would like to conclude by reiterating our view, based on experi
ence over the last 2V2 years, that the administration's arms transfer 
policy has been successful in meeting U.S. interests. Under this policy 
we have exercised restraint in the transfer of arms, and we have used 
arms transfers prudently in ways which promote stability and reduce 
the vulnerability of our friends and allies to aggression.

32. U.S. Submission to  U.N. S ecretary-G eneral Perez de  
Cuellar: Use of Chemical an d  Toxin W eapons in Af
ghan istan  and  S ou theast Asia, February 21, 1984 ^

The United States of America has long been concerned about the 
use of chemical and toxin weapons in Afghanistan and Southeast Asia, 
in violation of the Geneva Protocol of 1925,^ related rules of custom
ary international law, and the 1972 Biological and Toxin Weapons 
Convention.^ The United States has thus carefully monitored the 
situation in these regions to obtain information about chemical and 
toxin weapon attacks and has shared the information and evidence 
with the United Nations and its Member States. The United States has 
also cooperated fully with the Secretary-General and his Group of 
Experts in the United Nations' investigation of this problem and in 
other international efforts to bring a halt to the use of these terrifying 
weapons.

The United States of America, over the past three years has submit
ted a series of reports presenting the evidence of toxic weapons use 
and relevant technical information in detail entitled ''Chemical War
fare in Southeast Asia and Afghanistan", dated 22 March 1982 (A/37/ 
157),^ and "Chemical Warfare in Southeast Asia and Afghanistan: An 
Update/' dated 29 November 1982 (A/C.1/37/10).^ Most recently, on

1 A/39/113, pp. 2-5.
2 Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
3 Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
 ̂For an extract, see ibid., 1982, pp. 151-157.

® For an extract, see ibid., pp. 776-786.
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4 August 1983, the United States submitted a report (A/38/326) on 
evidence obtained from victims of toxic warfare attacks which had 
occurred earlier in Laos and Kampuchea.

Since the submission of the last report, the United States has con
tinued to analyze and review the information and evidence available 
to it on the use of chemical and toxin weapons in Afghanistan and 
Southeast Asia. As with the previous submissions, the United States 
has considered reports of toxic attacks as valid only if they were 
confirmed from two or more types of sources. These kinds of sources 
include national technical means, intelligence means, medical and 
sample data, and direct evidence from a person, other than a victim or 
refugee, known to have access to a particular attack site. Therefore, 
while we never discount per se any report or second hand information, 
our evidence must satisfy those tests of consistency and multiple 
sources to be considered valid before it is included in our final body 
of data.

Toxic weapons attacks, deaths and incapacitation continue to be 
reported. At this point in our analysis, however, the 1983 information 
shows some differences from that of previous years. Specifically, there 
appears to have been a diminution of attacks in Afghanistan, and a 
decrease in the lethality of attacks in Laos and Kampuchea. At the 
same time, however, there is evidence of continuing use in Laos and 
Kampuchea of an as yet unidentified, non-lethal agent or agents.

Since December 1980, the international community, the United Na
tions and private individuals and organizations have been calling at
tention to chemical and toxin weapons use and bringing substantial 
international pressure to bear on the users to cease such activities. 
Although current evidence indicates a decrease in the use of toxic 
weapons, the international community must persevere in its efforts to 
bring about a full and permanent cessation. Permanently ending the 
use of these weapons in Afghanistan and Southeast Asia, however, is 
only one of our goals. In addition, the Government of the United 
States will continue to press for strengthening relevant international 
conventions and for achieving a complete and verifiable ban on all 
chemical weapons through the Conference on Disarmament in 
Geneva.

Secretary of State Shultz expressed the concerns of the United States 
in his letter of submission for our November 1982 report:

The use of chemical and toxin weapons must be stopped. Respect 
for existing agreements must be restored and the agreements 
themselves strengthened. Failure to achieve these goals can only 
have serious implications for the security of the world communi
ty, particularly for the security of smaller nations, like those 
whose people are being attacked.

Accordingly, the United States will continue to monitor the situa
tion and share with the United Nations what further relevant informa
tion it may acquire on prohibited use of toxic weapons. In this con
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nection, the United States will not neglect to monitor other areas in 
the world where prohibited use of chemical weapons has been alleged. 
The United States notes with deep concern reports that chemical 
weapons have been used in the unfortunate ongoing conflict between 
Iraq and Iian—both parties to the 1925 Geneva Protocol. Such use of 
chemical weapons would constitute yet another serious breach of the 
Protocol, and related rules of customary international law, requiring 
the urgent attention of the world community.

Afghanistan: The United States has received several reports of Soviet 
chemical attacks occurring in 1983 but, contrary to previous years, we 
have not yet been able to confirm these reports as valid, in accordance 
with our above mentioned standards. For 1982, on the other hand, the 
United States had strong evidence of several dozen chemical attacks in 
Afghanistan, resulting in over 300 agent-related deaths.

Laos: The number of reported toxic attacks in 1983 on which the 
United States has data is roughly the same as in previous years. While 
our analysis of these reports has not been completed, our preliminary 
judgment is that use of toxic agents has actually declined in 1983. 
Additionally, the number of agent-related deaths and cases of illness 
resulting from these 1983 attacks appears to be approximately one- 
third that for 1982. Some deaths associated with toxic attacks occur
ring in 1983 resulted from secondary effects, such as from eating 
contaminated animal products after an attack. In some cases, deaths 
occurred only among the infirm, perhaps caused by exposure to nor
mally non-lethal agents or lethal agents in low concentrations. Addi
tionally, descriptions of the 1983 incidents and medical effects, by 
victims, doctors and eyewitnesses differ from those of previous years. 
Fewer describe the rapid onset of nausea and vomiting, small blisters; 
severe irritation of the skin, severe bleeding syndromes, including 
protracted diarrhea; or vomiting of blood which were common in 
reports from earlier years. These symptoms, in the past, were associat
ed with exposure to trichothecene toxins, as confirmed by sample 
analysis and examination of victims by doctors. Methods of delivery 
of the agents, however, were as reported in previous submissions, with 
aerial spray occurring most often.

Kampuchea: The number of reports of toxic attacks in 1983 is close to 
fifty percent greater than the number in 1982. Based on analysis of 
these reports to date, however, it appears that the level of use of toxic 
weapons has not increased, but remained essentially the same as in 
1982. We believe that the increase in reports is due in part to better 
monitoring of the occurred [sic]. The number of agent-related deaths 
resulting from attacks in 1983 also appears to have decreased signifi
cantly from 1982 levels. On the other hand, victims did experience 
more short-term, incapacitating effects from which they recovered in 
hours or days. This may be indicative of the use of non-lethal inca
pacitating or riot control agents. As with Laos, 1983 reports for Kam
puchea contain far fewer descriptions of trichothecene toxin type
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effects than reports from 1982 and earlier years. Methods of delivery 
of the agents were as previously reported.

General Note: With regard to environmental and physical samples 
from Afghanistan, Laos and Kampuchea, the United States has re
ceived and analyzed in 1983 one biological sample which was con
firmed positive for trichothecene toxins. This was a sample from a 
March 1983 attack in Kampuchea, reported in the August 4, 1983 U.S. 
submission. Confirmatory analysis for trichothecene toxins is pending 
on several other biological samples from early 1983 reported toxic 
attacks. The United States also has a number of 1983 samples under 
analysis which contain man-made toxic chemicals and assorted sub
stances other than trichothecene toxins and known conventional 
chemical agents. The precise composition of these substances has not 
yet been fully characterized. In keeping with our past practice, the 
United States will report its results and conclusions when these analy
ses are completed. Similarly, the United States will report any changes 
in our overall judgments and findings for 1983 as analysis of the data 
further progresses.

33. S ta tem ent by  the  Soviet R ep resen ta tive  (Issrae lyan) 
to the  Conference on Disarmament: Chemical W ea p 
ons, February 21, 1984 ^

Comrade President, today the Soviet delegation would like to touch 
upon the question of the prohibition of chemical weapons. The reason 
for this is that the Conference on Disarmament, having agreed in 
principle on the revised mandate of the subsidiary body on this sub
ject, will, it is to be hoped, begin without delay a new important stage 
in the negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons. This is 
unquestionably one of the priority items in the work of the Confer
ence in 1984, and as before we intend to pay it our unabated atten
tion.

The Soviet Union has always resolutely and persistently advocated 
and continues to advocate the comprehensive prohibition of chemical 
weapons, for their withdrawal from the arsenals of States, and the 
physical elimination of this type of weapon of mass destruction. Our 
covmtry was among the first to ratify the 1925 Geneva Protocol for the 
Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other 
Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare.^ As far back as in 
1927, in the Preparatory Commission on Disarmament of the League 
of Nations, the Soviet Union raised the question of supplementing the 
prohibition of use of chemical weapons by the cessation of its produc-

1 CD/PV.243, pp. 23-29.
2 Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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tion.^ It also took an active part in the negotiations on the prohibition 
of chemical weapons at the Conference on Disarmament during the 
1930s .The initiatives made by the Soviet Union and other socialist 
countries during the post-war period with a view to banning chemical 
weapons as rapidly as possible are well known, particularly within the 
Committee on Disarmament: draft Convention of 1971 on the Prohibi
tion of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological 
(Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction ® and draft 
convention of 1972 on the prohibition of the development, production 
and stockpiling of chemical weapons and their destruction.® From 
1976 to 1980 the Soviet Union participated in bilateral Soviet-Ameri- 
can talks aimed at the preparation and submission to the Committee 
on Disarmament of a joint initiative on the question of the prohibition 
of chemical weapons.*  ̂ It is not our fault that the talks were suspend
ed.

In 1982 at the second special session of the United Nations General 
Assembly devoted to disarmament the USSR came forward with a 
new initiative: the ""Basic provisions of the convention on the prohibi
tion of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical 
weapons and on their destruction".® During the 18 months since that 
time the Soviet Union has repeatedly further developed that initiative 
and submitted numerous constructive proposals on the subject of a 
chemical-weapons ban taking into account the progress at the negotia
tions.® Among them there were the proposals to include in the con
vention a provision on the prohibition of use of chemical weapons; a 
number of proposals designed reliably to ensure non-production of 
chemical weapons in peaceful chemical industry enterprises and to 
facilitate verification in this field; a range of proposals on the prob
lems connected with the declaration and elimination of the stocks of 
chemical weapons and verification of their destruction; considerations 
on the elaboration of a special order of destruction of the stocks of 
chemical weapons assuring security and interests of all participating 
States; and other proposals.

The Soviet Union and other socialist coimtries deem it necessary to 
use all the possibilities in order reliably to save mankind from the 
danger of chemical war. This is the aim, in particular, of the recent 
proposal put by the States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty to the NATO 
member States on the question of saving Europe from chemical weap
ons, which its authors intend to distribute as a document of the 
Conference.^®

® See Documents of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference, series VIII, p. 64; 
also Robert W. Lambert, Soviet Disarmamerit Policy, 1922-1931 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, May 1964, Research Report 64-2), pp. 84-85. 

 ̂Usually referred to as the Disarmament Conference (1932-1937).
® Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 456-460.
6 Ibid., 1972, pp. 120-124.

Ibid., 1979, pp. 532-536; ibid., 1980, pp. 285-289.
8 Ibid, 1982, pp. 373-381.
9 E.g., ibid., 1983, pp. 225-227.

Dated January 10, Document 5.
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Let me dwell upon this important proposal in some detail. The 
States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty believe that in the conditions of 
the present aggravated international situation the danger of use of 
chemical weapons, particularly in Europe, increases. The radical elimi
nation of the chemical-weapon threat for the States and peoples of 
Europe, as well as for other regions of the world, may be assured by 
the world-wide prohibition of chemical weapons and elimination of 
their stockpiles. At the same time, before this global task is solved and 
in order to promote its implementation, certain parallel steps can and 
must be taken within the European continent. That would make it 
possible substantially to reduce the risk of chemical war in Europe, 
and consequently in the entire world, to start the reduction of the 
chemical-weapon arsenals. Of course, this initiative of the socialist 
States is not aiming in any way at undermining the negotiations 
conducted at the Conference on Disarmament. On the contrary! I 
would like to stress that the implementation of the partial measures of 
a regional nature on the limitation, reduction and elimination of chem
ical weapons would promote, in our view, the world-wide efforts and 
speed up the conclusion of the convention of the prohibition of 
chemical weapons, which is the ultimate goal of the States Parties to 
the Warsaw Treaty.

The Soviet delegation notes with satisfaction that many delegations 
of the States participating in the Conference on Disarmament recog
nize the importance of that initiative of the socialist States, justly 
regard it as a fresh confirmation of the sincere desire of the socialist 
countries to eliminate the chemical threat for the States and peoples of 
Europe and the whole world, and to speed up the conclusion of the 
convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons. We expect the 
NATO countries to consider this proposal seriously and with due 
attention and to give a positive reply to it.

The Soviet delegation and the delegations of other socialist coun
tries, of course, do not claim a monopoly on making proposals on the 
prohibition of chemical weapons. A large number of documents on 
various aspects of the prohibition of chemical weapons have been also 
submitted by other countries. As is known, the total number of docu
ments on this subject distributed within the Conference on Disarma
ment is already more than 300. What matters, of course, is not the 
quantity of the submitted proposals but their nature. We have in mind 
first of all the flexibility of the positions of States, their readiness to 
seek mutually acceptable solutions. If we regard from this point of 
view the proposals which are at the negotiating table now we cannot 
but recognize that the proposals of the Soviet Union and other social
ist countries are notable for precisely these features. There is no need 
to give the examples. The delegations know them very well.

To our regret, frequently we do not see the same desire to seek 
mutually acceptable solutions, to take into account the positions of 
other participants in negotiations, from the part of some of our part
ners at the negotiations. From year to year they repeat the same
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proposals which are unacceptable to us. Sometimes there is a move
ment in quite the opposite direction: toward greater differences, 
tougher, maximalist, unrealistic demands. In this connection I cannot 
but refer to the statement made a week ago by Mr. Luce, Minister of 
State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs, containing an appeal to 
display readiness to compromise. But allow me to ask whether the 
United Kingdom itself is ready to follow this path? What compromises 
on its part can we speak of, when, for example, in its working 
document on the procedures of on-site challenge inspection of the 
implementation of the future convention on the prohibition of chemi
cal weapons it repeated the whole number of hard-line demands 
which had been many times rejected by other participants in the 
negotiations. Frankly speaking, even with a microscope one would be 
unable to discover in that document the signs of any readiness to 
compromise.

Let us take another example—the demands of some delegations to 
conduct immediately after the convention enters into force the verifi
cations of the credibility of the declarations of the chemical-weapon 
stockpiles and to this end to submit information on the places of the 
storage of such stockpiles. The Soviet delegation has already repeated
ly explained why it considers such demands both unrealistic and 
unacceptable. I shall now repeat only the following—in certain cases 
they inherently threaten the national security interests of the States 
Parties to the future convention. Nevertheless this demand is being 
stubbornly repeated, even though, as we have already stated, it can 
lead to a stalemate in all the negotiations on the prohibition of chemi
cal weapons. At the same time there is a simple way out of the 
situation which was proposed by the Soviet delegation. We have in 
mind the international systematic [5/r] of verification, at the depots at 
special facilities, of the destruction of the stocks of chemical weapons, 
through which all such stocks would proceed during the destruction 
process and consequently the initial declarations would also be veri
fied.

Let us look at the situation with regard to the verification problem 
from the following angle. The delegations of the USSR and other 
socialist countries have very often repeated that the prohibition of 
chemical weapons may become a reality only in the case when the 
verification measures of the future convention correspond to the 
nature of the obligations and are determined in strict accordance with 
the requirements of such a convention i.e. on the prohibition of 
chemical weapons. To take extremes in this matter, regardless of how 
they are embellished, would torpedo the current negotiations. We pay 
no less attention than other States to the effective control of the 
implementation of the future convention on the prohibition of chemi
cal weapons. We do not have a slightest basis to trust our negotiating 
partners any more than they trust us. Our premise is that each type of

11 CD/PV.241, pp. 10-16.
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activity prohibited or limited by the convention should be effectively 
verified. To this end, during the negotiations we have proposed and 
continue to propose a very broad range of verification measures. They 
include national control, the use of national technical means, on-site 
inspection on a voluntary basis or, as it is also called, by challenge, 
and international systematic on-site inspections. Confidence in com
pliance with the convention is also promoted by various declarations 
by the States parties, many of which have been proposed by us.

One of the unresolved problems remain the methods of verification 
of the destruction of stocks at special facilities. This is a very impor
tant question and we pay great attention to it. The Soviet delegation 
has already had occasion to state its approach to this question. As is 
known, it stated that it was in favour, in this concrete case, of the use 
of systematic international verifications, the annual number of which 
(the quota) would be determined by the Consultative Committee indi
vidually for each facility on the basis of preliminary agreed criteria. 
That is to say, the nimiber of visits would depend upon such notions 
as the quantity of the stocks to be destroyed, their toxicity and danger 
characteristics, technological parameters of the destruction facilities, 
etc. We have described it in detail both within the Working Group 
and in the course of various consultations with other delegations.

Such a differentiated, one might say scientific, approach could, in 
our opinion give the States parties to the future convention complete 
confidence that the stocks of chemical weapons are being really de
stroyed and eliminated.

This proposal is countered by the idea of the permanent presence of 
international inspectors at the destruction facilities. The Soviet side 
has carefully listened to the arguments in favour of such approach and 
conducted a number of bilateral and multilateral consultations on this 
subject. In particular, last January there was useful exchange of opin
ions with the group of delegations of non-aligned States.

Further study of the question, and the consultations, have shown 
that systematic international on-site verifications of the destruction of 
stocks at a special facility on a quota basis represent a sufficiently 
effective verification instrument and that other delegations' under
standing of this fact is increasing. They have also led us to the 
conclusion that in respect to some chemicals the verifications could be 
more strict. In the final analysis, the Soviet delegation, displaying its 
desire to achieve progress as rapidly as possible in the negotiations on 
the prohibition of chemical weapons, and in an effort to unravel one 
of the most complicated and important moot issues at the negotia
tions, and once again demonstrating its real rather than feigned inter
est in progress at the negotiations, declares the following.

It would be prepared, during the elaboration of the procedures for 
verification of the destruction of chemical weapons at a special facili
ty, to agree to such a solution when the efficiency of the verification, 
from the beginning of the destruction process up to its completion, 
would be ensured by the permanent presence at the special facility of
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the representatives of international control, as well as by a combina
tion of systematic international verifications at the facility, including 
also the storage of the stocks of weapons at it, with the use of 
instruments (gas chromatographs, dynamometric counters, measuring 
thermoelements, etc.).

The verifications in the depots at special facilities of the next 
batches of chemical weapons to be destroyed could be conducted 
together with the inspections at the special facility. We shall state in 
detail our view on the subject in due time in the subsidiary body of 
the Conference.

In declaring today our readiness in principle to consider in a positive 
manner the proposal for the permanent presence of the representatives 
of international control at the special facilities for the destruction of 
stocks, we would like particularly to stress that our premise is that our 
partners at negotiations will also for their part prove their readiness, 
not in words but in deeds, to seek mutually acceptable solutions.

Recently, references have frequently been made here at the Confer- 
ence to a supposed presentation by the United States of a new docu
ment on the question of the prohibition of chemical weapons. We 
shall, of course, study it as carefully as we have studied all other 
documents of the States participating in the negotiations on a chemi- 
cal-weapons ban. What is important, of course, is not the fact itself of 
the future presentation of the document, but its content. As far as the 
Soviet Union is concerned, it will judge the seriousness of United 
States intentions as regards a chemical-weapons ban only by how it 
takes into account the position of other participants in the negotia
tions, in particular our position. We have heard more than enough of 
wishful thinking and generalities. We wait for reliable proof of good
will and the desire to achieve an agreement. The existence of such a 
desire will determine success in the negotiations.

Of great significance here will be correct organization of the work 
of the subsidiary body on the prohibition of chemical weapons. Let 
me dwell upon this question somewhat in detail.

The mandate agreed upon for that body is quite impressive and 
promising as regards its content and purposes. It envisages advancing 
to a new stage in solving the problem of the prohibition of chemical 
weapons—to a full and comprehensive process of negotiations and the 
formulation and elaboration of an appropriate convention.

These terms of reference correspond to the present advanced stage 
of the negotiations on the prohibitions of chemical weapons and 
reflect, as we hope, the readiness of all the States represented here to 
start real negotiations. It remains far from enough, however, to turn 
our attention to high, I would say, noble goals, to see as our task the 
preparation, for the thirty-ninth session of the United Nations General 
Assembly, either of a more or less complete text of the future conven
tion in full, or of its substantive part. We share the view expressed

Submitted April 18, Document 75.
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today by the Ambassador of Yugoslavia, Mr. Vidas, concerning the 
need to submit at least an incomplete text of the future convention to 
the United Nations General Assembly at its thirty-ninth session. In 
order to come really closer to the solution of such tasks we need good 
organization of the activity of the appropriate subsidiary body.

The socialist countries have elaborated their collective opinion on 
this subject and have already submitted an appropriate document to 
the secretariat of the Conference. ̂  Without going into the detail of 
the approach proposed by us, I would like to state only some general 
considerations.

In our view, it is very important to agree at once to cover in 1984, 
by the process of concrete work upon the text of the future conven
tion, all its chapters and provisions. Inter alia, this should eliminate any 
suspicions that the drafting work is designed to prevent delegations 
from considering the most vexed issues.

It would seem important to follow the principles of logical sequence 
in considering some or other parts of the future convention. Experi
ence has shown, for example, that the elaboration of a mutually 
acceptable definition of chemical weapons is the most important ques
tion, without which the work on other problems is constantly ham
pered. To speak in more general terms, taking into account the rela
tionship between different parts of the convention priority should be 
given to resolving in their entirety the questions of the elimination of 
stocks of chemical weapons.

The socialist countries consider it important to agree in advance 
upon an indicative time-table of work which, eliminating the danger 
of a deadlock on one concrete question or another, would prompt 
consideration of the next question even when final agreement had not 
been reached on the previous problems. Such pauses in the negotiating 
process are sometimes not only useful but also necessary for special 
consultations both between the most interested delegations and with 
their capitals.

The organization of our work should have as an important rule that 
due account be taken of the interests and possibilities of all delega
tions without exception. This means that within the subsidiary body 
we should set up a relatively small number of subordinate bodies, 
avoid overloading our work with a great number of official meetings, 
and conduct work in such a manner as not to discuss a large number 
of questions at the same time.

The title of the subsidiary body also plays an important role. We 
consider that it should be called the Special Committee on the Prohi
bition of Chemical Weapons. The working groups and other necessary 
subordinate bodies would be set up accordingly within its framework.

13 CD/PV.243, p. 22.
Dated February 20, Document 30.
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The Soviet delegation considers it advisable to set up four working 
groups within the Committee. At the same time, it is prepared to 
consider the observations of other delegations on this score.

In the opinion of our delegation, the setting up of the following 
working groups in particular might be envisaged:

On questions of the purposes and scope of the Convention (defini
tions and criteria; formula of basic undertakings; non-production; per
mitted activities; non-use of chemical weapons; monitoring measures 
for such weapons; preamble and concluding provisions; etc.);

On questions of the elimination of stockpiles of chemical weapons 
and the elimination of production facilities for them (initial declara
tions, interim measurec, elimination and monitoring);

On questions of compliance with the convention (international veri
fication on request, national implementation measures, activities of the 
consultative and preparatory committees, consultations and co-oper
ation, consideration of complaints, etc.);

On questions of the structure of the Convention (arrangement and 
order of articles, appendices, agreed understandings, etc.).

We believe that it may in turn be necessary to set up subsidiary 
bodies and other smaller organs within these working groups.

Naturally, the title of the organ itself must be fully in keeping with 
this complex structure of working bodies; as we stated earlier, we 
propose that it should be called a committee.

In conclusion the Soviet delegation would like to note your personal 
able leadership of our Conference which played an important role in 
assuring agreement on the mandate for the subsidiary body on the 
prohibition of chemical weapons. We are convinced that if all the 
delegations represented at the Conference display a responsible and 
honest approach to the negotiations, as well as a real readiness to seek 
mutually acceptable solutions, the Conference will be able to solve the 
important task facing it—the elaboration of the convention prohibiting 
chemical weapons.

34. Letter From President R eagan  to  the  S peaker of the  
House (O ’Neill) and  the  President of the  Senate  
(Bush): A greem ents  Regarding Nuclear C ooperation 
With the  European Atomic Energy Community, Febru
a ry  23, 1984 ^

The United States has been engaged in nuclear cooperation with the 
European 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)

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Feb. 27, 1984, pp. 260-261.
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which extend until December 31, 1995.  ̂ Since the inception of this 
cooperation, the Community has adhered to all its obligations under 
those agreements.

The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978  ̂ amended the Atomic 
Energy Act to establish new nuclear export criteria, including a re
quirement 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 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 determina
tion by the President that failure to cooperate would seriously preju
dice the achievement of United States nonproliferation objectives or 
otherwise jeopardize the common defense and security and after noti
fication to the Congress. President Carter made such a determination 
four years ago and signed Executive Order 12193, permitting contin
ued nuclear cooperation with EURATOM until March 10, 1981.^ I 
made such determinations in 1981, 1982 and 1983 and signed Execu
tive Orders 12295, 12351 and 12409 permitting continued nuclear 
cooperation through March 10, 1984.®

The United States has engaged in five rounds of talks with EURA
TOM regarding the renegotiation of the US-EURATOM agreements 
for cooperation. These were conducted in November 1978, September 
1979, April 1980, January 1982 and November 1983. The European 
Community is now considering U.S. proposals relating to our coopera
tion agreements, and progress in the talks appears to be possible.

1 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 prolifera
tion. A disruption of nuclear cooperation would not only eliminate 
any chance of progress in our talks with EURATOM related to our 
agreements, it would also cause serious problems in our overall rela
tionships. Accordingly, I have determined that failure to continue 
peaceful nuclear cooperation with EURATOM would be seriously 
prejudicial to the achievement of United States nonproliferation objec
tives 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 Nucle
ar Non-Proliferation Act for an additional twelve months from March 
10, 1984.

2 9 UST 1116, 10 UST 75, 11 UST 2589; TIAS 4091, 4173, 4650.
® Documents on Disarmament 1978, pp. 118-164.
 ̂Ibid., 1980, pp. 29-30, 31.

5 Ibid., 1981, pp. 69-70; ibid., 1982, pp. 105-107; ibid., 1983, pp. 159-160. 
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35. Letter From the  ACDA A ssistan t Director for Verifica
tion and  Intelligence (Eimer) to  the  N ew York Times: 
Use of Chemical W eapons, February 23, 1984 ^

In criticizing the U.S. Government's scientific methodology used in 
determining Soviet and surrogate use of toxin-based yellow rain in 
Southeast Asia and Afghanistan (Editorial Notebook article of Feb. 
14), Nicholas Wade violates the very scientific principles he espouses.

Seized with the hypothesis of Dr. Matthew Meselson that toxin- 
contaminated bee feces or food have caused the death and illness of 
thousands, Mr. Wade discounts the available evidence which does not 
fit his hypothesis.

Likewise, he apparently fails to recognize that the President's deci
sion regarding Soviet compliance was based in part on data not public
ly available. Furthermore, his technical statements regarding the Gov
ernment's analyses are simply not accurate, as the public record docu
ments.

Evidence of Soviet chemical and toxin warfare extends far beyond 
the isolation of trichothecene toxins from physical samples collected 
from victims at attack sites. Testimony by refugees, defectors, journal
ists, medical personnel and officials of international aid and relief 
organizations have documented military attacks with toxic agents re
sulting in illness and sometimes in death. Intelligence data have cor
roborated military activity in the areas at the times of alleged attacks.

Post-attack medical surveys have been conducted by aggressive 
forces to observe the effects of the toxic agents. Numerous esteemed 
American scientists—outside the Government and with access to the 
intelligence data— ĥave been consulted from the outset of the analyti
cal effort and concur in the Government's conclusions. Additionally, 
independent confirmation has come from foreign scientists, govern
ments and international organizations.

In contrast, swarms of bees in these combat zones have never been 
reported or associated with subsequent illness. In fact, the only evi
dence to relate the hypotheses to yellow rain is the pollen foimd in 
some physical samples. Alternative hypotheses are supported largely 
by bald speculation and analytical leaps of faith.

Because Dr. Meselson has spent his career arguing that these weap
ons should not be used because they are inhumane and not militarily 
useful, it is understandable that he finds it intellectually difficult to 
accept the evidence that they have actually been used. However, to 
ignore such evidence does grave injustice to the victims and to the 
truth.

 ̂The New York Times, March 10, 1984. Copyright ©  1984 by the New York Times 
Company. Reprinted by permission.
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36. Working P aper Submitted by the  Federal Republic of 
G erm any  to the  Conference on Disarmament: Prohibi
tion of Transfer in a Chemical W eapons  Convention, 
February  24, 1984 ^

A number of proposals have been submitted to the Working Group 
on Chemical Weapons regarding prohibition of the transfer of chemi
cal weapons and super-toxic lethal chemicals and their key precursors 
as well as on the related questions of ''permitted transfers". These 
proposals were reflected in the report on the 1983 session of the 
Working Group. ̂

The discussion of these elements of a convention should be intensi
fied. The following observations should serve to clarify and develop 
the proposals so far tabled.

I

1. In addition to the prohibition of the development, production and 
stockpiling of chemical weapons and the obligation to destroy such 
weapons and their production facilities, a future CW convention must 
contain a ban on the transfer of chemical weapons. It must provide for 
the direct or indirect prohibition of the transfer of any chemical 
weapon to contracting and non-contracting parties. That sort of prohi
bition is necessary for the period between the entry into force of a 
convention and the destruction of all chemical weapons.

2. The concluding report on the 1983 session of the Working Group 
on Chemical Weapons does not yet contain any formulation of such a 
provision which all Working Group members accept. Nevertheless, it 
has been agreed that the fundamental undertaking to ban the transfer 
of chemical weapons should be included in the scope of prohibition 
imposed by the future CW convention (CD/416 Annex I, I A, 2 a), 
supplemented by the corresponding ban on acquisition of chemical 
weapons from external sources.

It also stipulated that the initial declaration is to contain a certifica
tion that the transfer of chemical weapons has ceased (CD/416, Annex
I, II A, 1 a V).

3. The concluding report envisages an exception to the transfer ban 
permitting the transfer of chemical weapons between States parties by 
mutual agreement for purposes of elimination (CD/416, Annex I, III C,
1 a).

Such an exception is useful since it allows a State party to have its 
chemical weapons destroyed in the destruction facility of another 
party, thereby avoiding the costly construction if its own facility.

1 CD/439.
2 Extracts of the report, CD/416, are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 

689-730.
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II

1. The Working Group on Chemical Weapons has not yet been able 
to reach a final decision on how to approach the question of the 
transfer of super-toxic lethal chemicals and their key precursors.

The concluding report envisages the total prohibition of the transfer 
of such chemicals and their key precursors to non-parties (CD/416, 
Annex I, III C, 2 a) and a limitation of transfers between parties (CD/ 
416, Annex I, III C, 2 b). This element of a future convention is 
important and needs to be regulated.

Proposals have been submitted to the Working Group on the basis 
and scope of the limitations to be undertaken by States parties. These 
proposals differ both on the question of which chemicals are to be 
covered by a transfer ban and with regard to the assigned purpose and 
the quantitative limitation of transfers of such chemicals.

2. Any provision prohibiting the transfer of super-toxic lethal 
chemicals and their key precursors must take account of the following 
two principles:

—it must not circumvent the fundamental prohibition of the devel
opment, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons, and

—it must not impose undue restrictions on international trade in 
chemical products.

These principles have not been adequately respected in all of the 
proposals for transfer limitations submitted to the Working Group on 
Chemical Weapons.

3. In its concluding report, the Working Group assumed from the 
start that only super-toxic lethal chemicals and their key precursors 
can be subject to a transfer ban and may hence be the object of an 
exempting provision (CD/416, Annex I, III C, 2 a).

Proposals that prohibition of transfer be extended to other chemicals 
especially to those which are categorized under the headings ''other 
lethal chemicals" or ''other harmful chemicals", should not therefore 
be pursued. The extension of a transfer ban beyond super-toxic lethal 
chemicals and their key precursors would inevitably draw in chemical 
products which play an important role in the civilian sector, thereby 
leading to the imposition of an undue restriction on international trade 
in chemical products.

4. Fundamental to the formulation in a CW convention of a transfer 
ban and a provision on permitted transfers is the question which 
chemical products should be regarded as key precursors of super-toxic 
lethal chemicals.

In the view of the Federal Republic of Germany, chemicals should 
be defined as key precursors only if

—they have a particular significance to the relevant provisions in a 
CW convention,

—they constitute characteristic chemical compounds at the final 
technological reaction stage for the production of super-toxic lethal 
chemicals, and
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—they are not used, or are used in minimal quantities, for permitted 
purposes.

This definition strictly limits the range of chemicals which might be 
covered by a transfer ban and a provision on permitted transfers. The 
chemicals concerned, and those which do not entirely match the defi
nition but whose inclusion as key precursors is unanimously consid
ered to be absolutely essential, should be set forth in a list. To avoid 
inflexible specifications and to enable subsequent developments to be 
taken into account, the list would have to be revised periodically.

5. A transfer ban should cover only key precursors of super-toxic 
lethal chemicals which match the above definition. Permitted transfers 
between States parties should relate to the same key precursors. Inter
national trade in chemical products, though, would only remain unaf
fected if this definition were strictly applied.

So that the range of chemicals subject to the transfer ban can be 
more precisely defined and limited, it is advisable that a further 
differentiation be made between protective-purpose transfers of super
toxic lethal chemicals and their key precursors and permitted-purpose 
transfers, an option envisaged in the concluding report (CD/416, 
Annex I, III C, 2 b).

In this way super-toxic lethal chemicals and their key precursors 
which are transferred for protective purposes would be covered by the 
prohibition of transfers. Since they are not commercially available, 
such chemicals would in any case only be produced in the military 
sector and thus under goverrunent jurisdiction and on government 
responsibility. It was proposed in the Working Group that special 
small-scale facilities be built for the production of these chemicals 
(CD/416, Annex I, III A, 1 b).

6. Permitted transfers of super-toxic lethal chemicals and their key 
precursors for protective purposes will not be possible in unlimited 
quantities. A limit is constituted by the view of the Working Group 
that the production of such chemicals must not exceed one metric ton. 
It is therefore appropriate to limit transfers to the same quantity. A 
quantitative transfer limit should not be lower than the permitted 
production level, since this would be tantamount to discrimination 
against those States parties which do not themselves produce super
toxic lethal chemicals and their key precursors or which wish to 
renounce such production.

7. Control of permitted transfers of super-toxic lethal chemicals and 
their key precursors is necessary. Such a transfer to another State 
party should be communicated to the Consultative Committee or its 
executive organ, if appropriate in an annual summary report of all 
transfers, including chemical names, quantities and destinations of the 
transferred products (CD/416, Annex I, III C, 2 c).
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III

Proposal:

1. The CW convention should provide for the comprehensive prohi
bition of transfers of all chemical weapons as well as all super-toxic 
lethal chemicals and their key precursors. A list of these key precur
sors should be included in the convention as an annex. It should 
contain only chemicals which are not used or have only minimal 
application in the civilian sector.

2. For States parties permitted transfers of chemical weapons should 
be envisaged for the sole purpose of destroying such weapons.

With regard to the transfer of super-toxic lethal chemicals and their 
key precursors for protective purposes, permitted transfers between 
States parties should be limited to the allowed production level. 
Transfers must be notified to the Consultative Committee or its exec
utive organ.

3. The CW convention should therefore contain the following pro
visions:

—the transfer to anyone, directly or indirectly, of any chemical 
weapons shall be prohibited. By mutual agreement chemical weapons 
may be transferred between parties for the sole purpose of the de
struction of such weapons.

—The transfer to anyone, directly or indirectly, other than another 
party, of any super-toxic lethal chemical or its key precursor (listed in 
an annex) produced or otherwise acquired for permitted purposes shall 
be prohibited. Allowed transfer of substances for protective purposes 
between parties to the convention shall be limited to the aggregate 
quantity of one metric ton.

—Notification to the Consultative Committee of any transfer of 
such super-toxic lethal chemicals or their key precursors shall be re
quired.

37. S ta tem ent by  A rgentine  Foreign Minister Dante 
Caputo to  the  Conference on Disarmament: Nuclear 
M atters [Extract], February 28, 1984 ^

From the beginning, the agenda of this body has included the most 
important questions of our time, on which the least has been done: 
the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament and, as 
a first step to that end, a nuclear-weapon-test ban. All other ques
tions, however important in themselves, pale by comparison. They are 
mere palliatives, collateral measures or, in any event contributions of 
considerable value but, ultimately, not essential to an effort which, if

1 CD/PV.245, pp. 8-11.
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it fails in its main purposes, will be nothing more than a deceptive 
illusion that will not change the iron-clad dilemma confronting man
kind: to eliminate nuclear weapons or perish.

It is true that the nuclear issue is particularly intricate and difficult 
to tackle and, naturally, to solve. Furthermore, we have been told this 
over and over again. What we cannot accept is that those consider
ations should justify inaction and negative positions. The peoples of 
the world clamour for—more than clamour, they demand—the com
plete removal of the threat of annihilation from their horizon and 
from their future. No demand is more just or more legitimate than 
that. Is it, perhaps, necessary to remember the truism that having lived 
through Auschwitz and having been in Hiroshima, enable one to 
know that what is unimaginable is possible?

Never in all the history of mankind, has there been a time when the 
obliteration of all life on this planet, the disappearance of every form 
of civilization, the very extinction of the human race, loomed as a real 
and tangible possibility, as is the case today.

From this it follows that there is no political issue that could justify 
the use of nuclear weapons. The nuclear weapon is qualitatively dif
ferent from other weapons. The prevention of nuclear war is, there
fore, a question requiring urgent treatment. Notwithstanding these 
indisputable facts, our Conference witnesses the failure of efforts to 
elicit from the Powers possessing nuclear weapons guarantees that 
they will not use them or threaten to use them against those not 
possessing such weapons. With one exception, the so-called ''assur
ances" that have been unilaterally proclaimed up to now rather seem 
to be permissible scenarios for the use or threat of use of weapons 
that may end civilization as we know it.

This grave situation concerns us all. The nuclear arms race has 
entered a stage in which the risk of war has reached unacceptable 
levels and world public opinion is justifiably alarmed. The two Super
powers bear the principal responsibility for avoiding a nuclear war. 
Both should initiate consultations, with the assistance of other States, 
in order to increase confidence, avoid conflicts and tensions and devel
op an acceptable modus vivendi. It is, therefore, incumbent on the two 
Superpowers to establish the political bases for a climate of respect 
and understanding in which it will be possible to negotiate measures 
of genuine disarmament. This Conference is an ideal forum for such 
consultations. Its structure and procedures offer the appropriate frame
work for efforts, preferably of an informal nature, that can generate 
the political impetus needed to arrive at compromises and agreements 
in the negotiations, compromises and agreements that today are, more 
than necessary, vital.

Besides making this request which, if we rely on the public state
ments of both Superpowers, should be accepted without difficulty, the 
Argentine Government considers that in the matter of preventing 
nuclear war and related matters it is not enough to proclaim that this 
is a common concern of the entire international community.
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Let me recall that in the Peace Memorial Park of Hiroshima the 
monument bears the inscription: ''Rest in peace, the error will not be 
repeated". But today, who guarantees this promise? Unfortunately, 
men seem to have two types of logic: that of peace, sensitive to 
humanistic arguments, and that of armaments, solely sensitive to the 
arguments of power politics, conceived as a threat. These two types of 
logic, however, never meet. Those that act according to one or the 
other do not listen to each other, do not even hear each other, and 
probably despise each other. What is the use, then, of our arguments 
if they cannot penetrate the logic of the other, precisely of those that 
have the real capability to halt the arms race? What capability have 
we, what means are at our disposal, to penetrate with our humanistic 
reasoning the reasoning of power and threat? Is there anything in our 
power that we can do, beyond lamenting, condemning and foretelling 
a nuclear apocalypse.

It is, therefore, inescapable that those that stand defenceless before 
the huge nuclear arsenals in existence should make the weight of their 
opinions and aspirations felt. In this regard, I wish to inform the 
Conference that the President of the Argentine nation, Raul Alfonsm, 
has addressed himself to the Chairman of the Movement of the Non- 
Aligned Countries, the Prime Minister of India, Mrs. Indira Gandhi, in 
order to propose consultations within the Movement on these sub
jects. The purpose of such consultations will be to prepare for concert
ed international action at the highest possible political level, so that 
the nonaligned positions may receive the attention they undoubtedly 
deserve.

I have already stated that one principle of our policy is the use of 
nuclear energy exclusively for peaceful purposes. As you know, the 
development of a new method of uranium enrichment was recently 
announced in Buenos Aires. This advance, achieved through the abili
ty and effort of Argentine technicians, will have undoubted beneficial 
effects which will transcend our frontiers through co-operation with 
other countries.

The constitutional and democratic Argentine Government has guar
anteed the peaceful uses of this advanced technology to which only a 
small number of industrialized countries had up to now gained access. 
In order to give this guarantee all the credibility it deserves, consider
ation is now being given to the enactment of legislation that will 
shortly ensure the exclusively peaceful use of nuclear energy in our 
country. This guarantee will adequately answer the unjustified expres
sions of alarm at a scientific achievement that has nothing to do with 
the military use of nuclear energy. It needs to be recalled that a 
uranium enrichment plant has many civilian applications. The as
sumption that it may be used for other purposes should be emphati
cally rejected, especially since the purpose of the Argentine pro
gramme is to assist in the economic development of a country which, 
like ours, has been making extensive use of nuclear energy for peace
ful purposes.
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In this respect, as in others, the Argentine Government is open to 
the broadest international co-operation. But this is a two-way street. 
And international co-operation seems to work in otie way only. I 
wish, therefore, to make it clear that we shall not accept any discrimi
nation whatsoever with regard to our nuclear programmes, whose 
peaceful content cannot be questioned. Nor shall we countenance 
monopolies or undue restrictions, which were already categorically 
rejected in 1966 by my predecessor in President Illia's Government, 
Dr. Miguel Angel Zavala Ortiz, who was responsible for setting the 
guidelines of an Argentine nuclear policy that has remained un
changed to the present day.

Unfortunately, the international situation in this field also leaves 
much to be desired. The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons  ̂ was designed to establish an acceptable balance of respon
sibilities and obligations between nuclear weapon States and non- 
nuclear-weapon States. Such a balance presupposed, on the one hand, 
the renunciation of nuclear weapons and greater co-operation in the 
field of peaceful uses, and, on the other, specific steps towards disar
mament and, in particular, nuclear disarmament. But, what has been 
the result since the Treaty was opened for signature in 1968? The 
renunciation of nuclear weapons was extended by that instrument to 
explosions for peaceful purposes. To allay the preoccupations and 
concerns of the developing countries with respect to this prohibition, 
the Treaty provided for an international service for the conduct of 
such explosions which to date has not been established, so that the 
prohibition is at present absolute. Neither is the international control 
system equal for all. While a great majority of countries are subject to 
the IAEA safeguards,  ̂ a number of industrialized countries enjoy the 
benefits of a special system designed to protect their industrial secrets. 
The obligations to promote international co-operation in the field of 
peaceful uses have been countered by even greater restrictions than 
those provided for in the Treaty. In Article VI of that instrument, the 
Parties undertook "̂ to pursue negotiations in good faith on effective 
measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date 
and to nuclear disarmament and on a Treaty on general and complete 
disarmament under strict and effective international control."

There is no need to specify to whom this provision was mainly 
addressed. What have been the results achieved? While, fortunately, 
the club of nuclear-weapon Powers has not been enlarged, the military 
expenditures of both alliances grew from $US 236 billion in 1968 to 
approximately $US 435 billion in 1982. In 1968 the strategic nuclear 
forces of both Superpowers Parties to the Treaty had approximately 
5,400 nuclear warheads at their disposal. In 1982 that figure exceeded 
18,000 nuclear warheads. In the face of this regrettable reality, any

2 Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
3 Ibid., 1971, pp. 218-244.
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speculation aroused by the mere commissioning of an uranium enrich
ment plant becomes discredited.

I should not like to conclude without stating that the Argentine 
delegation will co-operate closely in the negotiations that are under
taken in this Conference, in accordance with the presidential guide
lines on which I have just commented. Without prejudice to the 
protection of our national interests with all the zeal that they deserve, 
we shall show all the flexibility needed to arrive at the indispensable 
agreements. At the same time, we hope that those that can and should 
set in motion a global process of disarmament will do so without 
further delay.

My Government pledges its firmest support for the work of this 
Conference, in the certainty that it will thus contribute to a vigorous 
and sustained action that will ultimately bear fruits despite the draw
backs and difficulties it is encoimtering in this truly inauspicious 
period.

Pope John Paul II launched an appeal to mankind, urging all nations 
to work for peace in order to eliminate hunger and the threat of 
nuclear annihilation. Preaching in favour of an easing of widespread 
tension, on the observance of Peace Day, he said that, as a result of 
the interruption of the talks on the reduction of armaments, the world 
had reached a radical confrontation of positions. He added that mutual 
mistrust multiplies the harmful effects of ideological struggles and 
exacerbates the already serious local conflicts in which various coim- 
tries, some of them very small, are steeped in bloodshed every day.

He then referred to the pathetic situation of the poor countries, with 
their catastrophic debt burden, lack of food and increased mortality, 
especially among children, and said that it was due to mankind's lack 
of awareness of ''the fundamental brotherhood of peoples and per
sons."

I beg you in the name of reason and civilization, let us realize that 
the nuclear-arms race will ultimately turn our earth into a planetary 
gas chamber.

We must not forget that the time at our disposal is short. The 
minutes that separate us from a nuclear holocaust are steadily growing 
fewer. We must therefore intensify our efforts to the maximum before 
it is too late.

It is very hard for us to imagine the state of mind of those who 
irresponsibly play the game of nuclear holocaust. And to those delud
ed souls who believe in the possibility that a nuclear war can be won, 
I would point out that the survivors of such a war will not even have 
time to envy the dead.
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38. Congressional Budget Office Study of the  A dm inistra
tion’s S trategic Arms Reduction and  M odernization 
Proposals: Summary, March 1984 ^

The United States is expanding and modernizing its strategic nuclear 
forces. At the same time, it is proposing to the Soviet Union measures 
to reduce the nuclear arsenals of the two powers. This study addresses 
several key questions raised by these policies. How would the mod
ernization plans be affected by arms reductions? What effect would 
modernization along with arms reductions have on the U.S.-Soviet 
strategic balance? Are there U.S. cost savings associated with arms 
reductions?
. While vitally interested in arms control, the Congress as a body has 

little to do with the negotiating process except to pass upon treaties in 
the course of ratification. Its primary influence over nuclear weapons 
programs and policies is in deciding what weapons will be added to 
the arsenal and at what rates. At the same time, the modernization 
plan remains a focus for continued Congressional efforts to hold down 
defense spending to help reduce federal deficits. For these reasons, this 
study also considers alternatives to the modernization program that 
could substantially reduce costs as well as reflect Congressional intent 
on arms control.

Perhaps foremost among the more recent U.S. arms proposals is the 
"'build-down" concept of arms reductions, which requires that, when 
new warheads are added to the inventory of nuclear weapons, an 
equal or larger number of existing warheads be retired. In advancing 
this new proposal, the United States retained its earlier call for major, 
mutual reductions in ballistic missile warheads to 5,000 and offered 
further trades of U.S. strategic bombers for Soviet ballistic missiles. In 
this study the revised negotiating posture is called ''START/Build- 
down."

K ey F in d in g s

This analysis leads to the following conclusions:

• START/Build-down would allow the modernization of U.S. and 
Soviet forces according to current plans, but owing to the size of 
the reductions would require earlier retirement of many existing 
forces;

• These early retirements would save the United States a total of 
about $28.8 billion in operating and support costs through the end 
of the century;

• U.S. and Soviet forces would experience a decrease in the measure 
of strategic capability in which each currently holds an advan
tage—the United States in total strategic warheads and the Soviet

 ̂ The Congress of the United States, Congressional Budget Office, An Analysis of 
Administration Strategic Arms Reduction and Modernization Proposals, March 1984, pp. xi-xx.
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Union in ballistic missile ''throwweight" or payload—thus lessen
ing the current disparity between the two forces;

• By many indicators the stability of the forces of both sides in a 
crisis would improve—that is, there would be a reduction in the 
incentive to launch capable but vulnerable land-based missiles 
before they could be destroyed;

• If the START/Build-down proposals were modified in the course 
of negotiations to permit a higher warhead limit than the United 
States now proposes, many more of the current force imbalances 
would remain. On the other hand, if the two powers agreed to a 
stricter build-down with respect to planned modernization, both 
sides might need to delay or alter their modernization plans.

The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) has also estimated the 
effects on costs if the Congress decided to reduce spending on certain 
strategic programs. Cancelling further production of the MX, for ex
ample, could save about $14 billion over the next five years. Alterna
tively, the Congress could hold MX procurement to 21 missiles per 
year—the amount it approved for 1984—while negotiating an arms 
agreement. This would save $4.4 billion over the next five years; 
greater savings could occur if an agreement subsequently prompted 
cancellation of the MX. Savings might also be generated by altering 
the course of strategic bomber force modernization. The study assesses 
the effects of these changes on strategic capabilities as well as their 
compatibility with arms control.

A ssu m ptio n s  A bo ut  S T A R T / B u il d - d o w n

The current U.S. negotiating position in START is a modification of 
its previous position in order to include the concept of build-down put 
forward by several members of Congress. The proposal is not always 
specific and is, of course, subject to negotiation. For analytical pur
poses, CBO assumed the following provisions would be part of a U.S.- 
Soviet agreement; most of these are included in the U.S. negotiating 
position:

• Acceptance of the U.S. proposal to reduce the arsenals of both 
sides to 5,000 ballistic missile warheads, with cuts of about 5 per
cent a year assumed over a ten-year period beginning in 1985;

• A concurrent build-down mechanism requiring retirement of two 
existing missile warheads for each new Multiple Independently- 
Targetable Reentry Vehicle (MIRV) warhead on a land-based 
Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM); three warhead retire
ments for each two new warheads on a multiple-warhead subma
rine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM); and one warhead for each 
new warhead deployed on a single-warhead missile;

• The amount of the annual missile warhead reduction to be deter
mined by the larger of either the guaranteed annual reduction of 
about 5 percent per year or the reduction called for by the build- 
down mechanism;
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• A reduction in strategic bombers to an assumed level of no more 
than 300, and a ceiling on air-launched cruise missiles of no more 
than 3,500;

• Use of the weapons-counting procedures of the SALT II agree
ment.^

U.S. A n d  S o v ie t  M o d e r n i z a t io n  P l a n s

Both the United States and the Soviet Union are engaged in mod
ernizing their strategic forces. U.S. plans call for deployment before 
the year 2000 of:

• Two new ICBMs (the MX and a new, single-warhead small 
ICBM);

• Two new strategic bombers (the B-lB and the ''Stealth" bomber);
• A new, accurate SLBM (the Trident II);
• More new Trident submarines; and
• Thousands of cruise missiles of various types.

The Soviet Union has already undertaken a substantial quantitative 
and qualitative buildup in the last decade and, although considerable 
uncertainty exists about future plans, appears to be continuing its 
efforts. Except where noted, CBO assumes that the Soviets would 
maintain the recent pace of their modernization plans and so would 
deploy the following systems, mostly by the mid-to-late 1980s:

• An MX-equivalent ICBM—the SS-X-24—probably based in fixed 
silos but possibly in a "mobile" basing mode that would allow it 
to be shuttled about so as to minimize its chance of destruction 
during a nuclear attack;

• A small ICBM—the SS-X-25—probably deployed as a mobile 
missile;

• Continued deployment of Typhoon ballistic missile submarines 
armed with MIRVed SS-N-20 SLBMs;

• A new, large strategic bomber—the Blackjack—armed with a new 
air-launched cruise missile; and

• Modernized versions of the currently deployed SS-18, SS-19, and 
SS-N-18 ballistic missiles.

E f f e c ts  o f  S T A R T /B uild- dow n

Assuming that the START negotiations led to an agreement con
taining the provisions outlined above, what would be the effects on 
the nuclear balance?

Modernization Plans Could Continue

Because it would generally not prohibit or impose numerical limita
tions on specific systems, START/Build-down would allow both the 
U.S. and Soviet modernization efforts to continue. But it would re
quire many existing systems to be retired earlier than currently

2 The agreement is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff. 
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planned. All 1,000 U.S. Minuteman ICBMs, for example, might have 
to be decommissioned by the mid-1990s, well in advance of their 
anticipated retirements.

Except where noted, CBO's analysis assumes that the planned U.S. 
and assumed Soviet modernization plans would be carried out. This 
seems consistent with the high priority assigned to strategic modern
ization by the Administration and, apparently, by the Soviets.

Some Cost Savings Likely

Early retirements resulting from modernization under START/ 
Build-down would reduce costs. Strategic program costs would be 
lower by a total of about $28.8 billion through the end of the century, 
primarily because of reduced operating and support costs. But annual 
savings over the five-year period 1985-1989 would average roughly 
$0.9 billion, about 1.6 percent of total estimated U.S. strategic costs. 
(Estimated strategic costs include investment and operating costs di
rectly identified with strategic forces as well as an allocation of indi
rect costs such as intelligence and communications, logistics, base 
operating support, and personnel support. The estimates are based on 
approximations made last year, since details of direct and indirect 
costs beyond 1984 are not yet available for the Administration's latest 
five-year defense plan. The costs should, however, provide a rough 
guide to likely totals under the latest program.)

Force Imbalances Likely to Decrease

Assuming continued modernization, START/Build-down would 
cause the United States and the Soviet Union to experience reductions 
in those strategic capability measures where each currently holds an 
advantage: the United States in total strategic warheads and the Soviet 
Union in ballistic missile throwweight (a measure of missile payload 
that indicates the potential for adding more or more powerful war
heads). The Summary Figure shows that by the mid-1990s total U.S. 
strategic warheads—including weapons on bombers—would decrease 
by around 30 percent relative to 1984 levels, with only a small de
crease in U.S. ballistic missile throwweight. The U.S. advantage in 
total warheads would shrink from 42 percent today to about 16 per
cent. Soviet throwweight, on the other hand, would be expected to 
decrease by over 55 percent from present levels, reducing its current 
advantage in this measure from 3 -to -l to 1.5-to-l. Numerically, then, 
the forces would become more similar over time, which some analysts 
believe would do much to improve the balance between them, and so 
to improve deterrence.

Reductions in warheads and throwweight would be even more sub
stantial when measured against planned levels in the 1990s, rather 
than against today's levels as above.
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Crisis Stabilih/ Should Improve

Despite some trends to the contrary, START/Build-down should 
also improve crisis stability—that is, there should be a reduction on 
both sides in the pressure to launch first in a crisis in order to avoid 
the destruction of vulnerable, highly valued land-based missiles. Both 
sides have come to place increasing value on weapons that can destroy 
targets hardened against nuclear blasts—so-called hard-target war
heads. Both sides—especially the Soviets—currently deploy much of 
this hard-target capability in fixed ICBMs, which are increasingly 
vulnerable to attack. The vulnerability of fixed ICBMs might actually 
increase under START/Build-down as they became fewer in number 
and therefore potential targets of more modern weapons; this would 
appear at first sight to decrease crisis stability. But a smaller propor
tion of either side's hard-target warheads would consist of fixed 
ICBMs by the mid-1990s: for the Soviets, 34 percent as against 84 
percent today; and for the United States, 4 percent as against 19 
percent today (see the Summary Figure). There would be a similar 
though smaller reduction in the contribution of fixed ICBMs to the 
subset of missile warheads that could be delivered quickly in a nuclear 
attack and that pose the greatest threat of a first strike. Given these 
trends, crisis stability should improve.

Changes Caused by Guaranteed Annual Reductions

Of the two formulas calling for reductions in warhead inventories, 
the guaranteed annual reduction of about 5 percent to the 5,000 
ballistic missile warhead limit would be the driving force in achieving 
these changes. This is because the percentage formula would result 
annually in a larger required reduction than would the build-down 
formula.

Other Soviet Modernization Strategies Would Yield Similar Results

These results would not be substantially altered even if, under 
START/Build-down, the Soviets changed the modernization plan as
sumed here to attain an advantage in terms of their force structure 
goals. Thus if they delayed the introduction of newer, lighter missiles 
in order to retain existing, heavier ICBMs, they would have a tempo
rary advantage in throwweight; but the difference would disappear as 
they eventually deployed newer missiles and had to retire the older 
ones. If they tried to maintain the predominance of this ICBM force— 
which imder START/Build-down would require them to accept much 
smaller submarine-based forces—this would provide them with more 
throwweight but an increasingly older force, one based to a much 
larger extent in fixed, increasingly vulnerable silos. Even so, continued 
U.S. modernization would improve the balance over what it is today.

How Changes in START/Build-down Would Alter Results

Since changes might be made in the terms of START/Build-down 
before an agreement was reached, it is important to estimate the
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Summary Figure

Effect of START/Build-down on 
U.S. and Soviet Strategic Forces
Warheads
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NOTE: Warhead totals are In terms of the entitlements Implied by arms control counting procedures.
These inflate the ballistic missile warhead totals of both sides tyy about 10 percent In 1984. CBO 
also Imputes approximately 1,000 weapons to Inactivated U.S. bomt>ers. CBO assumes that the 
modernization plans of both sides will gradually eliminate this Inflation tyy the mid-1990s.
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effects of such changes. If the parties agreed on higher warhead 
plateau levels than the 5,000 of the current proposal, this would allow 
many more of the current force imbalances to remain. At 7,000 war
heads, for example, the Soviets could retain about 54 percent more 
throwweight—which might leave them better able to attack small, 
mobile U.S. ICBMs—and many more fixed and vulnerable ICBMs, 
which would minimize improvements in crisis stability.

On the other hand, a stricter set of build-down ratios that required 
higher reductions in warheads for the deployment of multiple-war- 
head missiles, and directly included bomber weapons in the build- 
down process—thus allowing the parties to trade missiles for bomb
ers—could cut into the near-term modernization programs of both 
sides. Such cuts might lead either side to delay or alter the scope of its 
modernization effort. For that reason, build-down requirements like 
these might be more difficult to negotiate. Some analysts have sug
gested adding a separate build-down mechanism, incorporating both 
bomber and missile capabilities, in the hope of reaching equality in the 
destructive capacity of both forces. This could involve more difficult 
force structure decisions than those called for under START/Build- 
down.

A ltern atives  t o  th e  A d m in is t r a t io n ' s M o d e r n iz a t io n  P lan

The broad scope and high costs of the Administration's strategic 
force modernization plan, especially in light of its ambitious arms 
control goals, might lead the Congress to consider alternatives to that 
plan. CBO estimates that over the next five years about $290 billion 
will be spent to modernize, operate, and support U.S. strategic forces. 
Viewed in light of the START/Build-down concept and other consid
erations, three alternatives suggest themselves: terminating procure
ment of the MX missile; slowing MX procurement; and adjusting 
strategic bomber modernization plans.

Alternative One: Cancel the MX Missile

This alternative would terminate the MX missile program starting in 
1985, leaving only the funds for 21 missiles appropriated last year. All 
other parts of the Administration plan would remain in effect.

Arguments for Continuing the MX. Supporters of the MX believe that 
deploying 100 MX missiles in former Minuteman silos would at least 
partially redress the Soviet superiority in highly capable ICBMs, and 
would demonstrate U.S. resolve to move forward with an important 
modernization effort. Such resolve is vital, they say, to maintaining 
Soviet interest in the arms reductions process. The Administration also 
points to the unique military utility of a new ICBM, with its superior 
command and control, high readiness for attack even during peace
time, and great accuracy. The Scowcroft Commission—an independent 
group appointed to review the U.S. strategic program—supported these 
reasons for the MX, but added the caveat that its deployment should 
be viewed as an immediate measure to facilitate the deployment of
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less vulnerable, more stabilizing systems under an appropriate arms 
control agreement.

Arguments Against Continuing the M X. Critics of the MX argue that 
Soviet willingness to conclude an arms reductions agreement depends 
little on whether or not the MX is deployed, but rather on the broad 
scope of U.S. modernization efforts and the overall relative strength of 
the United States versus the Soviet Union. They point out that basing 
the MX missiles in vulnerable Minuteman silos would make them an 
inviting target for a Soviet preemptive strike. Unless launched on 
warning of a Soviet attack—a practice that current U.S. policy neither 
assumes nor precludes—the MX could be counted on to contribute 
only marginally to U.S. retaliatory capabilities. A small, mobile ICBM, 
on the other hand, would offer a better chance for a survivable 
deterrent and would therefore increase the stability of the force in 
time of crisis.

Arms Control Considerations. Because START/Build-down attempts to 
discourage deployment of multiple-warhead ICBMs, cancellation of 
the MX would seem consistent with the philosophy of the proposal. 
Moreover, under START/Build-down, most of the MX missiles de
ployed in the late 1980s would have to be retired in the late 1990s if 
the United States wanted to develop its least vulnerable assets— 
submarines—by expanding them to a force of 20 Trident submarines 
armed with the planned Trident II missile, and at the same time to 
field a considerable number of mobile ICBMs. Forgoing the MX would 
mean that 1,000 existing warheads could be retained in the near term, 
or that additional missiles of another kind—small ICBMs in a less 
vulnerable mobile basing mode, or Trident IIs—could be deployed 
later on.

Cost Savings. Over the next five years cancelling the MX would save 
$14 billion in budget authority—about 5 percent of total spending on 
strategic forces during this period. There would be no significant 
change in operating expenses, since the present Minuteman missiles 
would be retained in their silos.

Alternative Two: Slow the Procurement of the M X  Missile

If the recent Congressional decision to begin MX procurement pre
cludes cancellation, the Congress could hold procurement to the 1984 
rate of 21 per year pending conclusion of an arms control agreement. 
If no agreement was reached, the program could be completed or even 
expanded.

Arguments for the Current Program. The arguments for not slowing pro
curement of the MX are mainly the same as those against" cancelling it. 
A slowdown, it is argued, would signal a wavering of U.S. resolve. In 
addition, opponents of a slowdown note that program costs would 
probably grow if procurement was continued at less efficient rates.

Arguments for Slowing Procurement. The major attraction of this alterna
tive is that the Congress could attain most of the benefits of the MX 
program noted by the Administration—adding new hard-target capa
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bility, providing bargaining incentives for the Soviets, and moderniz
ing a vital force component—without fully committing the United 
States to a large number of missiles. This slower rate would also hedge 
against the conclusion of a START/Build-down agreement that could 
diminish the need for many MX missiles.

Cost Savings. MX program costs would be delayed under this ap
proach. Compared to the Administration program, savings would be 
$4.4 billion over the next five years. Over the long run, however, 
savings would occur only if the Congress terminated the program 
before buying sufficient MX to deploy 100 missiles, perhaps in the 
event of an arms control agreement. Otherwise total costs would 
ultimately be greater.

Alternative Three: Alter Strategic Bomber Modernization Plans

The Congress may also wish to consider changing the Administra
tion's plans for strategic bomber force modernization. For example, 
although U.S. modernization plans would probably be in consonance 
with all but the most stringent bomber reductions envisioned under 
START/Build-down, these plans might run afoul of additional limits 
on bombers capable of firing cruise missiles or of limits on the missiles 
themselves. Slowing procurement of the B-lB and/or changing the 
program to convert older B-52s to carry cruise missiles might be of 
interest if such limitations were put in place. But neither would be 
likely to save much money, and both might increase costs in the long 
run. Cancellation of the Advanced Technology or ''Stealth" Bomber, 
which may offer the best chance for a bomber that could evade Soviet 
air defenses into the next century, would be unattractive unless it 
could be traded for more lucrative offsets—missiles or bombers—in 
the arms reductions process. But it would probably offer substantial 
cost savings well into the 1990s.

39. C ongressional Research Service Digest of Fiscal Year 
1985 Arms Control Impact S tatem ents , March 1984 ^

The arms control impact statements (ACIS) for fiscal year 1985 
consist of ten in-depth documents and a compilation of abbreviated 
ACIS. Each in-depth ACIS is organized into six sections: (1) introduc
tion; (2) program description; (3) stated military requirements; (4) 
funding; (5) analysis; and (6) summary and overall arms control as
sessment. The digests that follow were prepared from the unclassified 
versions provided to the Congress by the administration on January 
31, 1984. These digests represent restatements of the language of each 
ACIS and do not reflect the views of the Congressional Research

 ̂Fiscal Year 1985 Arms Control Impact Statements , pp. VII-XXIL The Digest was 
compiled by Dagnija A. Sterate-Perkins, Analyst in International Relations, Foreign 
Affairs and National Defense Division, Congressional Research Service.
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Service or the Congress. Information beyond the scope of these digests 
is available in the unclassified ACIS published in this volume. The 
most complete information, of course, is available in the classified 
ACIS.

SSBN/SLBM P r o g r a m s

The Trident submarine, missile, and warhead programs provide a 
new class of fleet ballistic missile submarines and associated SLBMs to 
augment and eventually replace the present Poseidon submarines (all
10 Polaris submarines have been withdrawn from the strategic force, 
and five have been dismantled). They have the peacetime mission of 
deterrence of nuclear war, and the wartime missions of strategic and 
theater nuclear responses, as well as deterrence of further escalation. 
The ultimate size of the Trident submarine force has not been deter
mined and will depend on many factors, including (a) assessments of 
the size and capability of Soviet strategic and antisubmarine warfare 
(ASW) forces; and (b) possible ceilings on strategic forces negotiated 
in strategic arms reductions negotiations. The fiscal year 1985 request 
would fund the twelfth Trident submarine, with advance procurement 
for the thirteenth and fourteenth.

—SSBN/SLBM systems, while at sea, are highly survivable ele
ments of U.S. strategic forces and thus provide an important 
and credible element to our nuclear deterrent. Modernization of 
the U.S. sea-based strategic forces is consistent with the U.S. 
policy of restoring the strategic balance, enhancing stability 
through survivability, and creating incentives for the Soviets to 
enter into meaningful negotiations for arms limitation treaties.

—Under the terms of the expired SALT I agreement,^ the United 
States has dismantled five older Polaris submarines to compen
sate for launchers on Trident SSBNs. (The Soviet Union has 
dismantled launchers on older ballistic missile submarines to 
compensate for launchers on new Delta and Typhoon SSBNs in 
order to meet these restrictions.)

—Unlike the SALT I Interim Agreement, there were no separate 
limits on numbers of ballistic missile submarines under SALT 
11.̂  The United States is below the 2,400 aggregate ceiling on 
launchers and the other subceilings. The transfer of weapons 
systems numerically limited by SALT II was not precluded by 
the Agreement; the United States plans to sell to the United 
Kingdom sufficient MIRVed Trident missiles to maintain a 
force of four new British-built submarines that would replace 
existing Polaris boats in the mid-1990's.

—With respect to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT),^ 
unilateral U.S. nuclear modernization restraint would not elimi
nate criticism from non-nuclear-weapon states for lack of arms 
control progress, especially as some of this criticism is a product

2 Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 202-204.
3 Ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
 ̂Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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of extraneous political factors. Such unilateral restraint would 
weaken the credibility of the U.S. deterrent for those countries 
that rely on the U.S. nuclear umbrella.

—The Trident SSBN/SLBM programs could be constrained by the 
unratified Threshold Test Ban Treaty (TTBT),® in that nuclear 
tests of warheads for the programs would be limited to 150 KT. 
Both the United States and the Soviet Union have stated that 
they would abide by the terms of the TTBT pending its entry 
into force.

—The Trident programs will assure that the United States contin
ues to maintain a credible, survivable sea-based strategic retalia
tory force, even taking into account foreseeable developments 
in Soviet ASW capabilities. The more capable Trident II missiles 
will help, in the 1990's, to compensate for the declining number 
of submarines as older Poseidon submarines are retired. The 
greater range of Trident II missiles produces a far greater ocean 
operating area for U.S. strategic submarines. This, combined 
with greater speed and quietness, will make Trident even more 
survivable against Soviet ASW forces.

—Increased confidence of U.S. allies in the readiness and ability 
of the United States to react to the modernization of Soviet 
strategic systems will prevent the U.S.S.R. from obtaining a 
perceived or real strategic advantage.

—In the future, U.S. SSBNs could come to assume increasing im
portance in guaranteeing the secure U.S. retaliatory capability 
necessary to deter nuclear attack on the United States or its 
allies; hence, these programs are essential to U.S. security and to 
strategic stability.

—Deployment of Trident II and other systems with hard-target 
destruction capabilities could add incentives for the Soviets to 
reduce their ICBM vulnerability, e.g., by deploying more of 
their capability at sea, or on mobile ICBMs, thereby enhancing 
strategic and crisis stability. Soviet reaction would depend on 
factors such as the speed of the U.S. deployment, the cost of 
such changes to them, and the degree to which they perceived 
their silo-based ICBMs to be threatened.

—^These programs should cause no verification problems. Al
though SSBNs and SLBM launchers are concealed for a part of 
their life, they periodically emerge and provide opportunities to 
confirm existing operating numbers. This can be accomplished 
by Soviet national technical means (NTM).

A irbo rn e  S tra teg ic  O ffensive S ystem s

Modernization of the airborne component of U.S. strategic forces 
will maintain the effectiveness and credibility of the U.S. strategic 
nuclear deterrent. Transforming the B-52 force from a pure penetra
tion to a cruise missile launch mission will maintain its combat effec
tiveness against projected enemy threats of the 1980's. The air 
launched cruise missile (ALCM), when employed in conjunction with

5 Ibid., 1974, pp. 225-229. 
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manned penetrating bombers, presents Soviet air defenses with a more 
diversified threat, thereby preventing the Soviets from concentrating 
their resources on any one system. The B-lB bomber, with its high 
penetration speed, low-altitude terrain clearing flight, reduced radar 
cross-section, and advanced electronic countermeasures will provide a 
flexible, large-payload delivery aircraft capable of penetrating Soviet 
defenses well into the 1990's. An advanced technology bomber, 
planned for deployment in the early 1990's, will be capable of pene
trating all existing and projected Soviet air defenses until well past the 
turn of the century.

—The United States intends to rely on a mixed force of penetrat
ing bombers and stand-off bombers with cruise missiles to 
maintain the effectiveness of the air-breathing forces against 
future Soviet air defenses, which are not limited by current 
arms control agreements. Modernization of the bomber element 
of the strategic Triad will establish a deterrent that is more 
secure and stable than exists today and could provide the in
centives necessary for the Soviets to respond seriously to pro
posals for equitable and verifiable reductions in arms.

—According to the Second Agreed Statement to Article IV. 14 of 
SALT II, no bomber of the B-52 or B-1 types and no bomber of 
the TU-95 or Myasischev types would be equipped for more 
than 20 cruise missiles capable of a range in excess of 600 km.

—The May 9, 1982 U.S. START proposal ® did not include specif
ic limits on bombers and cruise missiles but the United States 
indicated that such limits could be included in the second 
phase.

—In October 1983, the administration introduced initiatives in
cluding a build-down provision based upon the number of 
heavy bombers as a mechanism for reducing that number from 
existing agreed levels down to the limits on bomber numbers 
proposed by the United States in START. The President stated 
that the United States would be willing to explore ways to limit 
further the size and capability of ALCM forces in exchange for 
reciprocal Soviet flexibility on items of concern to the United 
States.'^

—Since bombers and ALCMs take at least several hours after 
takeoff to deliver their weapons on target, such forces clearly 
are not a first-strike threat against the Soviet Union. Their con
siderable retaliatory capability enhances deterrence, while their 
slowness of delivery makes them inappropriate for use in any 
attack against time-urgent targets in the Soviet Union. There
fore, they contribute to crisis stability.

—If they believed it necessary, the Soviets could respond to U.S. 
ALCM deployment by (1) increasing efforts to deploy a defense 
against ALCMs and their associated launch platforms; (2) accel
erating their own ALCM program; (3) upgrading their overall 
existing strategic offensive systems.

»»Ibid., 1982, pp. 286-289. 
Ibid., 1983, pp. 849-853.
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—The Soviets have continued their modernization of low altitude 
air defenses. The SA-10 surface-to-air missile and interceptors 
with a look-down/shoot-down capability have been deployed; 
the Soviet AW ACS is expected to reach initial operating capa
bility (IOC) in 1983-84.

—Cruise missiles raise difficult verification problems, especially 
over the longer term. Each side would have to overcome diffi
cult problems in order to be able to determine the particular 
fuel exhaustion range, payload, and launch platform of a given 
cruise missile. To the degree that such elements are or become 
the subject of constraints under arms control agreements, verifi
cation would become more complicated and more detailed and 
stringent cooperative measures will be required in order to 
assure adequate verification. The open U.S. society, in contrast 
to that of the Soviet Union, affords the Soviets considerable ad
vantages in monitoring ALCM development, production, and 
deployment.

ICBM P r o g r a m s

Maintaining and improving the capabilities of the U.S. land-based 
ICBM force includes, for the Minuteman squadrons, replacing the 
current reentry vehicle for greater yield and accuracy, improving the 
command, control and communication systems, and completing pro
duction of the W78 warhead. For the MX (Peacekeeper) program, full- 
scale development and testing will lead to production of a new, more 
capable ICBM with an improved guidance system, post-boost vehicle, 
and Advanced Ballistic Re-entry Vehicle which was developed as part 
of the Advanced Strategic Missile Systems program. Initial operational 
capability of the MX is to be in December 1986. The Scowcroft 
Commission on Strategic Forces, which reported to the President in 
April 1983,® concluded that the United States approach to ICBM 
modernization should have three integrally related components: Initi
ating engineering design of a single-warhead small ICBM, to reduce 
target value and permit flexibility in basing for better long-term sur
vivability; seeking arms control agreements to enhance strategic stabil
ity; and deploying MX missiles in existing silos now to satisfy the 
immediate needs of the ICBM force. The Administration endorsed the 
Commission's recommendations. MX missiles will be deployed in 
Minuteman silos beginning in 1986; for the Small ICBM, a technical 
validation program of 3 years will lead to selection of a basing concept 
and full-scale engineering development starting in 1987. All of these 
improvements contribute to the extreme flexibility of the U.S. land- 
based missile force which will enable it to continue to make a major 
contribution to the deterrent posture of the United States.

—Development of MX and the Small ICBM and Minuteman im
provements are consistent with the provisions of SALT I, which 
permitted modernization and replacement of strategic ballistic

® The commission's report is ibid., pp. 273-300.
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missile systems, precluded construction of new fixed land-based 
ICBM launchers, and limited to 10-15 percent any increase in 
silo dimensions, but did not limit development of new missiles 
for fixed or mobile launchers.

—The provisions of SALT II are not violated by U.S. programs. 
Deployment of MX will not prevent us from meeting the 
launcher limits since less capable Minuteman systems will be 
replaced. SALT II limited strategic nuclear delivery vehicles to 
2,400 initially and 2,250 after the end of 1981. Deployment of 
the Small ICBM with a single RV could be achieved within 
these limits.

—SALT II limits each side to flight-testing and deployment of 
only one new type of ICBM for the duration of the treaty. The 
treaty was to have expired in 1985, and MX will be the only 
new ICBM type flight-tested by the United States before that 
time. Flight-testing of the Small ICBM is not planned before 
1985.

—Placement of MX in Minuteman silos will not violate the provi
sion of SALT II that prohibits increasing by more than 32 per
cent the original internal volume of an ICBM silo launcher in 
the process of modernization and replacement.

—A viable anti-ballistic missile (ABM) defense, if deployed, could 
improve ICBM survivability and is under study. Both the 
Soviet Union and the United States have R&D efforts in ballis
tic missile defense.

—On June 8, 1983, President Reagan directed that new steps 
toward progress be taken in the START negotiations to bring 
the U.S. START position into line with the Scowcroft Commis
sion's recommendations and provide additional flexibility to ne
gotiators.^ In October 1983, the President directed that several 
new initiatives be proposed, including a mutual guaranteed 
build-down of nuclear ballistic missile warheads.^® The MX 
and the Small ICBM are both fully compatible with the U.S. 
START proposal, and lend themselves to flexible force sizing. 
The number of missiles eventually deployed could be adjusted 
depending on the size and character of projected threats, strate
gic force targeting requirements, and progress in arms control.

—With regard to global and regional stability, the rationales for 
deploying MX and the Small ICBM are different. The Small 
ICBM will directly address the goal of reducing incentives for a 
preemptive attack, by denying an attacker the ability to destroy 
more than one U.S. warhead with each of its warheads, and by 
increasing the survivability of U.S. ICBM forces. The MX, de
ployed in Minuteman silos, is a counter to Soviet deployment 
of large silo-based, MIRVed ICBMs, and will help induce the 
Soviets to change from their increasingly destabilizing strategic 
force structure and to take seriously the opportunities offered 
by strategic arms control.

® Ibid., pp. 451-454. 
Ibid., pp. 849-852.
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—Failure to modernize the ICBM force would have political re
percussions, and could lead to perceptions of Soviet advantage 
with the following implications: greater Soviet freedom of 
action in the employment of conventional forces; greater Soviet 
latitude in using nuclear strength for political coercion; develop
ment of new perceptions of relative United States and Soviet 
strength among third countries; and an adverse effect on Allied 
willingness to deploy ground-launched cruise missiles (GLCM) 
and Pershing II in Europe.

—ICBM force modernization programs could affirm, in Western 
Europe and elsewhere, that the United States is committed to 
pursuing strategic equivalency with the Soviet Union; the 
Allies' perceptions of U.S. determination to prevent strategic 
force asymmetries from providing advantage to the U.S.S.R. 
would be strengthened.

—U.S. deployment of systems significantly improving missile ac
curacy or pursuit of technology programs providing even great
er accuracies could stimulate continued competition with the 
Soviet Union. Nonetheless, Soviet ICBM accuracy has signifi
cantly progressed recently and the Soviets have tended to stress 
development in areas driven by their military requirements 
rather than in reaction to U.S. program developments.

—Deployment of a mobile ICBM, particularly a Soviet mobile 
ICBM, could raise verification problems, since the different in
telligence-gathering environments in the two countries would 
make it more difficult for the United States to monitor compli
ance. Increased capabilities of each side's strategic forces place 
increased burdens on monitoring capabilities, although such ob
stacles can be reduced by negotiated agreement and cooperative 
measures if both sides desire to do so.

—If the Small ICBM is deployed in a mobile mode, Soviet verifi
cation requirements will depend upon the types of constraints 
established in an arms control agreement and the type of trans
porter. There are likely to be significant differences in the abili
ty of NTM to monitor hardened transporters of unique design 
and unhardened transporters resembling other vehicles. Because 
the Small ICBM's size would preclude or severely limit MIRV- 
ing potential and augmentation of throw-weight, Soviet confi
dence in U.S. compliance with constraints on warheads or 
throw-weight would probably be higher than for larger ICBMs.

In ter m ed ia te- R ange  N uclear  F orces

There have been no significant programmatic changes in either the 
Pershing II (PII) or groimd-launched cruise missile (GLCM) programs 
since the submission of the fiscal year 1984 ACIS. Discussion of these 
programs is included because of the high degree of interest in ''longer- 
range Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces'' (LRINF) here and in 
Europe, and the implications of LRINF modernization for U.S. negoti
ating policy. The contribution of PII and GLCM to NATO deterrence 
and defense are emphasized.
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—LRINF are important to deterrence because they constitute a 
link between conventional capabilities and U.S. strategic forces. 
These two systems complement short-range nuclear systems. 
The range of options resulting from conventional, non-strategic 
nuclear, and strategic nuclear forces provides a means to control 
escalation and stop conflict at the lowest level possible should 
deterrence fail. Additionally, the flexibility of these nuclear 
forces strengthens stability.

—PH's greater range, compared to its predecessor, coupled with 
deployment in the FRG, will permit PII to cover targets in the 
European U.S.S.R. but not the Moscow region. Its improved 
range and accuracy should help maintain current damage expec
tancies in the face of ongoing Warsaw Pact/Soviet Union ef
forts to harden critical fixed theater targets. The PII program is 
in full-scale production; the IOC for the first PII battery in 
Europe was December 1983. Existing U.S. Pershing la  missiles 
and warheads will be retired as PIIs are deployed.

—The GLCM, a variant of the Tomahawk cruise missile, began to 
be delivered to the European theater in November 1983. Its ex
pected accuracy, ability to penetrate air defenses, and prelaunch 
survivability will permit it to destroy hard targets as well as 
soft targets with relatively limited collateral damage. GLCM's 
relatively long time-of-flight, however, would reduce its utility 
against long-range time-urgent targets.

—NATO LRINF improvements enhance deterrence by providing 
more survivable, credible, and effective military options cou
pling U.S. strategic nuclear forces to the defense of Europe. 
They do not need to match Warsaw Pact deployments on a 
one-for-one basis to serve as an effective deterrent. PII and 
GLCM deployments enhance current capabilities five ways: (1) 
by providing capability to strike targets in some areas of west
ern Soviet territory from Western Europe, they strengthen de
terrence against attack from the Soviet Union; (2) each system 
offers increased accuracy and allows better coverage of some 
hard targets; (3) both permit the use of lower yield nuclear 
weapons to attain the desired military effects; (4) augmenting 
dual-capable aircraft with PII and GLCM offers greater pre
launch INF system survivability under conventional or nuclear 
attack; (5) quick reaction alert aircraft could be freed for other 
nuclear or conventional tasks.

—Since it is United States and NATO policy that modernization 
of NATO's nuclear systems should not take precedence over 
modernization of conventional forces, there will be no increased 
dependence over nuclear weapons resulting from such deploy
ments—as explicitly recognized in the December 1979 modern
ization decision. ̂  ^

—The NATO LRINF modernization program does not attempt to 
match the Soviets one-for-one. As an integral part of the 1979 
decision, the withdrawal of 1,000 U.S. nuclear warheads from 
Europe was completed in 1980. In 1983 NATO Ministers agreed

1 Ih il, 1979, pp. 814-816.
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that an additional 1,400 warheads would be withdrawn over the 
next several years independent of any arms control results.

—The United States and its allies remain committed to both 
tracks of the 1979 decision on force modernization and negotia
tion. Thus, while PII and GLCM programs continue apace, in 
order to provide the Soviets the incentive to negotiate seriously 
the President has proposed an agreement that would trade the 
elimination of Soviet SS-20, SS-4, and SS-5 systems in return 
for cancellation of PII and GLCM deployments.^^ The United 
States also proposed an interim measure calling for equal global 
levels of United States and Soviet land-based LRINF missile 
warheads as a step toward the goal of zero missiles in this cate
gory. The Soviets have repeatedly rejected both U.S. propos
es.

—LRINF modernization is not constrained by the NPT, SALT II, 
the Limited Test Ban Treaty or the unratified Threshold Test 
Ban Treaty.

—The 1979 ''dual-track'' decision, calling for deployment and ne
gotiations, has been consistently reaffirmed by the Alliance, 
most recently in December 1983.^® On February 2, 1982, during 
the first round of LRINF negotiations, the United States tabled 
a draft treaty embodying the zero-zero option. The Soviet 
treaty proposal, tabled May 25, 1982, would allow the Soviets 
to maintain a large SS-20 force but would require cancellation 
of NATO's modernization program and a large reduction of 
U.S. dual-capable aircraft in Europe. Brezhnev's nuclear morato
rium proposal of March 16, 1982, attempted to codify Soviet 
INF superiority and divide the United States from its allies.^® 
Despite the moratorium, the Soviet SS-20 force increased from 
fewer than 300 to 378 launchers by December 1983 and is con
tinuing to grow. In an effort to break the stalemate, the Presi
dent, on March 30, 1983, proposed an interim agreement 
toward eventual elimination of LRINF systems, calling for equal 
limits on warheads on LRINF missiles for both sides on a global 
basis. In September 1983, the United States undertook a further 
initiative elaborating on the March proposal. In November 
1983, we suggested a global limit of 420 LRINF warheads on 
each side. While the sides remained divided on important 
issues, by November it was possible to see some convergence of 
positions on several questions. But on November 23, the Soviet 
side, citing the initial deployment of U.S. missiles to Europe, 
discontinued the negotiations without setting a date for their 
resumption.

—Warsaw Pact forces have over the years developed massive nu
clear and conventional systems, far more than the level and ca
pability required for defense. Deployment of the SS-20 is par
ticularly unsettling. Failure to counter this threat, either by PII

Ibid., J981, pp. 573-574.
1983, pp. 223-225. 

Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293. 
^^Ibid, 1983, pp. 1030-1031, 

Ibid., 1982, pp. 118-121.
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and GLCM deployment or the achievement of an acceptable 
arms control agreement, would be highly destabilizing.

—The Soviets are worried about P II  and GLCM deployment, but 
they are unwilling to sacrifice their LRINF monopoly to prevent 
that deployment. The Soviet Union has threatened ''counter- 
measures'' which could include additional weapon programs 
and further diplomatic activity directed at turning Allied gov
ernments against modernization. The Soviets, however, only 
became willing to engage in substantive negotiations when the 
prospect of deployments became real, and showed flexibility 
only as deployment approached. Moreover, potential Soviet 
"countermeasures" involve programs they already have under
way and most probably would have implemented in any case.

A n tisu b m a r in e  W arfa re  D ev elo pm en t  P ro g ra m s

The fiscal year 1985 antisubmarine warfare (ASW) development 
programs will result in two types of missiles, one torpedo, and two 
new nuclear depth bombs. Current range capabilities of U.S. ASW 
weapons are falling behind improvements in U.S. ability to locate and 
target most classes of Soviet nuclear-powered submarines. Improved 
Soviet attack submarines armed with antiship cruise missiles and tor
pedoes are challenging current U.S. ASW weapons systems. The ASW 
development programs for both submarines and surface ships are de
signed to correct these deficiencies. Target submarine speed and deep 
diving ability determine the effectiveness of a given ASW weapon. 
Furthermore, long-range ASW weapon design faces the paradox of a 
large standoff attack distance giving safety to the attacker and yet 
adding to the escape time of the alerted target submarine. Soviet 
designers have worked hard to improve their ASW countermeasures, 
thus necessitating ASW warheads with a larger kill range.

—Development and procurement of conventionally armed ASW 
systems is consistent with U.S. arms control policy. Nonnuclear 
weapons system improvements enhance conventional capability 
and contribute to the raising of the nuclear threshold. Also, by 
improving U.S. naval capabilities, new conventional weapons 
will help discourage Soviet overseas adventurism.

—Modernization of submarine and surface ship nuclear capability 
will only replace aging nuclear systems now in the inventory, 
thus representing only evolutionary changes to current systems, 
which is unlikely to affect adversely existing perceptions of 
these weapons or their consequences for U.S. arms control poli
cies.

—ASW forces and weapon systems historically have not been the 
subject of arms control negotiations. ASW weapons are not ex
clusively nuclear nor specifically strategic in application; rather 
they support the objectives of general purpose naval forces. 
ASW technological advances could affect relative assessments 
of United States and Soviet SSBN vulnerabilities and, therefore, 
could have an impact on the strategic balance.
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—Global and regional stability should be enhanced by ASW 
weapons, due to their fundamental effectiveness against subma
rine attack. U.S. ability to reinforce its forces, resupply allies, 
and fight a prolonged conflict abroad would be made more 
credible. Allied confidence in U.S. commitments, as well as any 
potential adversary's assessment of U.S. resolve, would be 
strengthened. The absence of ASW programs could lead to in
stabilities by weakening the confidence of our allies in the abil
ity of the United States to meet its commitments.

—It can be argued that any ASW modernization could have a 
negative effect on stability. An effective threat to SSBN surviv
ability eventually could result in changes to strategic programs 
or operations and could lead to the undertaking of corrective 
actions. However, an important consideration in assessing the 
Soviets' confidence in their SSBN survivability is the extreme 
difficulty inherent in real-world ASW problems. The extreme 
complexity of the physical laws governing ASW operations is 
the most significant factor limiting ASW. The improvement in 
submarine kill capability resulting from the new ASW weapons 
would still not provide an absolutely certain capacity to destroy 
Soviet submarines. Overall, the prospects for global and region
al stability will be enhanced by U.S. efforts to ensure that the 
ASW balance does not slip to the Soviets.

—The Soviet Union has continuously shown interest in improving 
submarine and ASW technology; thus, it is unlikely the U.S. 
ASW programs will affect these developments.

C h em ic a l  W arfare

Proposed fiscal year 1985 chemical warfare (CW) programs will 
continue earlier initiatives for defensive CW needs—procurement of 
an improved protective CW capability; development of capabilities to 
dispose of the deteriorating chemical agent stockpile; and maintenance 
of stockpiled chemical weapons—but the ACIS addresses the elements 
pertinent to the modernization of U.S. deterrent retaliatory capabili
ties, e.g., the development and procurement of binary chemical muni
tions. Two munitions are available for production: the 155mm howit
zer binary chemical projectile, designed to provide a close-in, nonper- 
sistent agent capability; and the Bigeye bomb, representing a long- 
range persistent agent capability.

—U.S. ratification of the Geneva Protocol and the Biological 
Weapons Convention (BWC) underscores the U.S. commit
ment to the objective of a complete, effective, and verifiable 
prohibition of all chemical weapons. The administration has 
confirmed continued U.S. support for such prohibition of CW 
production, development, and stockpiling, recognizing that for 
the foreseeable future such a prohibition would be unverifiable 
by NTM alone and that other measures, including on-site in
spections, would be required.

Ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765. 
1972, pp. 133-138.
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—In NATO Europe, the threat of chemical retaliation is consistent 
with the direct defense option of the strategy of flexible re
sponse. A threatened retaliatory use of chemical weapons is 
more credible and less escalatory than a threat to use nuclear 
weapons, and would provide additional time for political and 
diplomatic efforts to end a conflict prior to crossing the nuclear 
threshold.

— T̂he United States is not constrained by international law and is 
not party to any treaty or other legal obligation that restricts 
the development, production, stockpiling, or transfer of chemi
cal weapons.

—Bilateral United States-U.S.S.R. negotiations on a comprehen
sive CW prohibition began in 1977 after a year of technical 
consultations. The negotiations stalled in 1978 due to disagree
ments on verification of a CW ban. No bilateral negotiations 
have been held since 1980. In January 1982, U.S. efforts in CW 
arms control shifted to the multilateral Committee on Disarma
ment (CD). In July 1983, a major U.S. initiative on verification 
was presented to the CD.^® In November 1983, a U.S.-hosted 
international verification workshop was held at Tooele Army 
Depot, Utah. Although invited, the Soviet Union declined to 
participate.

—Soviet military doctrine provides for the use of CW; Soviet 
forces are the best prepared and equipped in the world to oper
ate in a CW environment. The Soviets have devoted more re
sources than the United States to Nuclear/Biological/Chemical 
(NBC) defense and protection. It is expected that the Soviets 
will continue to improve their NBC capabilities for the foresee
able future.

—Since 1976, the Soviets have used or provided for use toxin and 
other CW agents in Southeast Asia and in Afghanistan. Al
though these conflicts present situations different from what 
could be expected in a war in Europe, available evidence shows 
that CW remains an intrinsic part of Soviet military strategy.

—The effect of Soviet CW use in Europe would be doubly severe 
if NATO forces alone were subject to such attack without the 
enemy being equally impeded by chemical attack. The need to 
deter the use of CW in any conflict is critical.

—The administration views a chemical retaliation capability as the 
most credible and effective specific deterrent presently obtain
able against Soviet CW use. Defense/protective measures alone 
cannot constitute a credible deterrent. The threat of CW retalia
tion would be more credible and less escalatory than a threat to 
use nuclear weapons.

—The objective for the retaliatory element of the U.S. CW pro
gram is to maintain the safest, smallest chemical munitions 
stockpile that provides the ability to deny a significant military 
advantage to any initiator of CW. The United States does not 
plan to match the Soviets in agent/munition quantities of any 
type, and will continue to exercise restraint. It will make only

9 Ibid., 1983, pp. 524-537.
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those improvements necessary to ensure that the United States 
has a credible and effective deterrent retaliatory capability.

—CW modernization actions do not represent a decision to place 
greater reliance upon CW, but reflect overall U.S. national secu
rity policy to deter war. They enable the United States to gain 
crucial negotiating leverage in the area of CW arms control.

—The importance of achieving effective verification measures in 
any CW agreement is underscored by Soviet use of toxins and 
other agents in Southeast Asia and Afghanistan, and the Soviet 
unwillingness to discuss U.S. concerns about Soviet compliance 
with the Biological Weapons Convention and the Geneva Pro
tocol.

—A U.S. decision to initiate production of binary weapons will 
likely be recognized internationally as a step to counter the al
ready large Soviet/Warsaw Pact programs. It is unlikely that 
modernization would result in further proliferation of chemical 
weapons, since U.S. CW policy and military doctrine is and has 
consistently been clearly defensive. Continued U.S. unilateral 
restraint will probably not eliminate criticism from nonchemi
cal-weapon states for lack of arms control progress.

—Forward deployment and storage of chemical munitions are 
very sensitive issues for many Europeans. A decision to produce 
binary munitions would raise the deployment question in some 
measure.

—The Soviet Union can verify easily that the United States is ac
tually conducting the CW program which we openly claim.

B allistic  M issile D efense

The fiscal year 1985 ballistic missile defense (BMD) research and 
development program, conducted within the constraints of the Anti- 
Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty,^® emphasizes broadly based R&D in 
such areas as advanced endoatmospheric and exoatmospheric defense, 
nonnuclear kill, and long-wavelength infrared optics. The program 
allows the United States to continue to advance BMD technology 
while providing a hedge to counter the possibility of a Soviet ABM 
breakout. The current U.S. effort in this area is largely motivated by 
the threat posed by growing Soviet ICBM counter-silo capabilities and 
the U.S.S.R.'s own continuing BMD development activities.

On March 23, 1983, President Reagan called for exploration of new 
technologies aimed at substantially reducing our dependence on the 
threat of nuclear retaliation as the major deterrent to nuclear war.^  ̂
With the institution of the President's Strategic Defense Initiative 
(SDl), a new program structure for BMD was established, consolidat
ing all defensive technology-related programs that had been conducted 
by the Services and Defense Agencies.

—By hedging against Soviet breakout from the ABM Treaty, the 
U.S. program serves to discourage such breakout and contrib-

Ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.
21 Ibid., 1983, pp. 199-201.
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utes to the continued viability of the treaty. It also provides a 
base of expertise for evaluating the costs and benefits of future 
system deployment options created by new or improved BMD 
technology should the United States conclude deployment 
would be in its interest.

—Absent the U.S. BMD program, the prospects for Soviet advan
tage in BMD technology, or perceptions of Soviet advantage, 
could be increased with attendant negative implications for 
global and regional stability.

—The fiscal year 1985 BMD program has no perceptible effects 
on such issues as the nuclear threshold, crisis stability, escala
tion, collateral damage and aftermath effects, or the risk of acci
dental war, and hence is not destabilizing on any of these 
grounds.

—The BMD program assists in the design and evaluation of U.S. 
strategic offensive systems by contributing information on their 
penetration capability, and by furthering technological assess
ments of current and projected Soviet BMD capabilities. By 
making possible greater confidence in our understanding of the 
potential of BMD technologies, this program supports contin
ued U.S. adherence to the ABM Treaty.

D irected  E nergy  P r o gra m s

Fiscal year 1985 directed energy (DE) programs attempt to explore 
the technologies and develop the potential of DE weapons which, if 
actually developed, would have potential mission advantages over 
many existing types of weapons against missiles, aircraft and space
craft targets, due to the extremely high delivery speed of the damaging 
energy to the targets. While high energy lasers (HEL) and particle 
beams (PB) differ in state of development and in technology required 
to realize them, they have potential for weapons systems of similar 
operational characteristics and they could have similar implications for 
the future of the ABM Treaty, possible antisatellite (ASAT) negotia
tions, and space defense issues generally.

—DE research allows the United States to stay abreast of technol
ogies having military potential and to gain insight into what the 
U.S.S.R. may be discovering through its own research, thus pro
viding confidence that the United States can maintain an ade
quate balance of forces.

—Current DE research programs are not constrained by existing 
arms control agreements. The BMD potential of future DE 
weapons could eventually create a conflict with the obligations 
assumed by the United States under the provisions of the ABM 
Treaty. The ABM Treaty prohibits development, testing and 
deployment of space-based ABM systems, or components for 
such systems. 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
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ABM radars, the treaty prohibits their deployment unless the 
parties consult and amend the treaty.

—With regard to DE systems in an ASAT role, only the actual 
use of systems to interfere with NTM used to verify compli
ance with strategic arms control agreements is prohibited under 
the ABM Treaty, the SALT I Interim Agreement, and the SALT
II Treaty. The Outer Space Treaty,^^ the Direct Communica
tions Link Improvement Agreement, and the International 
Telecommunication Convention all impose certain restraints 
on ASAT activities, if they result in prohibited interference.

—Because of the lack of significant near-term development of 
United States or foreign PB weapons for any military missions, 
it is unlikely that PB weapon questions would affect current 
and prospective negotiations in the near term.

—Unilateral U.S. deployment of defensive systems capable of 
countering Soviet ballistic missile and aerodynamic threats to 
the United States would strengthen both central and extended 
deterrence; such a unilateral U.S. deployment is very unlikely. 
Unilateral Soviet deployment of a like system would lead to the 
collapse of extended deterrence and would even undermine U.S. 
ability to deter Soviet nuclear attack on, or diplomatic coercion 
of, the United States. A mutual deployment of defensive sys
tems would not diminish the need for United States and allied 
conventional force and nuclear capabilities to maintain extended 
deterrence.

S pace  D efense

The purpose of the U.S. space defense program is to ensure the 
capability of the United States to defend its assets in space and to 
deny the Soviets the uninhibited use of space. Programs to accomplish 
this comprise four main functional areas: (1) antisatellite (ASAT) sys
tems; (2) space systems survivability; (3) space surveillance systems; 
and (4) command and control. The U.S. ability to utilize its military 
power continues to be increasingly dependent on the effective and 
reliable operation of various satellite systems; the Soviet Union is also 
expected to be increasingly dependent on satellites. The Soviet Union 
possesses an operational ASAT system, while the United States cur
rently does not.

The Air Force ASAT system will provide a capability to negate low- 
altitude Soviet military satellites that directly support Soviet combat 
forces, and will give the United States a capability to deny unilateral 
Soviet control of space. Posing such a threat to Soviet satellites could 
help deter Soviet use of ASAT systems against U.S. satellites in some 
situations, such as limited war, in which such Soviet activity might be 
a real risk.

22 Ihil, 1967, pp. 38-43.
23 m i, 1971, pp. 635-639.
24 28 UST 2495; TIAS 8572.
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—As part of the national space policy announced by the President 
on July 4, 1982, U.S. study of space arms control options will 
continue. The United States will consider verifiable and equi
table arms control measures that would ban or otherwise limit 
testing and deployment of specific weapon systems, should 
those measures be compatible with U.S. national security. Cur
rent space defense programs are consistent with these goals.

—The Soviets enjoy the advantage of an ASAT system which has 
been tested and operational for a period of time. In the absence 
of a comparable U.S. system or some form of negotiated mutual 
limits, the Soviet ASAT program provides them with a unilater
al military advantage which could be detrimental to the United 
States, even with improved survivability for U.S. satellites.

—The U.S. space defense program is consistent with international 
obligations under the terms of the Outer Space Treaty, the Lim
ited Test Ban Treaty, the ABM Treaty, the Direct Communica
tions Link Improvement Agreement, the U.N. Charter, and the 
Convention on Registration of Objects Launched into Outer 
Space.

—The United States-U.S.S.R. Joint Communique issued in Vienna 
in June 1979, after a year of bilateral ASAT talks, stated that 
the sides ''agreed to continue actively searching for a mutually 
acceptable agreement in the continuing negotiations on ASAT 
systems," but since the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, no 
further talks have been held. The Soviets have since called pub
licly for a resumption of United States-Soviet outer space arms 
control negotiations, but have not approached the U.S. bilat
erally regarding such talks.

—In the CD, the summer session of 1983 devoted considerable 
time to debate on forming a working group on outer space arms 
control. At the last minute, the Soviets blocked consensus on a 
broadly supported mandate, which the United States supported, 
on the creation of a working group.

—The definition of what comprises an ASAT system could have a 
bearing on several U.S. space programs, to the extent that con
straints on ASATs might be inferred to apply to other elements 
of the U.S. space program.

—Soviet antisatellite programs are driven by their national securi
ty requirements. Depending on their perceptions of U.S. ASAT 
progress, they might seek to preserve their unilateral advantage 
by preventing the United States from developing an ASAT 
through some type of ASAT limitation.

—In general, space-based assets, particularly those performing 
C^I, contribute to stability through improved warning, target
ing, and control over forces. Passive measures that contribute to 
the survivability of such satellites add to stability, but are not 
completely effective. An active defense would allow the United 
States to match a capability already possessed by the Soviets.

Documents on Disarmament, 1982, p. 418. 
28 UST 695; TIAS 8480.
Documents on Disarmament, 1979, p. 229.
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—A Soviet advantage in ASAT capability could contribute to 
strategic and regional instability. ASAT weapons could pose a 
considerable threat to critical satellites on both sides, creating a 
situation in which neither side could rely with confidence on 
unprotected space systems to provide reconnaissance of foreign 
forces, navigational data, or other necessary forms of support.

A bbreviated  A rm s  C o n t r o l  Im pa c t  S ta tem ents

The fiscal year 1985 submission contains a section of abbreviated 
ACIS. Section I, listing programs for which ACIS were previously 
submitted, includes Anti-Ship Missile Systems, Large Area Ocean Sur
veillance Systems, Strategic Warning and Attack Assessment, Ad
vanced Isotope Separation and Centrifuge Enrichment, NAVSTAR 
Global Positioning System, Fleet Air Defense, Medium-Range Air-to- 
Surface Missile, Inertial Confinement Fusion, Sea-Launched Cruise 
Missiles, and Short-Range Nuclear Forces. While these programs have 
continuing arms control implications, there have been no significant 
changes in funding, program direction, policy, or international devel
opments that would revise the administration's analysis forwarded in 
early 1983. The need for updated ACIS will be reevaluated as these 
programs evolve.

Section II includes other programs which meet congressional criteria 
for ACIS but for which in-depth ACIS were not prepared, and is 
divided into Department of Defense and Department of Energy pro
grams. Before each program, a brief description is given along with its 
program element number and its R-1 (Research, Development, Testing 
& Evaluation) or P-1 (Procurement) report page and line number, as 
applicable. Activities within these programs are primarily associated 
with one or more of the following:

—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 mis
sions or deployed operational systems and organizations.

—Production and procurement of a developed weapon system: 
non-nuclear munitions, cartridges, projectiles, rockets, etc., and 
associated equipment; spares and repair parts; associated elec
tronic, communications, training and support equipment; sup
port, storage, industrial and test facilities construction and oper
ation; utility and specialized vehicles, ships, tanks, and aircraft; 
miscellaneous production charges, first destination charges and 
outfitting costs. In themselves, none of the activities in this cat
egory is judged to have a significant impact 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 which were analyzed as in-depth statements in previ
ous years and found to have little, if any, additional arms con
trol impact.
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—Programs involving miscellaneous research, development, test
ing, and evaluation of programs not otherwise categorized, 
which are judged to have marginal, if any, impact on arms con
trol policy or negotiations.

The abbreviated ACIS for the Department of Energy programs lists 
those activities related predominantly to normal maintenance and reli
ability assessment of the nuclear stockpile. None of them is judged to 
have a significant impact on arms control policy or negotiations. The 
ACIS lists 23 different nuclear warheads and gravity bombs, with a 
brief statement about the weapons for which they were developed.

40. A ddress  by  Soviet G eneral Secretary  Chernenko [Ex
tract], March 2, 1984 ^

Of course, it is the bridling of the nuclear arms race that is of key 
importance to peace and the security of peoples. The Soviet Union's 
position on that issue is clear. We are against rivalry in building up 
nuclear arms arsenals. We were and remain proponents of the prohibi
tion and elimination of all types of those weapons. Our proposals on 
this score were submitted long ago, both to the United Nations and 
the Geneva disarmament committee, but discussion on them is being 
blocked by the United States and its allies.

As for Europe, we still stand for it being free from nuclear weapons, 
both medium-range and tactical ones.

We stand for both sides making the first major step in this direction 
without wasting time. In so doing, the Soviet Union has no intention 
of strengthening its security at the expense of others but wants equal 
security for all.

Regrettably, the United States has turned its participation in talks 
on this subject into a tool of propaganda to camouflage the arms race 
and cold war policy. We will not participate in this game. The Ameri
cans created obstacles to the talks both on ''European" and on strate
gic nuclear weapons by deploying their missiles in Europe. It is the 
removal of these obstacles (which would also remove the need for our 
measures taken in response) that offers the way to working out a 
mutually acceptable accord.

The U.S. Administration has lately begun to make peaceable sound
ing statements, urging us to enter a "dialogue."

Attention was drawn worldwide to the fact that these statements 
are in sharp conflict with everything that the present United States 
Administration has said, and, which is the main thing, done and

 ̂ M oscow TASS in English, M arch 2, 1984; FBIS Daily Report, vol. Ill, M arch 5, 1984, 
pp. R17-R19. Chernenko spoke to voters of his electoral district.
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continues doing in its relations with the Soviet Union. Assurances of 
its good intentions can be taken seriously only if they are substantiat
ed with real actions.

As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, it has always been for a 
search for mutually acceptable practical solutions to concrete questions 
for the benefit of both countries, for the benefit of peace. There are 
quite a few such questions. And the U.S. Administration has many 
opportunities to prove its peaceableness by deeds.

Why should not the USA, for example, ratify the treaties with the 
USSR on the limitation of underground nuclear weapon tests  ̂ and 
nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes,  ̂ which were signed almost 
ten years ago, and not complete drawing up an agreement on the 
general and complete prohibition of nuclear weapons tests? I will 
remind [you] that the talks on these issues were broken off by the 
United States. The USA can also make no small contribution to 
strengthening peace by concluding an agreement on the renunciation 
of the militarization of outer space. The USSR is known to have 
proposed it for a long time.

The peaceable reassurances by the U.S. Administration would in
spire by far more trust had it accepted the proposal on a mutual freeze 
on American and Soviet nuclear weapons. So many weapons have 
already been accumulated that this step would not create even the 
slightest threat to the security of either side. But, at the same time, it 
would considerably improve the general political atmosphere, and, it 
must be believed, would facilitate reaching agreement on a reduction 
of nuclear arsenals.

A very important task is to deliver mankind from the possible use 
of chemical weapons. Talks on that have been in progress already for 
a long time, but now it seems that prerequisites are beginning to ripen 
for resolving this question. The point at issue is the complete and 
general prohibition of the use of chemical weapons, their development 
and production, destruction of all of its stockpiles. We are over [as 
received]  ̂ an effective control for the implementation of such an 
agreement, that control should cover the whole process of destruction 
of chemical weapons—from beginning to end.

It is not ruled out that reaching an agreement on the above-men
tioned issues would signal the start of a real drastic change in Soviet- 
American relations, and in the international situation as a whole. We 
would wish such a drastic change. Now it is up to Washington to act.

The policy of the powers possessing nuclear weapons is of special 
significance in our times. The vital interests of the whole of mankind, 
the responsibility of statesmen to the present and future generations 
require that relations between these powers should be regulated by 
certain norms. Our idea of these norms is as follows:

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 225-229. 
3 Ih il, 1976, pp. 32&-332.
 ̂Brackets in source text.
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—To regard the prevention of nuclear war as the main objective of 
one's foreign policy. To prevent situations fraught with nuclear con
flict. In the event such a danger emerges, urgent consultations should 
be held to prevent a nuclear conflagration from breaking out.

—To renounce the propaganda of nuclear war in any of its vari
ations—either global or limited.

— T̂o undertake not to be the first to use nuclear weapons.
—Not to use nuclear weapons under any circumstances against non

nuclear countries, in whose territory there are no such weapons. To 
respect the status of a nuclear-free zone already created and encourage 
the creation of a new nuclear-free zone in various areas of the world.

—To prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons in any form: Not 
to hand over these weapons or control over them to anybody; not to 
deploy them on the territory of the countries, where there are no such 
weapons; not to spread the nuclear arms race to new spheres, includ
ing outer space.

—To press step by step, on the basis of the principle of equal 
security for the reduction of nuclear arms, up to their complete liqui
dation in all their varieties.

The Soviet Union has made these principles the foundation of its 
policy. We are ready to reach agreement at any time with the other 
nuclear powers on the joint recognition of norms of this kind and 
imparting [to] them a mandatory character. I think that this would 
meet the fundamental interests not only of the participating countries, 
but also of the peoples of the whole world.

• • • • • • •

41. S ta tem ent by  the  D epartm ent of State: Chemical 
W eapons  and  the  Iran-lraq W ar, March 5, 1984 ^

The United States has concluded that the available evidence indi
cates that Iraq has used lethal chemical weapons. The United States 
strongly condemns the prohibited use of chemical weapons wherever 
it occurs. There can be no justification for their use by any coimtry.

The United States has been working for many years with other 
nations to establish a treaty banning production and stockpiling of 
lethal and incapacitating chemical weapons in order to strengthen the 
present international prohibitions against their use. The use of chemi
cal weapons in recent conflicts, including the Iran-lraq war, only adds 
to the urgency of this undertaking.

While condemning Iraq's resort to chemical weapons, the United 
States also calls on the Government of Iran to accept the good offices 
offered by a number of countries and international organizations to

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, April 1984, p. 64.
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put an end to the bloodshed. The United States finds the present 
Iranian regime's intransigent refusal to deviate from its avowed objec
tive of eliminating the legitimate government of neighboring Iraq to be 
inconsistent with the accepted norms of behavior among nations.

The United States deplores the tragic and needless loss of both 
Iranian and Iraqi lives, especially through attacks on civilian popula
tions. We urge both states to respect their obligations under interna
tional conventions designed to mitigate the human suffering of war
fare, particularly those banning the use of chemical weapons and 
requiring the humane treatment of prisoners of war and protection of 
civilians.

42. W arsaw  Pact Proposal to  NATO: N on-Increase and  
Reduction of Military Spending, March 5, 1984 ^

The People's Republic of Bulgaria, the Hungarian People's Republic, 
the German Democratic Republic, the Polish People's Republic, the 
Socialist Republic of Romania, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
and the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic are profoundly concerned 
over the continuation of the arms race at an ever faster pace, which is 
having extremely dangerous consequences for international peace and 
security. The Warsaw Treaty member-states advocate bridling this 
race, and transition to disarmament, especially nuclear. They stand for 
attainment of agreements leading to an effective reduction of the 
armed forces and armaments with the strict observance of the princi
ple of equality and equal security, as well as for ensuring a balance of 
forces at the lowest level.

The arms race is fuelled by the fast growing military spending 
which is becoming an increasingly heavy burden for the peoples, 
regardless of the level of economic development of different countries, 
and is slowing down economic and social progress. The reduction of 
military spending, in the first place by all states possessing nuclear 
weapons and other militarily important states would effectively con
tribute to ending the arms race and passing over to disarmament, 
while the means released could be used to meet the needs of socio
economic development, including that of the developing countries. In 
the conditions of the growing international tensions, the adoption of 
measures on the non-increase and reduction of military spending is 
assuming especial importance.

All states, and in the first place those with large military potentials, 
must participate in the efforts on the non-increase and reduction of 
military spending. At the same time, of especial importance would be 
implementation of such measures by the Warsaw Treaty member-

 ̂ M oscow TASS in English, March 5, 1984; FBIS Daily Report, vol. Ill, M arch 6, 1984, 
pp. AA4-AA6.
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states and by the NATO member-states, bearing in mind the high 
share of military spending these states account for.

In their Political Declaration adopted on January 5, 1983, by the 
Prague meeting of the Political Consultative Committee, ̂  the Warsaw 
Treaty member-states proposed that the Warsaw Treaty member- 
states and NATO member-states embark without delay on direct talks 
with a view to achieving practical agreement on the non-increase of 
military spending and its subsequent reduction both in percentage and 
in absolute terms.

This appeal was reaffirmed and concretized at the meeting in 
Moscow on June 28, 1983,^ of the leading party and state figures of 
Bulgaria, Hungary, the GDR, Poland, Romania, the USSR, and 
Czechoslovakia, who renewed their appeal to the NATO member- 
states to embark without delay on direct negotiations to agree on the 
non-increase to be effective as of January 1, 1984, and on concrete 
measures for a practical reciprocal reduction of military spending in 
the subsequent period.

Put forward jointly or individually, the proposals of the Warsaw 
Treaty member-states on the non-increase and substantial reduction of 
military spending remain in force.

In putting forward the proposal about the talks, the Warsaw Treaty 
member-states have in mind attaining, within the shortest period, 
concrete agreements on the non-increase and subsequent reduction of 
military spending so that the means thus released would be used to 
meet the needs of economic and social development, including those 
of the developing coimtries. Reduction of military spending must 
contribute to ending the arms race and passing over to disarmament. 
The proposed talks on the non-increase and reduction of military 
spending would be an integral part of the general efforts aimed at 
achieving this objective.

The Warsaw Treaty member-states express their readiness to make, 
together with the NATO member-coimtries, reciprocal efforts to seek 
realistic solutions on a mutually acceptable basis, that would make it 
possible to overcome the difficulties that may arise in the examination 
of the question of the non-increase and reduction of military spend
ing. They call on the NATO member-states to act in the same spirit.

In addition to the proposals contained in the Prague Declaration and 
the Moscow Statement, the Warsaw Treaty member-states propose the 
following possible steps on the road to resolving the question of 
reducing military spending:

—Implementation, on the basis of reciprocal example, of a small 
token single reduction of the military budgets of the Warsaw Treaty 
member-states and the NATO member-states (with each state itself 
determining the size of the cut) with a subsequent freezing of those 
budgets for about three years; this proposal is designed to facilitate

 ̂Documents on Disarmament 1983, pp. 2-18.
3 Ibid., pp. 507-511.
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the passage over to more drastic cuts in military budgets through 
subsequent negotiations;

—A simultaneous cut, as a first step, in the military budgets of the 
Warsaw Treaty member-states and the NATO member-states, pos
sessing nuclear weapons, by a pre-agreed general figure; the concrete 
size of the cut for each of these countries must be determined as a 
share of the agreed figure in proportion to the gross national products;

—A reduction in the military budgets of the corresponding Warsaw 
Treaty member-states and the NATO member-states in connection 
with implementing concrete measures of disarmament which could be 
worked out in the course of disarmament negotiations (upon attain
ment of the relevant agreements, each of the participants in particular 
disarmament talks would name the size of the cut in his country's 
military budget);

—A reciprocally agreed establishment of maximum ceilings for mili
tary budgets below the existing levels.

The Warsaw Treaty member-states are also prepared to study pro
posals on other measures regarding the non-increase and reduction in 
military spending.

The Warsaw Treaty member-states proceed from the assumption 
that agreements on cuts in military spending must be carried out in a 
manner that would give to all the participants in the agreements in 
question confidence in their implementation.

To achieve concrete agreements, it is necessary to bend maximum 
efforts, to pursue talks in a businesslike manner and in a positive 
spirit, to implement steps conducive to the establishment of a favoura
ble atmosphere for their progress, and not to take any actions capable 
of complicating them. A positive role could be played by reciprocal 
restraint with respect to military spending, as well as other similar 
measures on the basis of reciprocity.

The idea is that these talks will be held with the direct participation 
of all the countries participating in either of the two alliances. The 
Warsaw Treaty member-states proceed from the assumption that the 
talks will begin as soon as possible. They propose holding preparatory 
consultations with the same composition of participants at a working 
level to agree on the aims, date and venue of the talks, as well as on 
the level of participation, etc. The date and venue of the preparatory 
consultations could be agreed through diplomatic channels.

The Warsaw Treaty member-states consider that the proposed talks, 
if held, would contribute to improving the political climate in Europe 
and worldwide, and meet the vital aspirations of the peoples con
cerned over the steady deterioration of the international situation and 
the intensification of the arms race.

We express the hope that a positive reply to this proposal will be 
received as soon as possible.
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43. Chinese P aper Submitted to  the  C onference on Disar
mament: Major Elements of a  Convention on the  Pro
hibition and  Destruction of Chemical W eapons, March 
5, 1984 1

The Chinese Delegation submits this paper in order to give a sum
marized and over-all picture of its basic position on the prohibition of 
chemical weapons. During the preparation of this paper, attention and 
consideration have been given to many constructive views and propos
als presented by other countries.

The views contained in this paper do not represent the final position 
of the Chinese Delegation. Revisions and amendments would be made 
when necessary in the course of negotiations.

I. P re a m b le

The Chinese Delegation considers that the Preamble should contain 
a strong condemnation of the use of chemical weapons as a means of 
warfare in wars and armed conflicts, a full recognition of the historical 
role and the practical significance of the Protocol for the Prohibition 
of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of 
Bacteriological Methods of Warfare concluded in Geneva on 17 June 
1925 2 and an appeal to all States Parties to the Protocol to continue 
their strict observance of its provisions.

It should also be stated in the Preamble that the prohibition of 
chemical weapons represents a necessary step in disarmament, that 
such a prohibition should be comprehensive and that all existing 
stockpiles of chemical weapons should be totally destroyed and pro
duction or filling facilities dismantled and destroyed.

A Convention on the complete prohibition and total destruction of 
chemical weapons would contribute to the improvement of the inter
national atmosphere and promote social progress and scientific, tech
nological and economic developments for the good of mankind.

II. S co p e  o f  P r o h ib i t i o n

States Parties to the Convention should undertake never in any 
circumstances to develop, produce, otherwise acquire, retain, stockpile, 
transfer, deploy on the territories of other countries, or use chemical 
weapons, and undertake to destroy or otherwise dispose of existing 
stocks of chemical weapons and production or filling facilities for such 
weapons.

III. Som e D e f in i t io n s

1. The Convention should define ''chemical weapons" on the basis 
of ''general-purpose criteria". We propose the following definition:

 ̂ CD/443.
 ̂Printed in Documents on Disarmament 1969, pp. 764-765.
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For the purpose of the Convention, chemical weapons are the type 
of weapons the casualty capabilities of which are based on the toxic 
physiological effects of chemical substances. They include:

(1) chemical warfare agents and their key precursors which produce 
a direct toxic effect on living organisms;

(2) munitions and devices specially designed to be filled ̂ ith  chem
ical warfare agents or their precursors and to disperse such agents or 
the reaction products of their precursors in combat state;

(3) equipment specially designed for the purpose of direct use of 
such munitions and devices.

2. The Convention should include the concept of '̂chemical warfare 
agents'" and define it on the basis of "'general-purpose criteria". We 
propose the following definition:

Chemical warfare agents are those toxic chemical substances the 
types and quantities of which accord with hostile purposes of causing 
injuries of different kinds or death through direct interference with or 
damage to the normal physiological functions of living organisms 
resulting from the toxic effects of such substances. Chemical warfare 
agents can be divided into the following three categories according to 
toxicity criteria:

(1) Supertoxic lethal agents: having 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);

(2) Other lethal agents: having a median lethal dose which is greater 
than 0.5 mg/kg (subcutaneous administration) or 2,000 mg-min/m® 
(by inhalation) and less than or equal to 10 mg/kg (subcutaneous ad
ministration) or 20,000 mg-min/m  ̂ (by inhalation).

(3) Other harmful agents: having a median lethal dose which is 
greater than 10 mg/kg (subcutaneous administration) or 20,000 mg- 
min/m  ̂ (by inhalation) and a median effective dose which is less than 
or equal to 0.5 mg/kg (subcutanous administration) or 2,000 mg-min/ 
m  ̂ (by inhalation) but adequate enough to produce other harmful ef
fects of military significance.

In accordance with the above definition, chemical warfare agents 
should include all known chemical warfare agents, dual-purpose 
chemical agents designed for use in chemical warfare and all potential 
chemical warfare agents.

3. Precursors for chemical warfare agents are chemical substances 
which can be used as reactants in the process of synthesis of chemical 
warfare agents.

Key precursors for chemical warfare agents are chemical substances 
which can be used as reactants in the course of synthesis of chemical 
warfare agents (whether in production facilities or in binary muni
tions) and have a decisive effect on the properties of the end products 
and have little peaceful use.

4. Other necessary definitions.
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IV. D e c l a r a t i o n

1. Detailed declarations should be made within three months after 
the entry into force of the Convention or accession to it by a State. 
Declarations may also be made by stages according to agreed princi
ples.

2. Declarations should be directly related to the Convention, includ
ing in the main the following three areas:

(1) items directly related to chemical warfare capabilities and subject 
to prohibition:

—the possession or non-possession of chemical-weapon stocks 
(including key precursors for chemical warfare agents) and their 
sources of origin, either within a country or outside it;

—the possession or non-possession of chemical-weapon produc
tion or filling facilities (including the production facilities for 
key precursors for chemical warfare agents) either within a 
country or outside it, either under the control of administrative 
authorities or military authorities or transnational corporations, 
and in chemical complexes either for military purposes or civil
ian purposes;

—the names, quantities, qualities and locations of stocked chemi
cal munitions and chemical warfare agents;

—the types, capacities and locations of production or filling facili
ties for chemical weapons (including production facilities for 
key precursors);

—any transfer to or acquisition from other countries of chemical 
weapons since 1 May 1945, and if any, the names, quantities 
and the dates of transfer or acquisition;

(2) activities relating to dismantlement and destruction:

—any destruction or diversion of chemical-weapon stocks since 1 
May 1945;

—the names, quantities, qualities of the destroyed stocks and the 
dates and methods of destruction;

—the names, quantities and qualities of the diverted stocks, and 
the methods, purposes and dates of diversion;

—any conversion or dismantlement of the production or filling 
facilities for chemical weapons since 1 May 1945;

—the names, types, capacities and locations of the dismantled fa
cilities and the dates of dismantlement;

—the names, types, capacities, locations and uses of the converted 
facilities, and the dates of conversion;

—plans for destruction or diversion of the existing stocks;
—plans for dismantlement of the existing production or filling fa

cilities;

(3) items permitted under the Convention but subject to control:

—the names, types, capacities and locations of facilities for pro
ducing dual-purpose chemicals;
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—the names, types, capacities and locations of small-scale produc
tion facilities for supertoxic lethal agents for protective pur
poses.

V . D ism a n tlem en t  a n d  D estru ctio n

1. Dismantlement and destruction should be conducted vmder inter
national on-site inspection in accordance with agreed principles. The 
host country should provide active co-ordination and assistance.

2. All chemical-weapon stocks should be totally destroyed except 
for dual-purpose chemical agents which, as agreed upon, may be 
diverted for peaceful uses. Destruction should commence at the earli
est possible date after entry into force of the Convention and should 
be completed within 10 years at the latest.

3. In order to eliminate as early as possible the threat to mankind of 
chemical warfare. States in possession of chemical weapons should in 
the first place destroy stocks of the most toxic and dangerous types of 
chemical weapons, e.g. supertoxic lethal agents such as VX, Soman, 
Sarin, tabim, mustard gas, etc.

4. All production/filling facilities for chemical weapons should be 
dismantled and destroyed. Dismantlement and destruction should 
commence as early as possible and should be completed within 10 
years. Pending dismantlement, the facilities should be mothballed and 
subject to the necessary verification to ensure that they are not reused 
for the purpose of production or filling of chemical weapons.

5. Production or filling facilities for chemical weapons are allowed 
to be converted into facilities for the destruction of chemical weapons. 
But once destruction is completed, dismantlement and destruction of 
such facilities should immediately commence and be completed within 
one year.

V I. G en era l  P ro v isio n s  fo r  V e r ific a tio n

1. A Convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons should 
include the necessary provisions for verification. The verification 
measures should be strict and effective to ensure compliance with the 
Convention and, at the same time, reasonable and appropriate to avoid 
unnecessary interference with civilian industries.

2. International verification should be the main form of verification 
and necessary on-site inspection should also be provided in the Con
vention. On-site inspection should cover destruction of chemical- 
weapon stocks, dismantlement and destruction of chemical-weapon 
production or filling facilities, production of supertoxic lethal agents in 
small quantities for protective purposes, and alleged use of chemical 
weapons, etc.

3. Different ways, means and procedures should be adopted for 
different purposes of verification on an agreed basis, such as continu
ous on-site inspection, routine periodical or random on-site inspection 
and on-site inspection by challenge.
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4. States Parties should give co-operation to international on-site 
inspection so as to facilitate the implementation of the Convention 
and help build confidence.

5. Information on the implementation of the Convention acquired 
by any State Party through national technical means of verification 
should be made available to the Consultative Committee and other 
States Parties.

V II. C o n fid en c e- bu ild ing  M easures a n d  In ter n a tio n a l  C o - o pe r a t io n

1. An important pre-condition for confidence-building lies in the 
strict compliance by States Parties with the provisions of the Conven
tion.

2. Necessary international verification, including on-site inspection, 
constitutes an important guarantee for confidence-building. States Par
ties should not only subject themselves to routine inspection, but also 
respond in a positive manner to requests for challenge inspection 
authorized by the Consultative Committee.

3. International co-operation is an important means of confidence- 
building. States Parties should be encouraged, through bilateral or 
multilateral channels, or through the Consultative Committee, to:

—exchange information on the peaceful use of chemical knowl
edge;

—exchange information and knowledge on chemical protection;
—exchange data on newly-discovered toxic chemical compounds 

and advances made in the field of toxicology research and reg
ister them with the Consultative Committee;

—^promote the exchange of visits of personnel working in the 
field of chemical protection.

4. The Convention should encourage States Parties to take unilater
al, bilateral or multilateral actions that may contribute to the strength
ening of confidence.

VIII. R e la t io n s h ip  b e tw e e n  t h e  C o n v e n t io n  a n d  o t h e r  T r e a t i e s

All States Parties to the Convention should at the same time under
take to observe the provisions regarding the prohibition of the use of 
chemical weapons laid down in the Geneva Protocol.

None of the provisions of the Convention shall in any way be 
interpreted as limiting or diminishing the authority of the 1925 
Geneva Protocol, or as lessening the obligations assumed by any State 
under the Protocol, or as limiting or diminishing the legal effect of any 
other international treaties or instruments governing armed conflicts.

IX. T h e  C o n s u l t a t i v e  C o m m itte e

Immediately upon entry into force of the Convention, a Consulta
tive Committee should be set up in accordance with agreed proce
dures. The principles of universality and equality of all States, big or 
small, should be taken into consideration in the composition of the
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Consultative Committee. For the convenience of its daily work, the 
Consultative Committee may establish a Standing Committee or Exec
utive Council composed of 15 to 20 members. The Consultative Com
mittee should have the following functions:

1. To decide in accordance with agreed procedures on routine in
spection and oversee its implementation;

2. To decide in accordance with agreed procedures on challenge in
spection and oversee its implementation;

3. To review, revise or amend, when new developments in science 
and technology make this necessary, the technical provisions of the 
Convention, such as toxicity criteria, methods of measuring toxicity, 
list of precursors, etc.;

4. To examine and consider complaints of non-compliance with the 
Convention;

5. To promote the flow of information on implementation of the 
Convention;

6. To report on its work to States Parties and to the Depository of 
the Convention;

7. To assume all other functions unanimously agreed upon among 
the States Parties.

X. C o m p la in ts  o f  N o n - c o m p lia n c e

1. Complaints may be lodged by any State Party, upon discovering 
non-compliance on the part of other States Parties, to the Standing 
Committee of the Consultative Committee. Such complaints must be 
supported by explanations and evidence.

2. Upon receiving a complaint, the Standing Committee of the 
Consultative Committee should first of all encourage the parties con
cerned to resolve the complaint through bilateral or multilateral chan
nels.

3. If no solution can be reached through bilateral or multilateral 
consultation, the Standing Committee should, within a period of one 
month, convene a plenary meeting of the Consultative Committee, to 
consider the matter.

4. The Consultative Committee, in accordance with agreed princi
ples, may decide on the verification measures to be taken, including 
international on-site inspection, to ascertain the facts. The outcome of 
the investigation should be submitted to the States Parties and the 
Depository of the Convention.

5. If the Party challenged refuses to subject itself to verification, it 
should state its reasons and clarify the situations.

6. If the Consultative Committee finds the reasons or clarifications 
unsatisfactory, the Party challenged shall be obliged to subject itself to 
verification. In case of dispute, recourse may be had to the appropriate 
United Nations bodies.

XI. O t h e r  P r o v i s io n s

The Convention should also include provisions on signature, proce
dure for accession, entry into force, depository, procedure for amend-
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merits, review conference, duration of validity, withdrawal, languages 
used, etc.

44. S ta tem ent by British Foreign Secretary  Howe to the  
House of Commons: Use of Chemical W eapons in 
Iraq, March 6, 1984 ^

We have repeatedly made clear to the Iranian Government that 
there is no substance in their accusation that the United Kingdom has 
supplied chemical weapons to Iraq. The Iranian acting Charge d'Af
faires was summoned to the Foreign and Commonwealth Office on 5 
March, when the true position was again made absolutely clear. Our 
representative in Tehran is taking similar action with the Iranian 
authorities there.

I have carefully noted the U.S. statement that there is evidence to 
substantiate Iranian allegations of Iraqi use of lethal chemical weapons 
in the recent fighting. I would fully support any international inquiry 
into such allegations. The use of chemical weapons anywhere in the 
world deserves the strongest condemnation.

I am glad to reaffirm that the United Kingdom has not manufac
tured chemical weapons for 25 years, and has destroyed its stocks of 
such weapons. We have been in the forefront of attempts to see a 
universal ban on chemical weapons, and recently put forward new 
proposals to that end at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva.

45. S ta tem ent by the  In ternational Committee of the  Red 
Cross: Use of Chemical W eapons  in the  iran-iraq  War, 
March 7, 1984 ^

A medical team of the International Committee of the Red Cross 
(ICRC) in the Islamic Republic of Iran, surveying the needs caused by 
the latest clashes at the Iran-Iraq war front, was confronted on 6 
March, during visits to several hospitals at Tehran, with 160 cases of 
wounded combatants who presented a disquieting clinical picture, 
whose nature leads to the presumption of the recent use of substances 
prohibited by international law.

The common symptoms foimd by the ICRC doctor among all the 
wounded—extensive superficial bums (first and second degree), seri
ous respiratory problems, keratocon-junctivitis—appear to be respond
ing favorably to treatment. However, the clinical progress of some 
patients is marked, 8 days after exposure, by severe problems of the 
blood crasis, accompanied by a major drop in the number of white

1 ACDA files.
2 ACDA files.
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corpuscles (leukopenia). These problems, linked to respiratory and 
renal difficulties, have led to the deaths of several patients, two of 
them dying during the ICRC delegates' visit.

Parallel to the steps it is undertaking with the parties concerned, the 
ICRC strenuously recalls that the use on the battlefield of toxic sub
stances is incompatible with the respect of the principle of humanity 
and constitutes a violation of customary and codified rules of the law 
of war.

46. Third Report to  the  Conference on Disarmam ent From 
the  A d  Hoc Group of Scientific Experts To Consider 
In ternational C oopera tive  M easures To Detect and  
Identify Seismic Events: Summary and  Conclusions 
an d  Recom m endations [Extracts], March 9, 1984 ^

S u m m a r y

1. The A d Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to Consider International 
Co-operative Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic Events, so as to 
facilitate the verification of a comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty, 
was established in 1976 by the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament (CCD) and has later been maintained by the Committee 
on Disarmament (CD), which, as of February 1984 has become the 
Conference on Disarmament (CD). Government appointed experts 
from 30 States  ̂ and representatives from the World Meteorological 
Organization (WMO) have participated in the work during the 
Group's present mandate. Names of the participants are listed at the 
end of this report.

2. In its consensus reports CCD/558 of 14 March 1978  ̂ and CD/43 
of 25 July 1979 the A d Hoc Group described how seismological 
science could be applied, in international co-operation, for a global 
exchange of seismological data, so as to assist States in their national 
verification of a comprehensive nuclear test ban.

The proposed system for global data exchange will, it is expected, 
operate on the basis of a number of provisions to be worked out 
within the framework of a treaty prohibiting nuclear weapons tests 
covering nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes in a protocol which 
would be an integral part of the treaty.

 ̂ CD/448, pp. iv-ix and 33-35.
2 Algeria, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, 

Egypt, Finland, German Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of, Hungary, 
India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Kenya, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Peru, 
Poland, Romania, Sweden, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America and China (participating 
as observer). [Footnote in original.]

® Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 103-110.
4 Ibid., 1979, pp. 476-481.
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3. The proposed global system has three main elements:

(a) a network of more than 50 existing or planned seismological sta
tions around the globe, with improved equipment and upgraded pro
cedures for the extraction of data;

(b) an international exchange of these data over the Global Tele
communication System (GTS) of the World Meteorological Organiza
tion (WMO);

(d processing of the data at special International Data Centres 
(ID(Is) for the use of participant States.

4. The data to be reported from each station or observatory would 
be in standard form and on two levels:

Level I ® with the routine reporting, with minimum delay, of basic 
parameters of detected seismic signals and
Level 11  ̂ with detailed records of waveforms provided in response 
to requests for additional information.

Compared to current seismological practice, increased emphasis would 
be laid on parameters relevant to event identification and generally 
strict operational requirements would be set forth as to scope, consist
ency, reliability and promptness in the reporting. Where applicable, 
internationally agreed scientific practices would be followed.

5. The present consensus report, which is the third report overall of 
the A d Hoc Group, contains detailed, preliminary instructions for the 
comprehensive experimental testing of the global system, which might 
be established for the international exchange of seismological data 
under a future treaty. In addition the report contains the results of 
national investigations submitted to the Group by its members, con
cerning questions relating to the further development of scientific and 
technical aspects of the global system described in CCD/558 and CD/ 
43. More than 200 national contributions have been submitted to the 
Group as informal working papers, some of them of considerable 
impact and volume. These contributions, which are listed in Appendix
2 to this report, have been reviewed and analysed at nine plenary 
sessions held by the Group.

6. Dr. Ulf Ericsson of Sweden served as Chairman of the A d Hoc 
Group from 1976 until his death in November 1982. During these 
years, he guided the work of the Group with great skill and dedica
tion. The significant results that the A d Hoc Group has achieved must 
to a large extent be attributed to the Chairmanship of Dr. Ericsson.

7. On 10 February 1983, the A d Hoc Group unanimously elected Dr. 
Ola Dahlman of Sweden as its new Chairman.

8. Upon invitation by the CD, representatives of the WMO have 
attended the A d Hoc Group's sessions, and have provided valuable 
advice and assistance with regard to transmission of seismic data on 
the WMO/GTS. The A d Hoc Group takes note of the letter addressed

® In CCD/558 and CD/43, Level 1 and Level 2 were used, respectively. [Footnote in 
original.]
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to the Chairman of the CD from the Secretary-General of the WMO 
(CD Working Paper No. 99 of 20 June 1983), in which he informed 
the Committee of the decision by the WMO Executive Council, at its 
thirty-fifth session, to approve Recommendation 18 (CBS-VIII) of the 
WMO Commission for Basic Systems concerning the ''Inclusion of 
seismic bulletins in the global exchange programme". Thus the formal 
approval now exists to regularly exchange Level I seismic data through 
the WMO/GTS, starting 1 December 1983.

9. The present report has eight chapters, each dealing with different 
aspects of the Group's work. In addition, eight appendices containing 
detailed and technical material are annexed as an integral part of the 
report. Consensus was reached on the entire main part of the report, 
and also on those appendices (4B, 7 and 8) containing recommenda
tions and preliminary technical instructions. Appendices 1, 2, 4C, 5A 
and 5B contain factual information on various organizational and tech
nical matters. The remaining appendices (3, 4A, 4D, 4E, 5C and 6) 
contain summaries of national investigations, and thus reflect the 
viewpoints of individual countries on various technical problems.

10. The contents of the chapters of the report are summarized in the 
following paragraphs.

11. Chapters 1 and 2 are introductory chapters, giving the background 
for the establishment of the A d Hoc Group, its terms of reference as 
given by the CD, and its organization and method of work.

12. Chapter 3 describes recent developments in seismograph stations 
and networks. In summary, significant technical developments have 
taken place in the past few years with regard to seismograph facilities 
worldwide, and some of these are described in this chapter and its 
associated appendices.

The many advantages of digitally recording seismograph systems are 
now widely recognized, and in consequence many such systems have 
been installed. While a significant number of stations of interest for 
the global network still are of the analog recording type, the A d Hoc 
Group recommends that conversion of analog stations to digital sys
tems be given high priority.

The A d Hoc Group maintains its recommendation from CCD/558 
and CD/43 that all network stations be equipped with modern seis
mograph systems capable of continuous recording of data in digital 
form, and operated in a standardized way. However, progress toward 
such a standardization has been slow, and the attainment of an agreed 
specification of standards for the network is an important aim that 
deserves further study.

National experiments have demonstrated the usefulness of data that 
can be obtained from array stations, even if these array stations are of 
very small aperture.

In CCD/558 it was noted that the large majority of high quality 
seismic stations were located in the northern hemisphere. The situa
tion is essentially unchanged today. The A d Hoc Group considers it 
essential that more high quality stations be established in the southern
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hemisphere, especially in Africa and South America. The Ad Hoc 
Group considers as very valuable the efforts that are currently under 
way to establish the feasibility of ocean-bottom seismograph systems. 
The Group notes that the inclusion of such instruments would signifi
cantly improve the capabilities of the global system.

The Ad Hoc Group notes that significant changes have occurred since 
the theoretical capabilities of a network selected to model a global 
system were considered in CCD/558. A new method for network 
capability estimation, using simulated earthquake data, has been intro
duced to the Ad Hoc Group, and is of methodological importance. 
However, the Group agrees that an accurate evaluation of the capabili
ties of a global network will only be possible in conjunction with a 
comprehensive experimental exercise of the global system, as first 
proposed in CCD/558. The need for such an experimental exercise 
continues to be recognized.

13. Chapter 4 discusses Level I data extraction at the seismograph 
stations of the global network. In summary, the Ad Hoc Group has 
reviewed several national investigations addressing the Level I parame
ter lists proposed in CCD/558 and CD/43. As a result of these studies, 
the Group believes that a number of new parameters could be added 
as being useful for an international seismic data exchange. However, 
the final list of parameters will be established only after a comprehen
sive experimental exercise as proposed in CCD/558.

National investigations have shown that existing methods for Level 
I data extraction can impose a heavy work load on participants in an 
international data exchange. The Ad Hoc Group notes that promising 
results, which might lead to a reduction in the work load, have been 
achieved using automatic procedures, but recognizes that this is a 
difficult problem. The Group considers that further research in this 
area is needed. Here it is understood that the participating stations in 
the proposed global system would be equipped with digital recording 
devices.

Interactive processing has proved very valuable in the analysis of 
seismic records, and further studies should be conducted. A reasonable 
aim is to attempt to minimize the number of intermediate decision 
points in the interactive process, thus approaching the goal of auto
matic parameter extraction. The Ad Hoc Group believes that standardi
zation of the interactive process is important and should be investigat
ed.

The Ad Hoc Group takes note of the recommendations adopted by 
the International Association of Seismology and Physics of the Earth's 
Interior (lASPEI) during its assembly in Canberra, Australia, in 1979 
regarding instructions for measuring amplitudes and periods for mag
nitude determinations (Appendix 4C). The Group recommends that 
these standards should form the basis for such measurements within 
the global system, and that automatic procedures to analyse signals be 
designed according to these standards.
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Promising results have been reported on the use of techniques for 
Level I data extraction such as polarization filtering and high-resolu- 
tion wavenumber analysis of data from small arrays. The A d Hoc 
Group recommends that studies of these and other advanced methods 
be pursued further.

14. Chapter 5 deals with exchange of Level I data through the 
WMO/GTS. Two trial exchanges of abbreviated Level I data using the 
WMO/GTS have been conducted with broad participation of coun
tries represented in the A d Hoc Group. Although some technical prob
lems have been encountered, the results from the experiments have 
shown that the WMO/GTS has the potential of fully satisfying the 
aims of rapid and undistorted transmission of Level I data for the 
proposed global system. At many remote places, the WMO/GTS 
offers the only practical communication mechanism for rapid trans
mission of Level I data.

An additional technical test which has been conducted between five 
countries has shown that the GTS can handle large volumes of Level I 
data without problems.

The A d Hoc Group sees the need for additional technical tests using 
the WMO/GTS to test further aspects of the possible international 
exchange of data, especially the complete set of Level I parameters. 
The dissemination of seismic bulletins from data centres also needs 
further testing. Noting that no significant experience has been ob
tained regarding transmissions from Africa, Antarctica and South 
America, the Group considers it important that additional experiments 
include participation from these continents.

The WMO has authorized the use of the GTS for the exchange of 
Level I seismic data on a regular basis from 1 December 1983. The A d  
Hoc Group considers it essential that up-to-date information on im
provements and changes to the GTS be readily available; therefore, it 
is recommended that the Secretariat of the Conference on Disarma
ment make arrangements with the Secretariat of the WMO to receive 
regular advice on this matter.

The A d Hoc Group has noted the advice of the WMO that signifi
cant improvements in transmission can be expected only if the GTS is 
used on a more regular basis. Some countries are already doing so. 
However, the Group notes that regular use or participation in more 
extensive tests of the GTS poses organizational problems for some 
potential participant States.

The A d Hoc Group considers it important that the format of Level I 
data be kept consistent with the International Seismic Code currently 
in use, and recommends that a close liaison be maintained with inter
national seismological agencies in order to co-ordinate future elabora
tions on the format for Level I parameters.

15. Chapter 6 concerns format and procedures for the exchange of 
Level II data. In the proposed global system. Level II data will be 
exchanged, upon request, between government-authorized National 
facilities through International Data Centres. Some national investiga
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tions have shown that rapid exchange of Level II data in digital form 
can be achieved using modern telecommunications facilities without 
any particular restriction on the amount of such data that might be 
requested.

In the proposed system for global data exchange, any Level II data 
from individual stations designated as participating in the global net
work should be exchanged upon requests made from a government- 
authorized National facility through an International Data Centre.

The A d Hoc Group agrees that a precise estimate of the amount of 
Level II data that might be requested can be given only after sufficient 
experience has been acquired from a comprehensive experimental ex
ercise as proposed in CCD/558.

Preliminary formats for digital Level II seismic data on magnetic 
tape have been considered. In future consideration of such formats, 
possible lASPEI recommendations should be taken into account. For
mats for the exchange of such data by telecommunications channels 
need to be further developed, but should follow the magnetic tape 
standard as closely as possible.

Level II data should be exchanged as rapidly as practical, the rapidi
ty will depend on precise procedures which have to be agreed upon. 
The Group notes that it will be necessary to take into consideration 
the practical telecommunications conditions particular to each partici
pating country.

The A d Hoc Group recommends that further investigations be made 
of possible formats and methods for Level II data exchange at the 
request of participants in connection with the preparations for the 
comprehensive experimental exercise proposed in CCD/558.

16. Chapter 7 deals with the topic of International Data Centres 
(IDC's) for the envisaged global system. A number of national investi
gations have been conducted regarding the organization of such cen
tres and the data processing that would be performed. Experimental 
data centres have been established by some countries and some large- 
scale experiments have been conducted to test and develop procedures 
for data handling and analysis. These efforts and their implications for 
a global system are summarized in this chapter. A ^Treliminary Oper
ations Manual for International Data Centres'' has been developed, 
giving a detailed outline of the operational procedures to be followed 
at such centres. The manual is annexed as an integral part of this 
report (Appendix 7). Certain aspects of the procedures developed in 
this annex should be tested and updated further.

Preliminary results have been obtained using automated procedures 
for Level I seismic data analysis in the International Data Centres to 
be established for the proposed global system. The experts of the A d  
Hoc Group agree that automatic Level I data processing in the IDCs is 
one of the most complex problems for the proposed global system. 
Results of national investigations indicate, however, that in principle it 
is possible to solve this problem. The A d Hoc Group recommends that
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further research into automatic processing at data centres be given 
high priority.

National investigations carried out by some countries have shown 
the effectiveness of the use of Level II data at national centres in 
obtaining more accurate focal parameters of events presenting an in
terest.

Some modifications to the procedures described in the Group's earli
er reports have been agreed to. The procedure to be used for event 
definition should take into account a larger number of seismic phases 
than suggested in CCD/558 and CD/43. Further research efforts are 
needed to improve the accuracy of epicentre location and, most ur
gently, of event depth estimation. This might be achieved by using 
globally compiled local travel time data and also by using joint hypo- 
centre estimation techniques. An increased use of depth phases seems, 
however, to be the most important step here.

Certain national investigations have shown that the more detailed 
analysis of information at stations of the global network (Level II 
data), for example with the help of polarization analysis, provides 
greater effectiveness in the identification of depth phases.

Procedures and formulas should be established to estimate short 
period and long period magnitude from local recordings. Magnitude 
estimation procedures should include individual station corrections 
and the use of noise data for non-detecting stations. Increased effort 
should be given to the reporting and analysis of long period surface 
waves, since experiments have shown that surface wave observations 
can be obtained to a much greater extent than previously experienced.

Efforts should be made to increase the amount of preliminary loca
tion data from array stations and of estimates of arrival directions for 
long period surface waves.

Effective procedures need to be developed for receiving, copying, 
storing and distributing copies of Level II data to participating States 
which have made a request in connection with an event of interest.

17. Chapter 8 contains conclusions and recommendations for further 
study. As observed in this report, significant and rapid developments 
have taken place in recent years regarding seismology and data proc
essing techniques, and these developments are continuing.

The Ad Hoc Group notes that these results can turn out to be useful 
and thus could be considered for the further development of the 
scientific and technical aspects of the co-operative global system de
scribed in CCD/558 and CD/43 as well as for the further elaboration 
of a comprehensive experimental exercise of that system.

The Ad Hoc Group has noted areas in which additional scientific and 
technical progress is needed, as discussed in Chapters 3 through 7 of 
this report and the most important such topics are summarized in 
Chapter 8.

The Ad Hoc Group notes with appreciation the recent decision by 
the WMO Ninth Congress that the WMO/GTS may be used for 
regular transmission of Level I data from 1 December 1983. The Group
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sees the need to conduct further technical tests, in co-operation with 
the WMO, to establish the operational performance of the WMO/ 
GTS for seismic data exchange on a global basis. The Group has 
worked out a preliminary plan for such a test of the WMO/GTS 
transmission channels for Level I data to be carried out in 1984.

The Ad Hoc Group maintains its recommendation from CCD/558 
and CD/43 that a comprehensive experimental exercise of all aspects 
of the eventual global system be conducted.

• • • • • • •

C o nclu sio n s  a n d  R e c o m m e n d a tio n s

As observed in this report, significant and rapid developments have 
taken place in recent years regarding seismology and data processing 
techniques, and these developments are continuing. The Ad Hoc Group 
notes that the results can turn out to be useful for the further devel
opment of scientific and technical aspects of the co-operative global 
system described in CCD/558 and CD/43, as well as for the further 
elaboration of a comprehensive experimental exercise of that system.

The Ad Hoc Group notes with appreciation the recent decision by 
the WMO Ninth Congress that the WMO/GTS may be used for 
regular transmission of Level I data from 1 December 1983.

The Ad Hoc Group has worked out a preliminary plan for carrying 
out a further technical test in 1984 for the use of the WMO/GTS 
channels for the transmission of Level I data, and analysis of the 
results obtained. The Group recommends that this technical test be 
conducted as soon as the necessary preparations have been made.

The Ad Hoc Group reiterates its statement made in CCD/558 that it 
sees a need to conduct an experimental exercise relevant to the pro
posed system.

The Group has noted areas in which additional scientific and tech
nical progress is needed, as discussed in Chapters 3 through 7 of this 
report. These aspects are summarized in the following:

Seismograph stations and station networks

1. Stations that may participate in the global system should as far as 
possible be equipped with modern seismograph systems, preferably 
broadband with high dynamic range, capable of continuous recording 
of data in digital form. However, data from analogue stations, particu
larly in the southern hemisphere, would continue to be useful to the 
global system.

2. An agreed specification of standards for stations in the network 
requires further study.

3. It is essential that more high quality stations be established in the 
southern hemisphere for the purpose of improving the direction and 
location of seismic events in that region.
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4. Efforts under way to establish the feasibility of ocean-bottom 
seismograph systems should be continued, as such stations could be a 
valuable supplement to land-based stations, particularly in the south
ern hemisphere.

5. The development of special systems for T-phase (hydroacoustic 
wave) detection should continue as these systems could significantly 
improve detection capability in the southern hemisphere.

6. All countries are encouraged to assemble comprehensive data on 
seismic noise conditions and signal levels at their stations and deposit 
this information with the Secretariat of the Conference on Disarma
ment.

Extraction of Level I parameters

1. Regarding the Level 1 parameter lists proposed in CCD/558 and 
CD/43 the Ad Hoc Group believes that a number of new parameters 
could be added as being useful for an international seismic data ex
change. However, the final list of parameters will be established only 
after a comprehensive experimental exercise of the global system.

2. Promising results on the use of filter techniques for Level I data 
extraction from three-component instruments (e.g. polarization filter
ing) and from small arrays (e.g. high-resolution wave number analysis) 
have been reported. The Ad Hoc Group recommends that these studies 
be pursued further.

3. The Ad Hoc Group maintains the goal that automatic procedures, 
supplemented by visual inspection, should be developed for Level I 
parameter extraction at the stations.

4. It is recommended that further investigations should be carried 
out to permit the effective identification of depth phases by automatic 
methods at stations on the basis of Level II data.

5. The Ad Hoc Group recommends that methods be developed to 
accommodate reporting of large earthquake sequences and swarms.

Exchange of Level I data through the WMO/GTS

1. A large-scale technical test should be conducted to test: the 
exchange of the full set of Level I parameters; the GTS circuits in 
Africa and South America; the transmission of bulletins from data 
centres; and the use of message-checking procedures.

2. Routine use of the GTS should be expanded and should be 
monitored to make long-term assessments of performance (message 
losses, error rates, transit times).

3. It is recommended that the secretariat of the Conference on 
Disarmament establish regular contact with the WMO secretariat to be 
kept informed of changes to the GTS and its procedures.

4. The Ad Hoc Group should maintain a close liaison with interna
tional seismological agencies in order to co-ordinate proposals for 
changes of the format of Level I parameters and the International 
Seismic Code.

Document 46



AD HOC GROUP REPORT, MARCH 9 155

5. The global system should include procedures at International 
Data Centres to monitor incoming messages and request re-transmis- 
sions by national seismic facilities.

6. National procedures should include the simultaneous transmission 
of outwards messages from the GTS centre to the national seismic 
facility which filed them.

7. National seismic facilities should be equipped to exchange mes
sages with national GTS centres by automatic means.

8. Preparation should be made of detailed instructions and guide
lines for personnel of the stations and international centres of the 
global system and of the receiving and transmitting points of the 
WMO/GTS system for the future comprehensive experimental exer
cise of the global system.

Exchange of Level II data

1. Standard formats need to be agreed for digital Level II data on 
magnetic tape. Possible future recommendations by lASPEI should be 
taken into account.

2. Standard formats and procedures are also needed for the trans
mission, on request, of digital Level II data by telecommunications 
channels. The formats should follow the magnetic tape standard as 
closely as possible.

3. The A d Hoc Group considers that further experimental investiga
tions on the rapid transmission, on request, of seismic Level II data 
should be undertaken, and that the impact on the Level II data trans
mission of future developments in telecommunication and computer 
technology should continue to be assessed.

International Data Centre procedures

1. The A d Hoc Group recommends that further research into auto
matic processing of Level I data to be received at International Data 
Centres be given high priority. This research would include:

—efforts to improve the accuracy of epicentre location and, most 
urgently, of event depth estimation;

—compilation as available on a global scale of detailed local and 
regional travel time-tables and organization of this information 
for use at International Data Centres;

—^development of methods for the classification of unassociated 
arrivals as local, regional or teleseismic;

—development of siu*face wave magnitude formulas for epicentral 
distances less than 20 degrees for general global application;

—development of procedures for analysing long period and short 
period data in an integrated way to improve event definition 
and location.

2. The Group recommends that the preliminary operational proce
dures for use in International Data Centres as contained in Appendix 7 
be tested and revised when practical experience is gained.
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3. The Group considers that procedures and equipment developed 
for the reception, storage, and transmission of Level II data at Interna
tional Data Centres need further testing.

47. Letter From the  D eputy A ssistan t Secretary  of De
fense  for N egotia tions Policy (Feith) to the  Washing
ton Post: Use of Chemical W eapons, March 12, 1984 ^

In his article "A Chemical Weapons Expert Who Doubts the Soviets 
Used Yellow Rain" [Outlook, Feb. 26],  ̂ Saul Hormats argues for 
discounting the evidence of chemical and toxin warfare by the Soviets 
and their clients on the grounds that he thinks the Soviets could have 
attained their aims through better means.

The evidence Mr. Hormats belittles derives from government offi
cials, scientists and other investigators from the United States, Canada, 
Belgium, Japan, France and elsewhere (including a multinational Ex
perts Group under U.N. auspices) who among them have produced 
environmental samples—human blood, urine and tissue specimens (in
cluding autopsy specimens); other physical evidence, such as a con
taminated Soviet army gas mask from Afghanistan; and interviews 
with numerous victims and eyewitnesses (and several defectors who 
participated in chemical attacks)—all of which establish that the Sovi
ets and their clients have used chemical and toxin weapons in Afghan
istan and Southeast Asia.

Mr. Hormats acknowledges that the Soviets might want to destroy a 
village and escape responsibility, and therefore ''might use a weapon 
that would not leave evidence of its use.'' Admitting that yellow rain 
"would be one choice," he comes to his principal conclusion that it 
would be a "not very probable" choice because "there are cheaper and 
more effective techniques at hand."

Aside from silly incidental mistakes in his subsequent elaboration 
(e.g., the suggestion that a certain disease in primitive Laotian moun
tain villages "would be attributed to inadequate pasteurization of 
milk," when those villagers have never even heard of pasteurization), 
his reasoning is like the logic of a coroner who, faced with a body 
dead of arsenic poisoning, argues that the deceased could not have 
been killed by arsenic because there are cheaper techniques available. 
As for his point that the Soviets might better have used certain 
biological warfare agents that we are unable to detect, all one can say 
is that they may have and we have not detected it.

Mr. Hormats asserts that, according to U.S. government publica
tions, "several hundred combinations of agents and delivery systems 
seem to have been used." The assertion is false and by a wide margin.

 ̂ The Washington Post, March 12, 1984.
2 Brackets in the source text.

Document 47



PERLE STATEMENT, MARCH 14 157

The evidence is that the Soviets have experimented with several deliv
ery systems—chiefly rockets, mortars, artillery and aerial spray. De
spite the difficulties of gathering intelligence on yellow rain attacks, 
which occur in areas controlled by hostile governments intent on 
restricting outsiders' access and on concealing chemical warfare evi
dence, the information we have obtained makes reasonably clear that 
such attacks, especially in prior years, were conducted not only for 
their operational value (which Mr. Hormats understates) but for their 
value as experiments in weapons development and tactics (which Mr. 
Hormats ignores altogether).

Overlooking the Soviets' evident interest in yellow rain experimen
tation on primitive and remote peoples allows Mr. Hormats to argue 
that prohibitively large quantities of toxic agent would be required for 
any attack on a village. His premise is that no such attack would be 
made unless enough agent were dropped to kill everyone. He takes no 
account of the terroristic effects of such an attack, the attackers' goal 
of inducing their enemies (e.g., the Hmong tribesmen) to flee, and the 
actual success achieved in this regard—witness the Thai refugee camps 
crowded with Hmong from Laos.

One of Mr. Hormats' errors is so egregious as to warrant special 
note. He repeatedly discusses the amount of "fusarium mold" the 
attackers would have to drop. It is stunning that a chemical weapons 
expert could fail to know that the Soviets are being accused of drop
ping mycotoxins, not the fungus or mold that produces the mycotox- 
ins. How much credibility, one wonders, would a man retain if he 
claimed to be a nuclear weapons expert and revealed his belief, for 
example, that nuclear war involved dropping not bombs but uranium 
enrichment factories?

48. S ta tem ent by the  A ssistan t Secretary  of D efense for 
In ternational Security Policy (Perle) Before the  
S enate  Committee on Armed Services: Soviet Viola
tions of Arms Control A greem ents , March 14, 1984 ^

I think, if I may, I will read from my prepared testimony, but 
probably not all of it.

Despite the unhappy nature of my report to you this morning, it is 
a pleasure to appear before the Senate Armed Services Committee. I 
have been asked to speak today about Soviet violations of important 
arms control agreements. As President Reagan told the United Nations 
Special Session on Disarmament in June 1982:

 ̂Soviet Treaty Violations: Hearing Before the Committee on Armed Services, United States Senate, 
Ninety-eighth Congress, Second Session, pp. 2-9.

Document 48



158 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1984

Agreements genuinely reinforce peace only when they are kept. 
Otherwise we are building a paper castle that will be blown away 
by the winds of war.^

After a year long intensive study of Soviet compliance with existing 
arms control agreements. President Reagan forwarded a report on 
Soviet compliance to the Congress on January 23, 1984. He summa
rized the findings of the report as follows:

The United States Government has determined that the Soviet 
Union is violating the Geneva Protocol on Chemical Weapons, the Bi
ological Weapons Convention, the Helsinki Final Act, and two provi
sions of SALT II: telemetry encryption and a rule concerning ICBM 
modernization. In addition, we have determined that the Soviet Union 
has almost certainly violated the ABM Treaty, probably violated the 
SALT II limit on new types, probably violated the SS-16 deployment 
prohibition of SALT II, and is likely to have violated the nuclear test
ing yield limit of the Threshold Test Ban Treaty.^

The words are carefully chosen here, Mr. Chairman. The quality of 
evidence that we have been able to accumulate, while high and while 
persuasive to the President and those of us who spent a full year 
examining every aspect, is not courtroom evidence, at least not open 
courtroom evidence, and, therefore, the words were carefully selected 
to indicate likelihood.

The likelihood where we say it is high is very high.
These are serious issues. Our concerns are deepened by the fact that 

Soviet violations in a number of cases involved treaties, the terms of 
which are not very demanding—SALT II, for example.

As this committee well knows, even the strictest possible compli
ance with SALT II would allow an enormous increase in Soviet nuclear 
capability. Indeed, there has been almost a 75-percent increase in 
Soviet nuclear warheads aimed at the United States since SALT II was 
signed in 1979.

It seems to this observer ample indication of the judgment of this 
committee that that treaty was not in the security interest of the 
United States. The fact that the Soviet Union has gone even beyond 
this and violated important treaty provisions is a cause for serious 
concern.

Another cause for concern is the fact, as Secretary Weinberger has 
observed in his recent report to the Congress that:

Several of these violations must have been planned by Soviet 
authorities many years ago, in some cases perhaps at the very 
time the Soviet Union entered into the agreements.®

2 Documents on Disarmament 1982, p. 382.
® Document 10.
 ̂The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff. 

® Dated February 1, Document 21.

Document 48



PERLE STATEMENT, MARCH 14 159

There are serious potential security risks from Soviet arms control 
violations. This is particularly true in the ABM area. Since the ABM 
Treaty ® does not limit the production of ABM intercepter missiles, 
which can be deployed rather quickly, the radar limitations are its core 
provision because large radars take years to construct. The ABM 
Treaty is hardly an optimum arms control agreement. Many of its 
provisions are permissive and thus involve a calculated risk. Even in 
1972 the Soviet radar base was already more extensive than that of the 
then proposed United States Safeguard ABM.

Indeed, a unilateral statement the U.S. Government issued during 
the SALT I negotiation noted that:

Since Hen House (Soviet ballistic missile early warning radars) 
can detect and track ballistic missile warheads at great distances, 
they have a significant ABM potential.

The new Soviet large phased-array radars (LPAR's), now deployed 
in significant numbers, are far more capable than the Hen House.

The United States has long been concerned about the ABM poten
tial of Soviet large phased-array radars. Indeed, as early as 1970, then 
Secretary of Defense Melvin R. Laird told the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee:

You all know that with regard to ABM defenses, long-lead 
items are the acquisition and tracking radars.®

Soon after signing the ABM Treaty the Soviets began the construc
tion of a new generation of large phased-array radars far more capable 
than the Hen House to support a large ABM program.

Indeed, during the Carter administration, the JCS reported that:

Soviet phased-array radars, which may be designed to improve 
impact prediction and target handling for ABM battle manage
ment, are under construction at various locations throughout the 
USSR. These radars could perform some battle management func
tions as well as provide redundant ballistic missile early warning 
coverage.^

In mid-1983 the United States discovered the construction of one of 
these radars deep in the interior of the U.S.S.R. near the city of 
Krasnoyarsk, a city, by the way, from which Secretary Chernenko 
comes. Maybe it was just a public works project to support his 
district.

After a minute analysis study of this radar, its capabilities and 
Soviet explanations for its construction, the U.S. Government has 
concluded that:

® Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
 ̂Ibid., p. 285.

® For the same testimony before the Senate Armed Services Conmiittee, see ibid., 1970,
p. 211.

® Source not found.
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The new radar under construction al Krasnoyarsk almost cer
tainly constitutes a violation of the legal obligation under the 
Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty of 1972, in that in its associated 
siting, orientation, and capability, it is prohibited by the Treaty.^®

We have other serious concerns about Soviet failure to comply with 
the ABM Treaty. During the negotiation of the treaty, the U.S. Gov
ernment attempted to deal with the threat of the upgrade of Soviet 
bomber defense—SAM—missiles into ABM systems. We were par
ticularly concerned about the SA-5. In the testimony cited above. 
Secretary Laird voiced concern about the ABM potential of the Soviet 
SA-5, noting that:

We cannot rule out the possibility that the Soviets have given 
or will give this system, called the SA-5 or TALLINN system, an 
ABM role. We believe it is technically feasible for this system. 
This is a problem of particular concern because of the extent of 
the TALLINN deployment-over 1,000 interceptor missile launch
ers.^^

The United States settled for a prohibition of testing such SAM's in 
the ABM mode but without a specific definition of what this meant.

Over the years we have expressed concerns to the Soviet Union 
about Soviet testing of bomber defense missiles—surface-to-air mis
siles, or SAM's—radars against strategic ballistic missiles. A 1978 
report of the Carter administration stated that this activity:

. . . could have been part of an effort to upgrade the SA-5 
system for an ABM role or to collect data for use in developing 
ABM systems or a new dual SAM/ABM system.

Moreover, the Soviets have developed a rapidly deployable ABM 
system. In addition, as the Scowcroft Commission noted in its report:

At least one new Soviet defensive system is designed to have 
capability against short-range ballistic missiles; it could perhaps 
be upgraded for use against reentry vehicles of some submarine- 
launched ballistic missiles and even ICBMs.^^

Two of the new Soviet SAM's now being deployed, the SA-10 and 
SA-12 could have ABM potential if provided data from large phased- 
array radars.

I think I can summarize the discussion of the ABM problem by 
noting the importance that we must attach to the appearance of long 
lead time, large phased-array radars, given the capacity of the Soviets 
to move quickly to put in place the other elements of a comprehensive 
ABM system.

10 See Document 10, dated January 23.
 ̂  ̂ See Documents on Disarmament, 1970, p. 211. 

Ibid., 1978, p. 82.
Ibid., 1983, pp. 277-278.
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That is why, of all the violations, the one that concerns us most is 
the installation of this new radar at Krasnoyarsk.

Concerning the SALT II Treaty, we have determined that there have 
been a number of violations or probable violations. We believe that 
the Soviets have probably deployed the SS-16 ICBM in violation of a 
specific treaty prohibition. The Soviets have either flight-tested a 
second new type of ICBM in violation of a treaty provision or they 
have made impermissible modifications to an existing type. We be
lieve that the Soviet SS-X-25 probably is a second new type in 
violation of the treaty limit of one new type.

I can recall the hearing in this very room with Secretary Brown on 
the issue of the prohibition in the SALT II Treaty of deployment of 
more than one new type of ICBM. As I recall, it was Secretary 
Brown's view that this was perhaps the most important of the provi
sions of the SALT II agreement. We have now unhappily concluded 
that it has been violated.

The limit of one new type of ICBM was described by the Carter 
administration as one of the principal limits of SALT II. To quote 
Secretary of State Cyrus Vance in 1979:

Based on their past practices, they could be expected to acquire 
several entirely new types of land-based missiles by 1985; the 
treaty limits them to one.^^

While the "new" type limit of SALT II was hardly as restrictive as 
the Carter administration made it out to be, the one thing the Carter 
administration did insist on was that the SALT II Treaty would pro
hibit their testing of both a new medium and a new small solid fuel 
ICBM. They have now done both. They have flight-tested a new 
medium solid fuel ICBM similar to our MX and the SS-X-25, a 
Minuteman-sized solid fuel missile.

The United States has determined that Soviet encryption of missile 
telemetry impedes our verification of SALT II in violation of the 
agreement. This is a serious development because it also affects our 
ability to negotiate a verifiable START Treaty. It affects in space the 
prospect of a verifiable AS AT agreement.

Indeed, President Carter told a Joint Session of the Congress in June 
1979 that:

A violation of this part of the treaty—which we would quickly 
detect—would be just as serious as a violation of the limits on 
strategic weapons themselves.^®

The Senate Foreign Relations Committee was so concerned about 
telemetry encryption in 1979 that it adopted an understanding to the 
resolution of ratification, sponsored by Senator Biden and adopted by 
a 15-to-O vote, which provided:

The SALT II Treaty: Hearings Before the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, 
Ninety-sixth Congress, First Session on Ex. Y, 96-1 Pt. 1, July 9, 10, 11, 12, 1979, p. 90. 

Documents on Disarmament, 1979, p. 235.
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That any practice with regard to the transmission of telemetric 
information during the testing of strategic arms limited by the 
Treaty, including, but not limited to, the failure to transmit rele
vant telemetric information, which results in impeding of verifica
tion by United States national technical means of any provision of 
the treaty, will be raised by the United States in the Standing 
Consultative Commission and if the issue is not resolved to the 
satisfaction of the United States, the United States reserves the 
right to exercise all other available remedies, including but not 
limited to, the right to withdraw from the treaty.^®

Those were brave words. They were words agreed to by the com
mittee in the context of a dispute over verification of the treaty and 
they are every bit as relevant in the aftermath of the implementation 
of that treaty as they were when they were said in 1979.

Soviet violations of the chemical and biological treaties are 
more than simple arms control violations. They are atrocities. These 
weapons have been used against defenseless human beings in an 
organized effort to drive them from their homes by killing thousands 
of them.

The decline in the use of these weapons reported in today's newspa
pers does little for the thousands who have died and nothing to 
absolve the Soviets from 8 years of cruel and inhumane attacks with 
lethal my CO toxins.

I could not help but be struck, Mr. Chairman, by reports that Iraq 
has resorted to the use of chemical weapons in its war with Iran which 
appeared on the front pages immediately and without qualification. 
There were no references to ''alleged reports."

This report is in contrast to the general effect that the Soviet Union 
was engaging in supplying mycotoxins to its allies in Afghanistan and 
Southeast Asia. Somehow the word "alleged" appeared for virtually 
every such description of what we knew to be going on.

The Soviet violation of the Helsinki Final Act involved an action 
contrary to the confidence-building measures included in that agree
ment.

Soviet testing of nuclear weapons, which we believe is likely to 
have exceeded the 150-kiloton limit of the Threshold Test Ban 
Treaty, could result in the development of improved warheads for 
their strategic weapons systems.

Violations, in my judgment, however, are more significant than the 
immediate military consequences of the acts themselves. They raise 
questions about the integrity of the arms control process that may be 
far more significant than the short-term military impact.

Ibid., p. 644.
Ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.
Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
Printed in the Department of State Bulletin, September 1, 1975, pp. 323 ff.; the arms 

control portions may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304-308.
Ibid, 1974, pp. 225-229.
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Despite much rhetoric in the 1970's about the terrible consequences 
to the Soviet Union of arms control treaty violations, it is clear that 
these treaties are extremely difficult to enforce.

There are those who even now demand standards of proof that 
simply cannot be met by national technical means of verification. 
There are those who argue we should ignore violations because they 
are not militarily significant. Others suggest that these Soviet viola
tions are somehow our fault—we have not been tough enough with 
them in the Standing Consultative Commission. Some even suggest we 
should sweep these issues under the rug because they spoil the climate 
for future arms control.

There has been some criticism of our decision to make public these 
Soviet violations. Some of this echoes the criticism of the Arms Con
trol Association without repeating its most fundamental injunction:

Violations of arms control agreements cannot be overlooked or 
excused.

Perhaps the tone of the Arms Control Association press conference 
would have been different if it had accepted the administration's offer 
of a classified briefing on the report before it held its press conference. 
It chose to hold its press conference before such a briefing could be 
arranged and even before the final report was finished and presented 
to the Congress.

The most fundamental misconception fostered by the Arms Control 
Association is that somehow Soviet arms control violations are our 
fault because until recently we have not raised SALT II issues in the 
Standing Consultative Commission [SCC].^^

I want to clear this up here and now. This is simply not true. We 
began raising SALT II issues in the spring 1981 session of the SCC. 
We have also raised them through senior diplomatic channels. We 
called for a special session of the SCC in 1983 which the Soviets 
refused to attend.

The fact of the matter is that the SCC has been largely unsuccessful 
over the years in resolving compliance concerns. Unfortunately, previ
ous administrations have exaggerated its effectiveness in order to sell 
unverifiable arms control agreements to the U.S. Congress.

Ambassador Paul Nitze was correct in 1979 when, during the SALT
II hearings, he testified that:

They [compliance concerns] were resolved by accepting what 
has been done in violation.

One can debate whether the issues of the 1970's were violations or 
circumventions or a mix of both. I suppose I will be accused of 
looking at the past and not the future. There is no doubt that the 
Soviets have proven remarkably adroit at exploiting ambiguities in

2 ̂  These and following brackets are in the source text.
The SALT II Treaty: Hearings Before the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, 

Ninety-sixth Congress, First Session on Ex. Y, 96-1 . . Pt. 1, p. 493.
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arms control agreements to proceed with activities that it was the 
intent of one of the parties—us—to preclude by treaty.

In doing this, the Soviets have not hesitated to mislead us, deliber
ately and all too successfully. In order to achieve their purpose, while 
we regard the spirit of agreements as a guide to their implementation, 
the Soviets do not. They care nothing for the spirit of agreement and, 
while it suits their purpose, little more for their letter. This is a sad 
commentary; the truth is not always happy.

The charges we have made against the Soviet Union are the result 
of an extremely intensive study of Soviet compliance that lasted over 
1 year. We carefully reviewed the evidence and the negotiating record.

I might say in passing on one issue where there was some concern 
that the negotiating record might have been ambiguous, Mr. Chair
man, we searched tens of thousands of pages of that record and found 
27 instances in which the subject at issue was referenced, laid out all 
27 instances before a senior subcabinet group, and before the report 
went to the President with recommendations, we had exhaustively 
examined each and every one of the 27 statements to be sure in our 
own mind there was not the thinnest edge of an excuse that could be 
brought to bear in defense of Soviet behavior.

These charges should not be confused with the Soviet propaganda 
contained in the Aide Memoire released by the Soviet Government. 
The Soviets know full well that we are in full compliance with our 
arms control obligations.

There is nothing new about arms control treaty violations or at
tempts to deny the existence of these violations or their significance. 
Sir Winston Churchill waged a very lonely campaign against these 
tendencies in the 1930's.

In 1933 he first warned of Hitler ŝ violations of the arms control 
provisions of the Treaty of Versailles. His revelations were treated 
with disbelief. The Labour Party had just won an important election 
on an overtly pacifist platform.

In 1933, Sir Winston noted that these pacifist leaders “. . . repre
sented that Germany might have a few thousand more rifles than was 
allowed under the Treaty, a few more Boy Scouts," but then ''pictured 
the enormous armies of Czechoslovakia and Poland and France with 
their thousands of cannons, and so forth. If I could believe that 
picture, I should feel much more comforted, but I cannot. The great, 
dominant fact is that Germany has already begun to rearm."

Mr. Churchill's warnings were ignored.
In 1934, Sir Winston Churchill challenged the British Government 

concerning German compliance with arms control provisions of the 
Treaty of Versailles. In the House of Commons he stated that:

. . . the worst crime is not to tell the truth to the public, and I 
think we must ask the government to assure us that Germany has

Churchill, Winston. While England Slept: A Survey of World Affairs, 1932-1938. New 
York: G. P. Putnam's Sons, 1938, p. 80.
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observed and is observing her treaty obligations in respect to mili
tary aviation.

Unfortunately, the British Government did assure the British people, 
contrary to the facts, that Hitler was not violating the Treaty of 
Versailles.

Even as late as 1935 the British Government was ignoring Hitler's 
arms control violations, even refusing to admit that the Germans were 
violating the limits on warship construction.

I apologize for this discourse on British history, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman T o w e r .  I think that discourse is very instructive and 

pertinent.
Please proceed.
Mr. P e r l e .  Thank you.
Sir Winston railed in the House of Commons:

. . . even the battleships are laid down. I do not know how the 
Admiralty came to be without information that even battleships, 
contrary to the Treaty, were being laid down. I am astoimded at 
such a thing. We always believed before the [First World] War 
that battleships could never be laid down without our knowledge. 
The Germans were entitled to build 10,000-ton ships according to 
the Treaty, but they, by a concealment which the Admiralty were 
utterly unable to penetrate, converted these into 26,000-ton ships. 
Let us be careful when we see all these extremely awkward inci
dents occurring.^®

The British Government was not careful. It continued to deny Hit
ler's arms control violations. Thus, England slept until it was too late 
to avoid the Second World War.

This administration is dedicated to the negotiation of effective, 
meaningful, and verifiable agreements for arms reduction. This cannot 
be accomplished by ignoring Soviet arms control violations and pre
tending that they do not exist.

Arms control without Soviet compliance is nothing more than an 
exercise in unilateral disarmament. Arms control agreements must be 
complied with if there is any hope that they will increase our security.

The Soviet arms control compliance record must be taken fully into 
account when we formulate future arms control proposals.

The fact that the Soviets have cheated in the past does not rule out 
the possibility of mutually beneficial agreements in the future, but it 
does rule out the type of ineffective agreements based upon wishful 
thinking that we have negotiated in the past—and which some pro
pose today.

We will continue to press the Soviets for corrective action. Howev
er, we must recognize that the problem of Soviet arms control viola
tions has not yet been solved.

24 Ihil, p. 134.
25 Ibid., pp. 218-219.
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We must, if we are not to face an expanding pattern of Soviet 
violations, see to it that such violations carry costs at least equal to the 
gains they derive from them.

The full funding of the President's strategic weapons program is 
essential in view of these violations. We are now in the process of 
assessing the implications of these violations for our mid- and long
term programs.

It is clear, however, that the enormous momentum of the Soviet 
strategic weapons program continues largely unconstrained by existing 
treaties.

Mr. Chairman, I did read the entire stateihent. I apologize for its 
length, but I have been struck by how little interest there has been in 
this issue in other parts of the Government and I wanted to make full 
use of this opportunity.

49. S ta tem ent by  the  H ungarian R epresen ta tive  
(M eiszter) to the  Conference on Disarmament: Pre
vention  of Nuclear W ar, March 15, 1984 ^

In conformity with rule 30 of the rules of procedure, today I wish to 
address item 3 of our agenda, entitled ''Prevention of nuclear war, 
including all related matters".

The Hungarian delegation is firmly convinced that any evaluation of 
the objectives pursued by a nuclear war and its possible outcome 
proves that the initiation of a nuclear war or even the threat of it can 
serve no rational objective whatsoever, be it political, military, eco
nomic or otherwise.

Considering that a single thermonuclear bomb can have a destruc
tive capacity greater than that of all the explosives used in all wars 
since gunpowder was invented, and bearing in mind that the use of 
such weapons would endanger not only presumed military targets but 
even the very existence of the human race as a whole, there is and 
there can be no task more urgent for mankind than the prevention of 
nuclear war by taking appropriate measures and creating the necessary 
political and legal environment to that effect. That is an absolute 
priority in the foreign policy of the Hungarian People's Republic and 
the basic aim of the activities of the political-military alliance to 
which my country belongs.

It is an unfortunate fact, indeed, that all the endeavours to eliminate 
the threat of a nuclear war have so far failed to bring about the 
expected results. Quite the contrary, sizeable efforts are still being 
made to vindicate the right of initiating a nuclear conflict, or to

1 CD/PV.250, pp. 11-16. 
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legitimize what is called in the jargon of its protagonists the '̂ nuclear 
option".

That is why the Hungarian delegation urges Western delegations to 
recognize the pressing need for real and substantive negotiations in the 
Conference on Disarmament on the question of the prevention of 
nuclear war.

In our opinion, negotiations on the prevention of nuclear war could 
touch upon proposals like the renunciation by all the nuclear-weapon 
States of the first use of nuclear weapons, the prohibition of the use 
of nuclear weapons, the qualitative and quantitative freezing by all the 
nuclear-weapon States of all the nuclear weapons at their disposal, 
and a moratorium on all nuclear explosions.

In a statement on 18 August 1983, the Hungarian delegation —̂in a 
spirit of ''rational, argumentative discourse'' urged recently by one of 
the delegations here—tried to address some of the objections raised 
against assuming obligations not to be the first to use nuclear weap
ons. That statement contained several arguments showing that the 
assuming of no-first-use obligations is in conformity with normal 
practice in international law, and with the letter and spirit of existing 
international treaties and agreements, including the Charter of the 
United Nations. Although, in the absence of reactions, "intellectual 
honesty" would not seem to obviate any need for a new presentation, 
I wish to put forward further arguments to prove from a legal point of 
view that—even though the use of nuclear weapons is incompatible 
with existing rules of international law (with the sole exception of 
self-defence against an aggression carried out by the same type of 
weapon)—there is a definite necessity to impose an explicit prohibi
tion on the use of nuclear weapons in the form of no-first-use com
mitments.

The use of nuclear weapons is incompatible with existing rules of 
international customary and conventional law as well as with legal 
principles underlying the international laws of war, because it 
amounts, as for some of its effects, to the use of poison and poisoned 
weapons, because it inflicts unnecessary suffering, because it consti
tutes crime against humanity, and finally because it amounts to geno
cide.

Formal prescriptions of law bear witness to the fact that the use of 
nuclear weapons constitutes a breach of several rules and principles of 
conventional and customary international law. Those rules and princi
ples are formalized in such legal instruments as the St. Petersburg 
Declaration of 1868,^ the Hague Conventions of 1899 and 1907,® the 
Geneva Protocol of 1925,® the Geneva Red Cross Conventions of

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 666-675. 
® British and Foreign State Papers, vol. 58, p. 16.
4 TS 403; 32 Stat. 1803; 1 Bevans 247.
5 TS 539; 36 Stat. 2277.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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1929 and 1949,® Additional Protocol (I) of 1977 ® to the Geneva 
Conventions of 1949, and the 1948 Genocide Convention.^®

Any one of the breaches might in itself be sufficient to support the 
assertion that the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons is illegal. 
However, the cumulative incompatibility of such an act with the rules 
and principles cited earlier strengthens that conclusion even more.

If one accepts the validity of that conclusion, it may then seem 
logical to question the necessity of taking any further contractual legal 
steps for the prevention of the use of nuclear weapons, that is, for the 
prevention of nuclear war. However, while conventional and custom
ary international law has a definite bearing on the use of nuclear 
weapons, the relevant rules and principles were formulated in a pre- 
nuclear political and legal environment. It is a basic paradox of the 
twentieth century that there are no conventional rules specifically 
prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons, even though such a prohibi
tion would be of paramount political, legal and humanitarian value. 
The existence of that basic paradox explains why it is not at all 
contradictory to assert, on the one hand, that the use of nuclear 
weapons is illegitimate as being incompatible with several rules and 
principles of conventional and customary international law and to 
affirm, on the other hand, the necessity of an explicit regulation.

There are, however, some further arguments that substantiate such a 
necessity.

It is well known that there exists a positive prohibition on the use 
of weapons with analogous destructive effects and capacity. In the 
case of incendiary, chemical and biological weapons, conventional and 
customary international law could not allow any compromise for the 
sake of military necessity at the expense of the needs of humanity. 
Because of their extremely cruel and indiscriminate effects the use of 
such weapons is, partially or generally, prohibited. The strange legal 
and moral logic applied by certain States to nuclear weapons when 
trying to make them a case of exception should not in any way 
prevent legal regulation. Positive prohibition is to be placed on the 
first use of nuclear weapons having analogous destructive effects— 
analogous, that is, to the effects of those weapons already prohibit
ed—such as the heat effect and the poisonous effect caused by the 
absorption of radio-active fall-out; and having a destructive capacity 
which is several orders of magnitude greater than that of those weap
ons already prohibited.

Developments related to nuclear-weapons technology and doctrines 
put an increasing premium on a disarming first strike. Developments 
in military technology, such as the advances in missile accuracy, war
head efficiencies, the appearance of M1RV-, and later MARV-war
heads, cruise missiles and technologies like Stealth, all initiated by one

TS 846 and 847; 47 Stat. 2021 and 2074.
8 TIAS 3362, 3363, 3364, 3365; 6 UST 3114, 3217, 3316, 3516. 
^International Legal Materials, November 16, 1977, issue # 6 , pp. 1391 ff. 

British and Foreign State Papers, vol. 151, pp. 682-687.
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of the nuclear-weapon Powers during the last 10-15 years, could 
easily be identified as a conscious effort to improve nuclear warfight- 
ing capabilities. Those developments have been coupled with a doctri
nal evolution along the lines of a strategic counterforce posture pro
ducing concepts like limited and protracted nuclear war and pre
emptive first strike. Those developments constantly challenge the 
technological, political and normative brakes on the use of nuclear 
weapons.

Furthermore, there is a need for explicit regulation because, in spite 
of the incompatibility of the use of nuclear weapons with existing 
rules of international customary and conventional law, certain States 
assert that such use is legal. Article 613 of the United States Law of 
Naval Warfare states: ^There is at present no rule of international law 
expressly prohibiting States from the use of nuclear weapons in war
fare. In the absence of express prohibition, the use of such weapons 
against enemy combatants and other military objectives is permitted." 
An analogous opinion is expressed in paragraph 35 of the United 
States Army's Rules of Land Warfare, as well as in other documents 
concerning nuclear weapons.

The group of States emphasizing that, given the Charter of the 
United Nations, there is no need to prohibit explicitly the use of 
nuclear weapons, refuses to renounce the ''nuclear option", alluding to 
an alleged conventional superiority of the Warsaw Treaty Organiza
tion. Even if there was not an over-all conventional balance in Europe, 
and even if the Warsaw Treaty member States had not made numer
ous proposals on a mutual commitment not to be the first to use either 
nuclear or conventional weapons, the whole notion of the "nuclear 
option" would be irreconcilable with the legal principle of proportion
ality, according to which actions taken in self-defence or as reprisals 
for an alleged breach of international law must be proportional in 
scale to the quantum of the threat or of the force used.

The last argument testifying to the urgent necessity of explicitly 
prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons is the fact that, twice in the 
history of mankind, existing rules and principles of conventional and 
customary international law have failed to prevent the use of nuclear 
weapons.

All this makes it urgent and imperative to prohibit the use of 
nuclear weapons by the formalization in an explicit legal contractual 
rule, of renunciation of the first use of nuclear weapons. The substan
tive contribution such an explicit regulation might make to lessening 
the danger of a nuclear war cannot be challenged on the basis that no- 
first-use commitments are declaratory and not verifiable. As these 
assertions are frequently repeated even in such an authoritative disar
mament negotiating body as the Conference on Disarmament, and are 
echoed in official statements and declarations, I would like to make a 
few short remarks on that score.

It is often said that a no-first-use commitment is of a declaratory 
character. Probably it is proper to remind the Conference at this point
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that commitments formalized in a contractual legal form are of a 
binding, mandatory character. At the same time there is nothing 
wrong about a treaty being declaratory in a legal sense. There are 
several treaties from the laws of warfare which are considered to be 
declaratory of international customary law, such as the Genocide Con
vention of 1948 or the Geneva Protocol of 1925, codifying generally 
accepted rules of customary law. The Geneva Protocol, for example, 
has long been considered to be declaratory of two rules of internation
al customary law prohibiting since the nineteenth century the use of 
poison and poisoned weapons. If the term declaratory is used here in 
that legal sense, signifying an emerging general recognition that nucle
ar weapons are not legitimate means of warfare, we would welcome 
such a development in the position of the group of States which has 
been reluctant to assume a commitment not to be the first to use 
nuclear weapons. But if the term is used in a pejorative sense, the 
argimients all together contained in the present statement are aimed at 
refuting such endeavours.

The no-first-use commitments are not verifiable, it is stated, because 
they express intentions, and intentions are by their nature not verifia
ble.

International treaties express some kind of an intention of the par
ties to them to have certain aspects of their relationship regulated. As 
soon as intentions are formalized in an international treaty form, those 
intentions cease to be intentions in a legal sense as they are trans
formed into legally binding commitments. These are the legally bind
ing commitments and not intentions that are subject to verification. 
The member States of the Warsaw Treaty Organization have proposed 
a treaty, that is, a legally binding instrument, to be concluded on the 
global non-use of military force, be it with nuclear or conventional 
weapons. It is quite unfortunate that NATO member States, ques
tioning the validity of intentions, have failed to agree to transforming 
the vague declarations made on their non-aggressive intentions into 
such a legally binding commitment.

As to the intrinsic impossibility of adequate verification 1 should 
like to say the following: the no-first-use commitment is, of course, 
not a disarmament measure, which can be quantitatively measured and 
verified. It is a legally binding commitment prohibiting a certain activ
ity. If we assume that legally binding commitments of a prohibitive 
character are intrinsically unverifiable and therefore, unwanted, one 
can easily question the practicability of a whole set of treaties prohib
iting different types of military activities. The raison d'etre of the 
Geneva Protocol, the Antarctic Treaty, the Partial Test-Ban 
Treaty, the Outer Space Treaty, the Treaty of Tlatelolco, ̂  ̂  the

 ̂  ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 2-18. 
Ibid., 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1550-1556. 
Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
Ibid., 1967, pp. 38-43.
Ibid., pp. 69-83.
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Non-Proliferation Treaty/® the Sea-Bed Treaty , the  ENMOD Con
vention and the Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons/® 
that is, nearly all major multilateral disarmament treaties and conven
tions in fact could be called into question.

A no-first-use commitment, once assumed, entails adequate changes 
in the military hardware, doctrine and posture. Nuclear weapons with 
clear first-strike capabilities, technological efforts to improve first- 
strike capabilities, nuclear warfighting doctrines, counterforce and 
first-strike postures, and concepts like that of a pre-emptive first 
strike must be renounced. The practical implementation of such a 
renouncement with all the changes it entails cannot go unnoticed, it is 
positively verifiable. At the same time a contemplated use of nuclear 
weapons necessitates adequate preparations and a return to the status 
ante, which is identifiable and verifiable as well, leaving ample room 
for the necessary countermeasures.

All in all, it is a grim reality of the nuclear age that until more far- 
reaching nuclear disarmament proposals, such as, for example, the one 
that the Soviet Union put forward in 1981 on the elimination of all 
nuclear weapons from Europe,^® until such disarmament proposals are 
implemented, there is no political or contractual-legal measure what
soever which could form a 100 per cent guarantee against the use of 
nuclear weapons. Pending the implementation of such proposed meas
ures, however, the world would be a much safer place to live in, with 
no-first-use commitments creating confidence, transparency and calcu- 
lability. Without such a commitment, fear and suspicion will continue 
to prevail and to feed the nuclear arms race.

50. Report of the  Commission on S trategic Forces, March 
21, 1984 1

In its report to you on April 11, 1983,^ your Commission on Strate
gic Forces recommended an integrated strategic program which you 
subsequently endorsed. Its principal elements are a limited deployment 
of the MX missile, development of a small, single warhead interconti
nental ballistic missile (ICBM), and an arms control structure which 
emphasizes the enhancement of strategic stability. The Commission 
believes that each of these elements is essential if the utility of the 
program is to be realized.

Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
Ibid., 1971, pp. 7-11.

^^Ibid., 1977, pp. 322-326.
^^Ihid., 1980, pp. 440-452.
20 Ibid., 1981, p. 688.
 ̂ACDA files. The report was signed by the Commission's Chairman, Brent Scow- 

croft.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 273-300.
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The Commission has continually emphasized that a bipartisan ap
proach is critical to the formulation and adoption of US strategic 
programs and arms control. Whatever success this Commission has 
enjoyed has depended heavily on that bipartisan process. Dialogue 
between the Executive and the Congress must be nurtured and 
strengthened if continued progress is to be made.

After the Commission made its report, you asked that it participate 
in discussions on revisions of your START proposals for presentation 
at the October, 1983, negotiating session with the Soviets. Much of 
that dialogue was not public because of considerations of the confi
dentiality of negotiations. It is clear that continued progress of both 
the MX and small missile crucially depends on the course of arms 
control negotiations. Therefore, while continuing to emphasize all of 
its recommendations, the Commission believes it is important to focus, 
in this final report to you, on the arms control aspects of its earlier 
recommendations.

MX Missile

The Commission report, and much of the debate which followed 
your endorsement,® understandably focused on the recommendations 
regarding the MX missile. That was the issue which required immedi
ate legislative action. The MX program received substantial public and 
Congressional support in 1983. However, it faces significant opposi
tion in Congress again this legislative year. Continued implementation 
of the MX program, in the judgment of the Commission, is highly 
contingent not only on vigorous Administration efforts but also on 
parallel progress in the other elements of the integrated program.

Small Missile

The Commission has reviewed the initial steps undertaken in pur
suit of the program for development of a small, single-warhead ICBM. 
A high-level Small Missile Independent Advisory Group chaired by 
retired Air Force General Bernard Schriever was established to advise 
the Air Force on a development program for the small missile. That 
committee submitted its carefully considered recommendations last 
August, providing a firm basis for a sound development program. 
There are elements of that program which warrant continued high- 
level review, such as missile size, guidance, initial flight test date, and 
overall system cost.

The cost effectiveness of the small missile will be heavily dependent 
on the existence of an arms control environment which would sharply 
restrict the number of warheads and the throwweight of interconti
nental ballistic missiles. It is therefore a crucial task of the MX to 
provide an inducement for such an arms control environment.

 ̂For the President's endorsement, see ibid., pp. 351-352. 
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Arms Control

The arms control recommendaiions of the Commission received the 
least detailed consideration in the early debate on the Commission's 
proposals. Those recommendations were based on our fundamental 
belief that arms control should focus less upon aggregate numbers and 
more on overall strategic stability. This proposition was illustrated in 
the report through the example of the negative effect of arms control 
counting rules on stability.

The disappointing history of US-Soviet arms control negotiations 
thus far may raise the question of why we should try to pursue formal 
arms control measures at all. Why should we not rely on the natural 
rationality and prudence of the two superpowers and the restraints of 
arms costs to keep the strategic competition within bounds? This 
question is especially pertinent now, in light of the many expectations 
for arms control which we have held in the past. Because of these 
many disappointments in arms control, it is important to keep our 
expectations within bounds by understanding what arms control 
cannot, as well as what it can, do.

Arms control cannot end the threat of nuclear war While the 
likelihood of nuclear war can be reduced, the threat will remain with 
us. We can not ''disinvent" nuclear weapons. Imagining otherwise 
presents us with the paradox of the unattainable best being the enemy 
of the attainable good.

By itself, arms control is unlikely to reduce the casualties and 
damage should a nuclear war occur. Only a small number of nuclear 
weapons are required to inflict unbelievable damage on civilian popu
lations. Attempting to reduce the arsenals on each side to ''safe" 
numbers would risk instabilities which could themselves enhance the 
likelihood of nuclear conflict. Stability at a higher level is preferable to 
instability at a lower level.

Nuclear arms control will not enable us to make either deep or early 
cuts in defense budgets. At best, it can slow the pace of budget 
growth. Strategic nuclear forces have typically cost less than 15 per
cent of the total defense budget. Extending arms control to non
nuclear forces could potentially have a favorable impact on the de
fense budget, but the problems involved in nuclear arms control are 
simple compared to those in controlling conventional forces. Thus, 
while some reductions can perhaps be made, great economies should 
not be expected. Indeed, a reduction in nuclear forces could create a 
need for a substantial increase in the strength and therefore the cost of 
conventional forces.

While arms control can not attain such illusory objectives, it can, 
nonetheless, make a substantial contribution to US security. A nuclear 
conflict would be so devastating that we must, while protecting our 
freedoms and vital interests, leave no avenue unexplored which might 
reduce the chances that such a conflict would occur. The central 
purpose of our arms control efforts should therefore be to enhance US
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security by increasing strategic stability. Increasing strategic stability 
reduces the possibility that a nuclear conflict between the two sides, 
one that neither wants, will occur. Given the stakes involved, this is of 
great importance.

There are other objectives arms control can achieve. Through arms 
control it may sometimes be possible to avoid some expenditures on 
weapon systems which otherwise would be deployed. A prime exam
ple is the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty of 1972.̂  ̂ It allowed 
both sides to avoid heavy expenditures on systems which, at that 
stage of technology, would have been of only marginal effectiveness.

The very fact of arms control negotiations also has utility. The 
discussions which take place have, over the years, expanded the un
derstanding of both sides about the strategic concepts, the priorities, 
the hopes and the fears of the other. While, on occasion, this dialogue 
can be trying, it may reduce the element of surprise and enhance the 
understanding of certain military programs or actions which otherwise 
could be dangerously misinterpreted.

Finally, arms control should be pursued because the peoples of the 
world expect it of their leaders. That is a reason of special importance 
in a democracy. But while it is a mandate for pursuit of arms control, 
it imposes a duty on those leaders not to permit exaggerated expecta
tions of the results any arms control process can bring. Even after the 
disappointments of previous years, many still hold inflated notions of 
the contributions which arms control can make. Failures to fulfill 
those expectations are too frequently ascribed to the ineptness or 
obstructionism of the negotiators rather than to the great difficulty— 
given the ideological gulf and the asymmetry in force structures—of 
finding specific areas of common interest.

Some, of course, view arms control essentially as a trap for demo
cratic societies, a device manipulated by Soviet leaders to lure the 
West away from essential military development and deployment pro
grams. While such a danger cannot be ignored, careful definition and 
pursuit of realistic arms control measures should be adequate to pre
vent its occurrence.

We can not foresee an end to US-Soviet competition, out of which 
recurrent crises will arise. What we can and must do, through a 
combination of arms control and weapons programs, is reduce the 
chances that such crises will result in nuclear war.

Strategic Force Development and Asymmetries

Being more realistic about what we seek and expect from nuclear 
arms control is a prerequisite to further progress. A principal substan
tive barrier to surmount is the very different composition of the 
strategic forces of the two sides and the manner in which they have 
developed. Such asymmetries reflect the differing historical experi

 ̂ Printed ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.
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ences, strategic objectives and military traditions of the two superpow
ers.

In the United States the strategic advantages of diversity, our own 
military tradition as an air and naval power, plus a certain amount of 
interservice competition, produced strong strategic bomber and subma
rine forces, as well as a land-based ICBM force. This resulted in the 
so-called Triad of bombers and sea and land-based missiles.

Soviet strategic forces developed along very different lines. The 
Soviets had no tradition of strategic bombing before or during World 
War II. Their air forces in that war were attached to and designed to 
support their ground forces. The Soviet Union has not, until recently, 
been a maritime power. While it has a number of major seaports, only 
Murmansk and Petropavlovsk have unimpeded year-round access to 
open oceans. Exits from the Baltic, Black Sea and Asian ports (Vladi
vostok) are all subject to closure by hostile forces.

Instead, geography and history have made Russia a continental land 
power, with a tradition of heavy emphasis on massive artillery forces. 
As might have been expected under such circumstances, the develop
ment of Soviet strategic nuclear forces has been heavily oriented 
toward ICBM weapons. In the earlier stages of ICBM development, 
Soviet liquid-fueled missiles were less efficient, their guidance and 
control systems less miniaturized, and their warheads less accurate, 
resulting in larger warheads as an offset. After the earliest generations 
of ICBM's, the land-based missiles of the two sides developed along 
very different lines. While the US turned to much smaller missiles, the 
Soviet Union continued, even after substantial technological progress, 
to emphasize largeness in its missiles.

The result of all these differing traditions and technical capabilities 
is strategic forces which are very dissimilar. In addition, each strategic 
force component has its own strengths and weaknesses, which tend to 
be different from those of the other components. This, in turn, makes 
force structures very difficult to compare and each side tends to stress 
certain aspects of the force posture of the other as more menacing.

Thus the United States, with justification, views the huge Soviet 
ICBM boosters with alarm. Soviet technological progress, including 
accuracy, has made those boosters available for more or larger-yield 
warheads for attack, or for decoys and other penetration aids which 
would be valuable if there were a collapse or violation of the ABM 
treaty.

The Soviet Union has, on the other hand, raised concerns about the 
US cruise missile-equipped bomber force. A principal stated concern 
of the Soviets is that the United States bomber force, armed with 
cruise missiles, would be able to overwhelm them with accurate war
heads, albeit of longer flight time and vulnerable to air defenses.

Dealing With Force Asymmetries

One of the most difficult tasks of arms control, therefore, is to find 
an agreed standard for comparing the differently composed forces of
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the two sides. There are two theoretical methods for attempting to 
derive such a standard. The first is through numerical rules specifying 
that a certain mix of warheads and delivery vehicles is permitted on 
one side while a different mix is permitted on the other. This involves 
fixing separate limits on the number of land, sea and air-based mis
siles and warheads of particular types each side may have. The other 
method attempts to index each type of weapon through some measure 
such as ''destructive potential," so that each side is free to have any 
mix of weapons so long as it remains within the agreed level of 
aggregate "destructive potential" or comparable measure. There are, of 
course, innumerable combinations of these two general methods.

Devising an explicit methodology for comparing the forces of the 
two sides is an important step. Every proposed arms control agreement 
has, at least implicitly, its own index or methodology embodied in it. 
By making the methodology explicit, we can compare the assumptions 
with which different individuals and groups approach the strategic 
balance. Accordingly, an explicit index could be of considerable utility 
in clarifying the domestic debate in the United States about what our 
overall force mix and balance should be. An explicit index method 
should also be of value in developing strategic arms control proposals 
for presentation to the Soviet Union, whether or not the methodology 
itself becomes an agreed element of the negotiation package.

Once an index of equivalence has been accepted, equivalent reduc
tions can be determined. It is at this point that the objective of 
enhancing stability plays a crucial role. The measures adopted both for 
reduction and for modernization should emphasize stability. There are 
two broad aspects of stability. For example, as your Commission has 
stressed, when considering reductions it is important to reduce the 
ratio of warheads to targets. The most destabilizing aspect of concen
trating a large proportion of one's force in multiple independently- 
targeted reentry vehicles (MIRVs) on ICBM's is that they make it 
possible to destroy ICBM's with numerous warheads at a cost to the 
attacker of only one or two warheads. The other aspect of stability is 
that of overall force balance. Unless both aspects of stability are 
present, there could be a premium on striking first, thus contributing 
to instability in a crisis. The Commission recommended the small 
missile in part to redress the ratio of warheads to targets. The limited 
deployment of M-X provides the Soviets an incentive to move toward 
small ICBMs themselves and meanwhile makes an indispensable con
tribution to overall force balance.

In adopting rules for modernization, it is important to recognize that 
there are both stabilizing and destabilizing trends in technology. While 
we probably cannot return to systems as invulnerable as were Minute- 
man and Polaris in their day, arms control agreements should be 
directed toward constraining destabilizing and promoting stabilizing 
developments. Modernization measures could also include such de
vices as hardening, deception, or certain types of defensive systems in
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order to increase the cost to the attacker and make a first strike 
unremunerative.

The concept of builddown has been advanced as one device for 
accomplishing these arms control objectives. Builddown requires de
struction of older warheads as the price for permitting deployment of 
more modern ones. The number of warheads which must be destroyed 
can be varied to encourage deployment of new systems of greater 
stability. Builddown can be a very useful device, but it must be 
applied with great care. It is essential, for example, that the required 
reductions not be formulated in such a way as to have the effect of 
contributing to instability by increasing the ratio of warheads to tar
gets.

The first goal of nuclear arms control efforts should be to ensure 
that the nature of the forces on each side does not provide a military 
incentive to strike first with nuclear weapons in a crisis. If possible an 
agreement should create a military disincentive to a first strike (i.e., 
the force balance for an attacker should be worse after an attack than 
before). Such a mutual balance of forces, if it can be achieved at all, 
will come only after extended and sustained effort over many years. 
There are no easy shortcuts or quick solutions. With crisis stability as 
a goal, however, each step successfully negotiated has immediate 
effect in improving the character of the strategic balance.

Reducing the Risk of Accidental War

Other devices which can enhance stability are a collection of meas
ures intended to reduce the likelihood of accidental war. For example, 
these measures might include: bilateral exchange of information about 
steps which could be misconstrued as indications of an attack (e.g., 
maneuvers), dialogue between US and Soviet defense officials, and 
agreements to improve the reliability and survivability of missile 
warning systems. A variety of such measures, designed to improve 
communication and predictability, would contribute to stability by 
improving mutual understanding and reducing surprise and misinter
pretation. While less dramatic than agreements relating directly to the 
central nuclear balance, they nonetheless can make a very valuable 
contribution to arms control objectives.

Verification and Compliance

Two major and unresolved problems of arms control are the twin 
issues of verification and compliance. The arms control process can be 
sustained over time only if compliance with agreements is satisfactory 
and verification is adequate to determine compliance and deter non- 
compliance. Otherwise, the restraints of arms control agreements may 
appear to be one-sided and indispensable public support will evapo
rate. Because our society is open and the Soviet society is closed, 
verification is more essential and more difficult for us to achieve than 
for the Soviets. We must be able to determine, through a process in 
which each side has confidence, that arms control commitments are
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being fairly observed. As both sides increasingly turn to strategic 
systems which rely on concealment and mobility for survival, the 
problems of verification become more complex and new verification 
techniques may be required. The essential test of an effective verifica
tion system is that it will detect with a high degree of confidence any 
set of violations which would have a significant impact on the strate
gic balance. The Commission believes that goal remains within our 
reach.

Compliance consists of verification and a procedure for consultation 
and explanation of questionable events or procedures, plus a resulting 
determination as to whether the observed act or condition is in fact a 
violation. In the event of noncompliance, the first step is to take 
action on any violation which significantly affects the strategic bal
ance. The second step is to decide what to do about other activities or 
conditions which constitute violations of agreements but which have 
only marginal or inconsequential military significance.

Decisions regarding minor violations can be very difficult. Even 
though they may not have significant military impact, such violations 
erode the confidence of the American people and government in the 
agreements themselves. In addition, failiu*e to take action may encour
age the Soviets to believe they can act with impunity. There may not 
always be available, however, effective responses proportionate to the 
violations themselves. The proper course of action is to maintain a 
system of communication for review and correction of such incidents.

Role of Strategic Defense

Ballistic missile defense is a critical aspect of the strategic balance 
and therefore is central to arms control. One of the most successful 
arms control agreements is the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty of 1972. 
That fact should not be allowed to obscure the possibility that techno
logical developments at some point could make it in the interests of 
both sides to amend the current treaty. In considering this issue, it is 
important to distinguish between defensive systems designed to en
hance the survivability of offensive systems and those designed to put 
a shield over wide areas, or all, of the United States or Soviet Union. 
However, no move in the direction of the deployment of active de
fense should be made without the most careful consideration of the 
possible strategic and arms control implications.

The Commission was requested to review the Administration's pro
posals for research on strategic defense. In the Commission's view, 
research permitted by the ABM treaty is important in order to ascer
tain the realistic possibilities which technology might offer, as well as 
to guard against the possibility of an ABM breakout by the other side. 
But the strategic implications of ballistic missile defense and the criti- 
cality of the ABM treaty to further arms control agreements dictate 
extreme caution in proceeding to engineering development in this 
sensitive area.
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Nuclear Freeze

An approach to arms control which has attained significant popular
ity is the nuclear freeze. There are several variations of nuclear freeze, 
but, in general, it is intended to mean a mutual, verifiable cessation of 
nuclear weapon deployment, development and testing, as well as ces
sation of production and testing of nuclear warheads and warhead 
material. It has considerable superficial attractiveness, based on its 
assumed simplicity and ease of negotiation.

Close examination of this approach, however, suggests several seri
ous flaws. The first flaw relates to its presumed ease of negotiation. 
SALT I  ̂ was a partial freeze; that is, a freeze only of some categories 
and aspects of missile launchers. It took four years to negotiate. SALT 
II ® extended the freeze to additional categories and included some 
additional features. It took seven years to negotiate. Neither of them 
included anything like the number and complications of the many 
aspects now contained in most current definitions of a freeze. Is it 
profitable to spend the kind of time and effort which the past indi
cates would be required with the only goal the hope that we end up 
no worse than when we started? One of the primary objectives of a 
nuclear freeze is to prohibit modernization. Yet the principal vehicle 
by which strategic stability can be enhanced is controlled moderniza
tion, for example, the introduction of new single warhead missiles. A 
freeze would do nothing to increase stability.

In addition, non-nuclear systems which impact directly on the stra
tegic nuclear balance would not be covered by a nuclear freeze. This 
could affect the survivability of nuclear systems through develop
ments in such areas as anti-submarine warfare (ASW) and air defense, 
possibly leading to significant changes over time in the stability of the 
strategic balance.

Last, but of significance to deterrence, a nuclear freeze would lock 
the United States into a permanent disadvantage in high-yield highly 
accurate missile warheads; that is, in prompt counterforce capability. 
This disparity should be addressed promptly both through weapons 
programs and arms control. Thus a nuclear freeze, far from dealing 
with the serious issues we face, actually delays or prevents our coming 
to grips with them.

Conclusion

The integrated, three-part program recommended by your Commis
sion on Strategic Forces was designed to be a realistic way to achieve 
the goal which we all share: to reduce the chances of a nuclear 
conflict.

 ̂Ihid., pp. 202-204.
« Ih il, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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—Arms control is an indispensable element of this goal. Our arms 
control recommendations contribute by providing incentives for both 
sides to emphasize stability at reduced levels of forces.

—The small, single warhead missile contributes to this objective 
through its enhanced survivability, attained through its single warhead 
and basing options, which combine to produce an exchange ratio 
which is unattractive to an attacker.

—The MX contributes to this goal in two ways. It demonstrates the 
United States willingness to do whatever is necessary to offset Soviet 
counterforce advantages. It also provides the necessary incentive to the 
Soviet Union to move toward a compatible environment for the small 
missile and to engage seriously in arms control negotiations designed 
to enhance stability. The MX is not in any ordinary sense of the word 
a ''bargaining chip," but the numbers and the deployment of the MX, 
like all strategic systems, should be geared to the Soviet response. It 
remains the Commission's judgment that for the current and anticipat
ed environment, a planned deployment of one hundred missiles is ap
propriate.

All three elements of the program together are essential to the 
achievement of its goal. One of the important purposes of the Com
mission's recommendations was to develop a consensus which would 
enable our society to move beyond the bitter divisiveness of recent 
years toward an objective for our strategic force modernization and for 
arms control that would serve to unite rather than to divide us. We 
believe that a basis for the development of that consensus has now 
been formed. It is at this point exceedingly fragile, however, and its 
survival and growth will require constant attention by determined 
pursuit of all elements of the program endorsed by the Congress and a 
continuation of the valuable dialogue which has been established.

The Commission greatly appreciates the understanding and strong 
support you and a bipartisan Congressional majority provided at every 
step in our long deliberations. It has been an honor for all of us to 
have had the opportunity to contribute in an area vital to the national 
interests of the United States.

51. Report of the  Specialists A ppoin ted  by U.N. Secre
ta ry -G enera l Perez de  Cuellar To Investiga te  A llega 
tions by Iran Concerning the  Use of Chemical W ea p 
ons: Terms of Reference, M ethodology, and  Conclu
sions [Extracts], March 21, 1984 ^

• • • • • • •

 ̂s/16433, pp. 6, 11-12. The specialists were Dr. Gustav Andersson, Dr. Manuel 
Dominguez, Dr. Peter Dunn, and Colonel Oberst. U. Imobersteg. For the note by the 
Secretary-General concerning the report, dated March 26, see Document 53.
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I. T erm s  of R eference

1. The specialists were requested by the Secretary-General to deter
mine, to the extent possible, whether chemical weapons had been used 
in Iran and, if so, the type and extent of their use.

II. M et h o d o lo g y

2. In order to carry out their task, the specialists adopted, as re
quired, several approaches: (a) interviews were held with government 
officials, with a view to obtaining information regarding the alleged 
use of chemical weapons; (b) visits were paid to the war zone in order 
to examine evidence of weapons by which chemical substances had 
allegedly been delivered and to collect samples for laboratory exami
nation in specialized laboratories located in Europe; (c) examinations 
were conducted in Teheran of weapons transported from the war zone 
to the capital; and (d) clinical examinations were made of a number of 
patients who were allegedly exposed to an attack of toxic agent. These 
examinations were undertaken both in the war zone, and in hospitals 
in Teheran to which such patients had been evacuated.

3. The specialists spent six days in Iran. The chronology of their 
activities is given in appendix I.̂

VI. C o nclu sio n s

35. The following are our unanimous conclusions.

(a) Chemical weapons in the form of aerial bombs have been used 
in the areas inspected in Iran by the specialists as indicated above.

(b) The types of chemical agents used were bis-(2-chlorethyl)-sul- 
fide, also known as mustard gas, and ethyl N, N-dimethylphosphoroa- 
midocyanidate, a nerve agent known as Tabun.

36. The extent to which these chemical agents have been used could 
not be determined within the time and resources available to us.

52. A ddress by  the  Under Secretary  of S ta te  for Political 
Affairs (Eag leburger), March 22, 1984 ^

Security policy and arms control are complex, difficult, and often 
extremely boring subjects. You have undoubtedly read the numbers 
and seen the graphs and clever illustrations in newspapers, magazines, 
and on television that try to explain these numbers. But numbers and 
graphs inevitably fail to explain that in arms control negotiations we

2 Not printed here.
 ̂Department of State, Current Policy No. 558. The address was before the Regional 

Foreign Policy Conference in Birmingham, Alabama.
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often compare apples and oranges, or more precisely, planes, missiles, 
and submarines; that we are negotiating the well-being and perhaps 
even the survival of independent nations; and that in doing so we 
encompass very real human hopes and fears.

Arms control negotiations—indeed, armaments levels as a whole— 
are basically a reflection of the broader reality of relations between 
nations, rather than the determinant of those relations. They reflect 
the way in which we view our place in the world, as well as our 
perception of how world events and trends affect us now or may 
affect us in the future. Although there is a tendency to compartmen
talize arms control and although its newsworthiness has made it a 
premier object of our attentions, we should not make the mistake of 
confusing it with the totality of foreign policy. Rather, arms control is 
but one component—albeit an important one—of a broadly based 
policy that must encompass not only our bilateral relations with a 
competing superpower but our global interests as well.

Today, I would like to leave the numbers and the graphs to the 
technical experts and speak about the principles which shape our 
approach to security policy, and how those principles are reflected in 
some specific positions of this Administration. I will focus on nuclear 
issues, because these are understandably of greatest public concern.

In doing so, I cannot stress too strongly that arms control is not an 
alternative to modernizing our nuclear forces. Rather, maintaining ade
quate nuclear forces on the one hand—and this includes replacing 
older, obsolete technologies—and achieving sound arms control agree
ments on the other are mutually dependent and mutually reinforcing 
policies. Sound, verifiable arms control agreements can make force 
planning more predictable, and, therefore, help us make better deci
sions about what kinds of weapons we need. Yet a clear commitment 
on our part to match Soviet force improvements is a necessary incen
tive to Soviet seriousness in arms control negotiations. The experience 
of massive Soviet buildups during a period of U.S. restraint in the late 
1960s and early 1970s makes all too clear that Moscow will seize 
unilateral advantage if possible.

Principles Shaping U.S. Policy

Let me now come to the principles I promised.
The first is that military power is an essential part of diplomacy. 

This is always a difficult principle for us as Americans to accept. One 
hears—for instance, from critics of our Middle East policy—that we 
must look for diplomatic rather than military solutions to international 
problems. But we must get it through our heads that history has long 
since taught that diplomacy does not and cannot exist in isolation 
from national power. Power, of course, takes several forms—economic, 
political, social, moral, and military—and diplomacy at its best entails 
the most effective use of all of these factors in combination. But 
military power is an inescapable part of the equation.
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The actual use of military force must, of course, be a last resort for 
the United States. But it must be clear to all that we are prepared, 
under certain circumstances, to use that force. Our own vulnerability 
to nuclear blackmail, the susceptibility of our friends to intimidation, 
the image of U.S. strength, and the perception of U.S. commitments, 
all rest in part on the credibility of U.S. military forces.

This is especially so given the nature of the Soviet Union, whose 
economy is weak and faltering; whose society sets an example for 
virtually no one in our contemporary world; and whose moral behav
ior will win it no peace prizes except the ones it has invented for 
itself. Because of such limitations, military force—whether actually 
applied, as in Afghanistan and Eastern Europe by the Soviet Union 
and elsewhere by its proxies, or merely threatened—play an over
whelming role in Soviet diplomacy. Thus in a world in which the 
Soviet Union is one of the two most powerful actors, military force 
continues vitally to shape international politics.

The second, and for Americans most fundamental, principle of secu
rity policy, is that our purpose is to prevent war, and especially 
nuclear war, from occurring. As President Reagan has said time and 
again, a nuclear war cannot be won and must never be fought.

Preventing war is every bit as much the goal of our force modern
ization programs as of our arms control efforts. The policy of deter
rence—of maintaining forces which make clear to any potential ag
gressor that the cost to him of starting a war would be far greater than 
anything he could hope to gain—has not changed throughout the 
postwar period.

However uncomfortable the balance of terror may make us, we 
should never forget how well it has worked. As Henry Kissinger 
recently reminded a group of Western leaders, it has been no accident 
that all wars in the nuclear age have occurred where there were no 
American nuclear weapons. Since 1945 the American deterrent has 
helped prevent direct conflict between ourselves and the Soviet Union 
and brought Europe the longest period of peace in the 20th century. If 
the avoidance of nuclear war is a moral imperative, and if the mainte
nance of a nuclear deterrent is in large measure responsible for the fact 
that we have not had to fight a nuclear war, then how is it possible 
for some to argue that nuclear deterrence is an immoral policy?

This brings me to my third principle and to one of the great ironies 
of security policy: that to preserve peace we must continually improve 
our warfighting capability. One hears a good deal of talk these days 
about nuclear ''overkill" and invidious comparisons between the most 
powerful strategic nuclear weapons which deter war and more limited 
nuclear weapons allegedly intended for actually fighting one. Such 
comments seem to reflect a conviction that all we need to ensure 
deterrence is a few nuclear weapons—perhaps on bombers or subma
rines—which could survive a Soviet attack and then reach Moscow.

Clear U.S. nuclear superiority through the 1960s did lend credibility 
to our threat to use our strategic nuclear forces in response to any
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aggression against ourselves or our allies. But as the Soviet Union 
attained nuclear equality across the board—and some important ad
vantages—it became less credible to threaten massive U.S. nuclear 
retaliation in response to a relatively limited Soviet conventional or 
even nuclear probe against U.S. forces or allies anywhere around the 
globe. Thus deterrence—preventing war—has come to require a range 
of nuclear and conventional forces—warfighting forces, if you will— 
whose possible use would seem credible in the variety of situations we 
might face.

The fourth principle which guides U.S. security policy is that the 
present and projected levels of nuclear weapons are profoundly unsat
isfactory. There is, I deeply believe, no sound alternative, in the 
nuclear age, to a policy of deterrence. We cannot disinvent nuclear 
weapons or make them go away with slogans. But we can, with 
patience and skill, negotiate mutual reductions in their members while 
maintaining credible deterrence.

Nuclear Deterrence

When the Reagan Administration took office, the Soviet Union was 
engaged in a sustained and impressive military buildup far surpassing 
any legitimate defensive needs. Moscow seemed bent on going beyond 
overall parity with U.S. forces to acquire a measure of superiority. 
Substantial quantitative and qualitative increases in Soviet strategic 
weapons raised the possibility that a Soviet first strike might destroy 
the large majority of U.S. land-based intercontinental ballistic missiles 
(ICBMs). This obviously posed a major challenge to the fundamental 
principle of deterrence: that neither side should be able to deprive the 
other of the ability to retaliate for a nuclear attack. Equally worrying 
to our European allies was Soviet deployment of the SS-20 missile—a 
highly accurate mobile weapon which can reach all of Western Europe 
from sanctuaries within the Soviet Union. Moscow^s objective, 
through these SS-20 deployments, clearly was to create transatlantic 
strains by posing a threat to Europe that could only be responded to 
by the use of the U.S.-based strategic deterrent. Europeans facing this 
Soviet threat would inevitably ask—and, indeed, did ask—if the 
United States would be willing to respond in such a massive way to a 
Soviet attack limited to Europe.

Thus, in response to the Soviet SS-20 deployment, NATO collec
tively decided on a unique response: an offer to negotiate mutual 
restraint in this new category of weapons coupled with a firm decision 
to match the Soviet buildup, if negotiations failed, by modernizing its 
own intermediate-range nuclear weapons. The latter was not just a 
rhetorical threat. Work on the missiles and preparations for their 
deployment in Europe began. But, because the NATO missiles would 
not be ready for 4 years, Moscow had ample time to prevent their 
deployment through negotiation.
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This reaction to the SS-20 threat is representative of the Reagan 
Administration's general approach to the difficult issue of nuclear 
deterrence. It is a two-fold policy:

First, a comprehensive effort to modernize our strategic nuclear 
weapons—land-based intercontinental ballistic missiles, submarine- 
launched missiles, and bombers—and to continue implementation of 
NATO's 1979 decision to deploy U.S. weapons in Europe to balance 
Moscow's SS-20s;

Second, offers of deep cuts in U.S. and Soviet nuclear systems across 
the board and especially in those systems which, by seeming to 
threaten a first strike, are most destabilizing.

Our force improvements are designed both to improve the surviv
ability of our nuclear deterrent in the face of a growing Soviet threat 
and to make clear to Moscow that we will not allow it a military 
advantage that could be used for purposes of blackmail. At the same 
time, we are offering Moscow relief from the economic and other 
burdens of the arms race through mutual and verifiable reductions in 
all categories of nuclear weapons, but especially those which seem 
most threatening to the retaliatory capability of each side.

We are not trying to disarm the Soviet Union or to gain advantage 
over it. Our arms control proposals would not deprive it of any 
weapons that would be useful in its defense, even if its propaganda 
about an aggressive, war-mongering United States were true. Quite 
the contrary: our proposals for mutual restraint in the most threaten
ing weapons should, by enhancing the survivability of Soviet as well 
as U.S. deterrent forces, make both of us feel more secure.

In the strategic arms reduction talks, or START, we have proposed 
substantial reductions in deployed missiles, with particular emphasis 
on reductions in the most threatening or destabilizing systems, reduc
tions in deployed ballistic missile warheads by one-third, and limits 
below SALT II [strategic arms limitation talks] levels on the air- 
laimched cruise missiles which Moscow claims to find so threatening. ̂  

After consultations with key congressional leaders, we incorporated 
into our START proposal the principle of a mutual, guaranteed build- 
down of strategic forces. The principle of build-down is simple. Some 
old weapons would have to be withdrawn for any new ones deployed. 
And the "penalty"—the number to be withdrawn—would be greater 
for deployment of new weapons which might seem to threaten a first- 
strike attack. Thus, as both the United States and Soviet Union mod
ernize their nuclear forces, there would be a powerful incentive to 
shift to less destabilizing new systems.

In the negotiations on intermediate-range nuclear forces, or INF, we 
have proposed scrapping Moscow's new SS~20s and older SS-4s and 
5s, in return for scrapping NATO's actual and planned deployments of 
new intermediate-range nuclear weapons. This bold proposal would 
have resulted in the first-ever elimination of an entire class of nuclear

2 The SALT II Treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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weapons from the face of the earth. When that proved too bold for 
Moscow, we offered an interim proposal to limit both sides' INF 
deployments to an equal, mutually agreed number below NATO's 
planned deployments of 572.

The results to date in both INF and START negotiations have, as 
you know, been disappointing.

With regard to INF, Moscow wasted the 4 years that elapsed be
tween NATO's announced intention to modernize its forces if a nego
tiated settlement could not be reached and the arrival of the first new 
U.S. missiles in Europe. It used this time not to negotiate seriously but 
rather to play on West European public opinion in the hope that it 
could use the fear of nuclear weapons to split the alliance and thereby 
prevent us from proceeding with deployments. In the INF talks them
selves, the unifying theme in various Soviet proposals was that no 
U.S. nuclear missiles belong in Europe, no matter what the Soviets 
might do. This is part of a long-term Soviet effort to exclude the 
United States, not only from the nuclear defense of Europe but also— 
since most of our aircraft which can carry nuclear weapons play vital 
conventional defense roles as well—to push us out of Europe altogeth
er.

The failure of Moscow^s effort led, as we all know, to the Soviet 
breakoff of the negotiations. Whether time will lead the Soviets to a 
wiser course, with a return to the negotiating table, remains to be 
seen. But, in the meantime, it is important that Western publics keep 
clearly in mind that it is the Soviets who broke off the negotiations 
and are continuing their wholly uimecessary INF buildup, while it is 
the United States that is prepared to return immediately to the negoti
ating table.

The Soviet record in START was, for a time, a little better. Some 
real, if still limited, progress had been achieved before Moscow inter
rupted those negotiations, too, in protest against the beginning of 
NATO's INF deployments. The Soviets had acknowledged the need 
for some reductions below the SALT II levels for missiles and bomb
ers. Moscow's START proposals would, however, have perpetuated its 
advantage in throw-weight, or destructive power, and probably would 
not have required reductions in its ballistic missile warheads, as op
posed to launchers. In fact, it could allow a great increase in the 
number of warheads. But, in any event, this is, for now, academic. 
The Soviets, as you know, have not returned to the START negotia
tions since they left Geneva last year. It is, again, the United States 
that seeks to continue to negotiate.

U.S.-Soviet Relations

Let me take a moment here to say something about the particular 
frustrations this Administration has had in dealing with the Soviets 
over the past 3 years. During the presidency of Ronald Reagan, we 
have had to contend with three Soviet leaders. This flux in the Krem
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lin has severely hampered the give-and-take of diplomacy in general 
and of our arms control negotiations in particular.

When this Administration took office, it found an aging and ailing 
Brezhnev. A shrewd and calculating leader at his best—these qualities 
are not necessarily negative in a negotiating adversary—Brezhnev was 
far from the top of his powers in 1981 and 1982. Moreover, his 
colleagues on the Politburo were well aware of his mortality and 
positioning themselves for the succession.

Andropov never took complete control of the Soviet state and was 
seriously ill for much of his short tenure. Chernenko has yet to 
establish himself, and we may well face an interval of political con
solidation before the Kremlin is ready to turn its full attentions to 
arms control talks.

This sustained period of Soviet succession politics, in my opinion, 
has had a major impact on the ability of the Soviet Uruon to make 
decisions. Productive negotiations require flexibility, and flexibility 
requires leadership that is willing to make difficult decisions and 
accept responsibility for them. The Soviet Union has not had such 
leadership during the Reagan Administration. Virtually without excep
tion, each time the Soviets have been faced with difficult choices we 
have witnessed a period of apparent internal debate, followed, inevita
bly, by hard-line decisions clearly dictated by the most conservative 
elements in the Politburo.

At the very least the past 4 years have challenged the popular 
assumption that we can put our influence to effective use during 
periods of Soviet political fluidity. Soviet politics is not likely soon 
again to be as fluid as it has been during the past 3 years; and this 
Administration has worked very hard to put forward sensible arms 
control proposals. Yet, for now, at least, all we have to show for it is a 
Soviet walkout from the two most important arms control negotia
tions, START and INF. The last 3 years have indicated that, if any
thing, the Soviet decisionmaking apparatus—in the absence of strong 
leadership that is prepared to exercise its authority— îs likely to seek 
refuge in a bureaucratically safe but substantively sterile hard line.

This Soviet paralysis is particularly frustrating when we are the ones 
accused of not being forthcoming in arms negotiations. The record 
shows that we have responded constructively and imaginatively to the 
challenges of arms control. It is the Soviets who have shown neither 
flexibility nor commitment to the cause of reducing tensions.

Flexibility and the U.S. Approach

When arms control negotiations resume, and I am convinced that 
sooner or later the Soviets will come to realize that they must resume, 
we will give careful consideration to any serious Soviet proposals. 
Indeed, one distinguishing feature of the Reagan Administration's ap
proach to arms control has been its flexibility. Both our START and 
our INF proposals have evolved over time in carefully considered
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response to Soviet descriptions of their security perceptions and needs. 
When negotiations begin again, we will enter them in that same spirit.

There are some things, however, about which we will not be flexi
ble. Let me list them.

• One is our commitment to beginning a process of substantial re
ductions. 1 understand the appeal of calls to freeze nuclear weap
ons first, then reduce them. But I am utterly convinced that it 
would not work that way. A freeze, by locking in existing Soviet 
military advantages and preventing us from modernizing our 
forces, would reduce—perhaps eliminate—Soviet incentives to ne
gotiate. A freeze on all nuclear weapons would, moreover, prevent 
both the Soviets and the United States from shifting to less 
threatening, clearly retaliatory systems. Thus, a nuclear freeze 
would work against the very objective its proponents espouse—a 
lessening of the threat of nuclear war.

• The second point on which we will be inflexible is in focusing on 
approaches that will actually improve stability in our strategic re
lationship with the Soviet Union. We must begin to shift from 
more threatening nuclear weapons to those clearly intended only 
for retaliation.

• Third, we will insist on balanced agreements which result in sub
stantial equality between the superpowers. In START, where we 
are negotiating about a wide variety of very different weapons 
systems and where each side has its own historical strengths and 
preferences, we have repeatedly made clear our willingness to 
consider trade-offs between areas of U.S. and Soviet advantage. In 
INF, where the weapons on the table are more comparable to each 
other, we have, in effect, told Moscow to pick a number—the 
lower the better—so long as it is an equal number for both sides. 
But the principle of equal rights and limits is not negotiable.

• Fourth, any agreements we sign must be verifiable. Verification 
becomes more difficult and complicated as nuclear weapons grow 
more complex, and especially as we focus on qualitative aspects of 
the arms race. But arms control is far too important to be a matter 
of trust.

Winston Churchill aptly expressed a realistic approach to arms con
trol and deterrence when he wrote that:

Moralists may find it a melancholy thought that peace can find 
no nobler foundations than mutual terror. But for my part I shall 
be content if these foundations are solid, because they will give 
us the extra time and the new breathing space for the supreme 
effort which has to be made for a world settlement.^

The attempt to deal with the relationship between arms and human 
passions has been a consuming one for our century. We have no 
choice but to learn from rather than to repeat the mistakes of the past, 
for we no longer enjoy the luxury of a broad margin for error that 
earlier generations possessed. The existence of nuclear weapons has

® Source not found.
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changed all that. We must, today, be clear about what we seek; 
equally, we must be clear about the fundamental differences between 
ourselves and the Soviet Union. Otherwise, we may end up by height
ening tensions rather than consolidating the peace—imperfect as it is— 
that we now enjoy.

No one has expressed this irony better than the American political 
philosopher Walter Lippmann. Writing in 1943—as the tide of the 
Second World War began to turn in our favor, but while the outcome 
was by no means certain—Lippmann was understandably bitter as he 
analyzed the costs of haphazard, shortsighted Western disarmament in 
the years following the First World War.

Lippmann noted that: 'The generation which most sincerely and 
elaborately declared that peace is the extreme end of foreign policy got 
not peace, but a most devastating war."  ̂ Advocates of disarmament, 
Lippmann wrote, were ""tragically successful in disarming the  nations 
that believed in disarmament." His implications were clear: only one 
side disarmed, due to pressures exerted by its own people. The other 
side, free of those pressures, rearmed and thought itself free to pursue 
its aggressive intentions.

Advocates of disarmament made two tactical errors and one strategic 
error during the period that Lippmann analyzed. Tactically, they led 
the fascist states to believe that democracies were unwilling, in the 
end, to defend their values; and, when the democracies were forced to 
act, the policies of shortsighted disarmament forced them to act from 
positions of weakness. The larger, strategic mistake was ignoring the 
political differences between the democracies and their enemies, in 
naive belief that these political differences would disappear once they 
put down their arms. Thus, a bad arms agreement was infinitely worse 
than no agreement at all.

Agreements between the United States and the Soviet Union will be 
ultimately successful only if they take full account of the differences 
between us. Our conventional and nuclear arsenals do not divide us; 
rather, they exist because other issues divide us.

The question is not closed. We are still committed to negotiating 
agreements to reduce both strategic and intermediate-range nuclear 
weapons. It is now up to the Soviets to embrace, sincerely, a similar 
commitment.

^ Lippmann, Walter, U.S. Foreign Policy: Shield of the Republic. Boston: Little, Brown and 
Company, 1943, p. 54.
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53. Report of the  Specialists A ppoin ted  by  U.N. Secre
ta ry -G enera l Perez de  Cuellar To Investiga te  A llega 
tions by  Iran Concerning the  Use of Chemical W eap 
ons: N ote by  the  Secretary-G eneral, March 26, 1984 ^

1. On 3 November 1983, the Government of the Islamic Republic of 
Iran alleged for the first time in a communication to the United 
Nations that chemical weapons were being used by Iraq (S/16128). 
The reference to such weapons was made in the context of reiterating 
a request, made initially on 28 October 1983 (S/16104), that the 
Secretary-General should send a second mission to the area to ascer
tain damages to civilian targets.^

2. In accordance with the procedure used for the dispatch of the 
first mission, the Secretary-General consulted Iraq on Iran's request. 
Iraq indicated that the Security Council had, in the meantime, on 31 
October 1983, adopted resolution 540 (1983), by which the Council, 
inter alia, condemned violations of international humanitarian law and 
called for the immediate cessation of all military operations against 
civilian targets, including city and residential areas. By that resolution, 
the Council also requested the Secretary-General to continue his medi
ation efforts. The position of Iraq was that the Council's resolution 
should be implemented in an integrated manner (see A/38/560-S/ 
16120). Iran disassociated itself from the resolution for the reasons 
given in document S/16213.

3. In the circumstances, and mindful of the concerns expressed by 
the two parties, the Secretary-General proposed that a mission be sent 
to the area with a combined mandate to ascertain the authoritative 
positions of the parties on the issues of the conflict and to examine 
the damages to civilian targets, including the determination of the type 
of munitions that might have been used. The proposal was first made 
by the Secretary-General orally, and was subsequently contained in 
documents S/16337 and S/16338 as well as in private communications. 
The reactions of the parties to the Secretary-General's proposal are 
contained in documents S/16340, S/16342, S/16352 and S/16354.

4. The Islamic Republic of Iran has reiterated allegations of the use 
of chemical weapons in a number of subsequent letters  ̂ as well as in 
private discussions held by its Permanent Representative with the 
Secretary-General. Press reports indicated that the medical authorities 
in a number of countries in which Iranian nationals were being treated 
or relevant data were being analysed had not excluded the possibility 
that chemical weapons had been used. Those reports were accompa-

 ̂ S/16433, pp. 1-3. For extracts of the report, see Document 51, March 21.
 ̂A previous mission, dispatched by the Secretary-General at the request of Iran and 

with the concurrence of Iraq, visited the area from 20 May to 2 June 1983 (see S/15834). 
[Footnote in original.]

3 See documents S/16139, S/16140, S/16154, S/16220, S/16235, S/16331, S/16340, S/ 
16346, S/16352, S/16378, S/16380, S/16384, S/16397, S/16408, A/39/132-S/16416. 
[Footnote in original.]
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nied by a growing call by Governments as well as by public and 
private organizations for an objective and impartial investigation.

5. Conscious of the humanitarian principles embodied in the Charter 
and of the moral responsibilities vested in his office, the Secretary- 
General felt duty-bound to ascertain the facts and, to that end, re
quested four eminent specialists in their respective fields to undertake 
a fact-finding visit to Iran. These specialists are:

Dr. Gustav Andersson, Ph.D.
Senior Research Chemist 
National Defence Research Institute 
Umea, Sweden

Dr. Manuel Dominguez
Colonel, Army Medical Corps and specialist in ABC 
Professor of Preventive Medicine 
Universidad Complutense de Madrid 
Madrid, Spain

Dr. Peter Dunn, D.Sc., B.Sc. (Hons), FRACI 
Superintending Scientist 
Materials Research Laboratories 
Department of Defence 
Melbourne, Australia

Colonel Oberst. Ulrich Imobersteg, Dr. phil. chem.
Chief, NBC Defence Division 
Ministry of Defence 
Bern, Switzerland

6. The specialists travelled to Teheran on 13 March and returned on 
19 March 1984. They were accompanied by Mr. Iqbal Riza, Principal 
Officer in the Office of the Under-Secretaries-General for Special 
Political Affairs, who assisted them in the organization of their work 
and ensured liaison with the competent authorities. The specialists 
submitted a joint report to the Secretary-General on 21 March 1984.

7. The Secretary-General wishes to place on record his deep appre
ciation to the specialists for the dedicated manner in which they 
discharged their assignment despite constraints in time and resources, 
and under difficult and hazardous conditions.

*

8. In the light of the spirit of himianitarian concern which guided 
his decision to undertake this investigation, the Secretary-General, in 
transmitting the report of the specialists to the Security Council for its 
information, cannot but deplore that their unanimous conclusions sub
stantiate the allegations that chemical weapons have been used. Only 
a few days ago the Secretary-General stated that he strongly con
demns the use of such weapons wherever and whenever this may 
occur.
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9. Indeed, the Secretary-General attaches paramount importance to 
the strict observance of all the principles and rules of international 
conduct accepted by the world community for the overriding purpose 
of preventing or alleviating human suffering, whether they relate to 
the use of specific weapons, the treatment of prisoners of war or any 
other aspects of military operations.

10. Having said this, the Secretary-General remains deeply con
vinced that these humanitarian concerns can only be fully satisfied by 
putting an end, to the tragic conflict that continues to deplete the 
precious human resources of Iran and Iraq. He therefore once again 
reiterates his readiness to assist in any endeavour that could lead to 
peace for the people of these two countries. The Secretary-General 
earnestly hopes that both Governments will give such efforts a chance, 
and that all other States will assist them by contributing towards that 
end in whatever peaceful way they see fit.

54. Declaration by  the  European Economic Community 
[Extracts], March 27, 1984 ^

1) Declaration on East-VJest Relations

The Ten have a responsibility in regard to peace and stability in 
Europe and to the security of their populations. They consider that the 
process of European integration which they have launched and which 
they intend to pursue resolutely is of primary importance in this 
regard. They declare their determination to maintain and intensify 
their contribution to the improvement of relations between East and 
West. They appeal to the Soviet Union to co-operate in progress 
towards genuine detente on the basis of a balance of forces, of respect 
for the interests of all States, of the faithful implementation of the 
Helsinki Final Act in all its aspects and of the renunciation of the use 
and threat of force. In this connection, the Ten recall their position on 
the question of Afghanistan.

The Ten emphasize the particular importance of the implementation 
of the Helsinki Final Act for peace and security in Europe.^ Having 
made a decisive contribution to the creation of the CSCE process, 
which seeks to overcome the division of Europe, they will pursue their 
efforts aimed at conducting a constructive dialogue with the Soviet 
Union and its allies in central and eastern Europe. They hope to 
develop co-operation with each of them on a stable and realistic basis 
in all concrete fields. They consider that, if it is to have its full

 ̂A/39/161-S/16456, pp. 2, 4. The declarations, which were transmitted to the United 
Nations Secretary-General by France, were adopted by the Ministers for Foreign Affairs 
of the Community.

2 For the arms control portions of the Final Act, see Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 
304-308; the complete text may be found in the Department of State Bulletin, September 1, 
1975 (vol. LXXIII, No. 1888), pp. 323-350.
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significance, co-operation between States must benefit the individual 
citizen. They favour freer contact between people in both parts of 
Europe, in particular between those of the two German States.

The Ten wish to see the success of arms control and disarmament 
negotiations and the resumption of those which have been broken off. 
For their part, they are determined to make every effort required in 
order to ensure progress in the negotiations in which they are taking 
part, in particular the Conference in Stockholm on Disarmament in 
Europe where they consider that positive results can be attained.

They set as their objective the establishment of a state of peace and 
security in Europe in which man's right to unrestricted self-fulfilment 
and the right of peoples to self-determination will be recognized and 
respected. They assert that it is possible to make progress towards this 
objective by peaceful evolution. Convinced that all the European peo
ples wish to live in peace, they appeal to the Governments of the 
Soviet Union and its allies in central and eastern Europe to work for 
more constructive East/West relations in a spirit of equality and of 
respect for the legitimate security interest of all concerned. The Ten, 
for their part, are determined to make their own contribution, in the 
interests of Europe and of peace in the world.

C) Iran-Iraq

The Heads of State or of Government emphasize the gravity of the 
risks which continued warfare between Iraq and Iran poses for the 
region of the Gulf, for the entire Middle East and for international 
peace and stability.

Recent developments have increased the sufferings of the peoples of 
both countries and could open the way to new and dangerous escala
tion in the intensity and spread of the conflict.

The Ten wish to record their distress at the allegations of the use of 
chemical weapons. They hope that light will be shed on the matter as 
a result of the United Nations enquiry. They recall their unqualified 
condemnation of any use of such weapons.

The Ten call on the parties to comply with the principles and 
provisions of humanitarian international law in armed conflicts.

55. Letter From the  Iraqi Perm anent R epresen ta tive  (Al- 
Q aysi)  to U.N. Secretary-G eneral Perez de  Cuellar: 
Use of Chemical W eapons  [Extract], March 27, 1984 ^

On instructions from my Government, I have the honour to refer to 
your note reproduced in document S/16433 dated 26 March 1984 ^

1 S/16438.
2 Document 53.
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containing the report of the specialists appointed by the Secretary- 
General to investigate allegations by the Islamic Republic of Iran 
concerning the use of chemical weapons. I wish to state the following:

1. The Iraqi Government has no comment to make on the report and 
does not consider itself concerned with it. Iraq has not used such 
weapons, and if the experts sent by the Secretary-General found sub
stances of this kind in some Iranian areas, Iran is the one which bears 
responsibility for that.

2. The barbarous conduct of the Iranian regime is known to all. It 
sends children into the front line and uses them to explode mines; it 
rapes girls in the prisons before executing them; and it justifies these 
and other savage atrocities with spurious religious excuses. It also kills 
prisoners. Accordingly, the possibility cannot be ruled out of its fabri
cating circumstances whereby it seeks to create justifications for its 
defeats in its aggression against Iraq and to divert the gaze of interna
tional public opinion from the basic issue, namely, the necessity of 
halting the war.

3. It is quite clear that the United Nations Secretariat acted on its 
own responsibility in sending the mission to Iran. As stated in the 
report, the Secretary-General did so on the insistence of the Iranian 
side. Regarding this matter, we wish to set forth the following points:

(a) This move on the part of the Secretariat means concentra
tion on secondary and incidental aspects of the conflict—and al
leged ones at that—at a time when there is a most urgent need for 
concentration on the root of the issue, namely, the conflict itself 
and its termination, as a matter of necessity, in accordance with 
Security Council resolutions 479 (1980) of 28 September 1980, 514
(1982) of 12 July 1982, 522 (1982) of 4 October 1982 and 540
(1983) of 31 October 1983 and General Assembly resolution 37/3 
of 22 October 1982.

(b) This move on the part of the Secretariat also constitutes 
compliance with the requests of a party to the conflict which in
sists on prolonging the war and which also insists on proclaiming 
its intentions of occupying the other party (Iraq) and imposing its 
political will on it. This is the second time that the Secretariat has 
complied with an Iranian request concerning minor aspects of the 
conflict, inasmuch as on 28 May 1983 the Secretariat, at the in
sistence of the Iranians, sent a team to investigate the facts about 
the bombing of civilian targets.

It should be noted that while the Secretariat has complied with the 
two requests submitted by Iran to send fact-finding missions, it has 
totally disregarded the repeated requests submitted by Iraq for the 
dispatch of a mission to investigate the facts about the treatment of 
prisoners in the two countries, on account of the flagrant violations to 
which Iraqi prisoners are exposed, as was stated in the notes of the 
International Committee of the Red Cross dated 7 May 1983 and 10 
February 1984.
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56. P repared  S ta tem ent by the  Under Secretary  of S tate  
for Security A ssistance, Science and  Technology 
(Schneider) Before Two Subcommittees of the  House 
Committee on Foreign Affairs: Sales of A dvanced  
Fighter Planes to  ASEAN, March 28, 1984 ^

I am pleased to have the opportunity to appear before this commit
tee on behalf of Secretary of State Shultz to review our FX fighter 
aircraft export policy. The policy and its implementation have generat
ed considerable attention both at home and abroad, particularly as it 
affects our bilateral security relationships in strategically important 
areas of the world and within our own defense industry community. 
Like other areas of our security assistance efforts, our fighter export 
policy has been under continuous review for currency and applicabil
ity, since its inception in 1980, to insure that it is responsive to our 
national interests as well as those of our friends and allies. In that 
regard, I would like to take you briefly through the origins, objectives 
and current status of our FX policy, particularly as it applies to the 
Gulf and ASEAN countries.

Origins and Objectives

The creation of the FX program was the result of many factors and 
decisions both within and outside the United States Government, 
however, the primary factor in the creation of this program was the 
issuance of the Carter Administration's Conventional Arms Transfer 
Policy.

On January 26, 1977, shortly after taking office. President Carter 
directed a comprehensive review of US conventional arms transfer 
policy because he was concerned over the spread of conventional arms 
and its potential threat to world stability and peace. The review was 
completed on April 12, 1977, and the results published in Presidential 
Decision PD-13 of May 13, 1977.

On May 19, 1977, the Presidential policy of restrained conventional 
arms sales as stated in PD-13 was publicly announced.^ This policy 
limited arms sales to those levels which had existed prior to President 
Carter taking office. (The FY 1977 total dollar volume in constant FY 
1976 dollars). In addition to this monetary level restraint on arms 
sales, the Presidential Policy contained several related restrictions on 
conventional arms sales and their development. One of these restric
tions was the clearly stated prohibition that the ''development or 
significant modification of advanced weapons systems solely for 
export would not be permitted".

 ̂Review of Administration's Policy on Sales of Advanced Fighter Planes to ASEAN: Hearing Before 
the Subcommittees on International Security and Scientific Affairs and on Asian and Pacific A f
fairs, . . . pp. 7-15,

2 For President Carter's statement of this policy, see Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 
328-329.
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Recognizing that several countries were likely to seek more ad
vanced aircraft than the F-5E, the State Department, DOD, the Air 
Force and the Arms Export Control Board undertook a review to 
determine the feasibility of developing an export fighter. On Novem
ber 30, 1979, the Secretaries of State and Defense, in a joint memoran
dum to the President, announced the completion of their FX review 
and requested a decision on whether or not to permit the development 
of an intermediate export fighter aircraft. They noted that there was 
growing interest in the proposal both from Korea, Switzerland, and 
Jordan, from United States industry, and from some members of both 
Houses of Congress. There were two major points in favor of a 
decision to approve the FX. One point was that such a program would 
serve the interest of United States' national security objectives and the 
second point, that it would further the objectives of President Carter's 
arms transfer restraint policy by providing an alternative to the sale of 
front-line United States aircraft.

In January 1980, President Carter approved a waiver to his existing 
Conventional Arms Transfer Policy (PD-13) which permitted private 
contractors, at their own financial and market risk, to develop fighter 
aircraft with ''limited" capabilities for sale to foreign purchasers.^ The 
purpose of this program was to constrain arms sales and reduce exter
nal political pressures for the sale of front-line fighter aircraft by 
providing lower cost, modern fighter aircraft alternatives, thus limiting 
the transfer of critical technology of the latest developed weapons 
systems. These aircraft were to be sufficiently limited in capability as 
to be "nonprovocative", yet they were to be more easily absorbed by 
the purchasing country and capable of defending the recipient country 
from its expected air threat into the 1990s.

On March 8, 1980, the Secretary of Defense appointed the Air Force 
as executive agent to manage the Intermediate Export Fighter (FX) 
program. The Air Force initiated an evaluation process which resulted 
in the official selection of two candidate aircraft for designation and 
development as FX aircraft, the F-16/79 to be developed by General 
Dynamics Corporation and the F-5G to be built by Northrop Corpora
tion.

On October 29, 1980, the first F-16/79B aircraft, modified from a 
leased USAF F-16B was flown to demonstrate the feasibility of the F- 
16/79 design. This flight was followed by a development flight test 
program which was completed in January 1981. The F-16/79 aircraft, 
with the exception of some minor production decisions which have 
been deferred, is and has been ready for production since that time. 
The initial production decision is only awaiting the first purchaser of 
the aircraft.

On August 30, 1982, the first production F-5G aircraft was success
fully flown at Edwards AFB. This aircraft contained many of the F-5E 
aircraft components (canopy, avionics, cockpit displays, ejection seat)

3 Ihid., 1980, pp. 1-2. 
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upon which the design was based and demonstrated the compatibility 
of the basic F-5E structure with the F-404 engine. On November 17, 
1982, in recognition of the changing nature of the F-5G program from 
one of modification to the development of a new aircraft, the F-5G 
aircraft was redesignated the F-20A by the United States Air Force. 
After a period of extensive modification and upgrade, the first F-20A 
flight was on August 26, 1983. This aircraft is currently undergoing 
flight test at Edwards AFB under USAF supervision and a third air
craft will join the flight test program soon. An F-20 production deci
sion has been deferred by Northrop awaiting the first sale of the 
aircraft.

Status of Policy

The marketing efforts for the FX aircraft by both contractors, with 
the active support of US Government officials, have met stiff resist
ance from potential customers. There are many reasons for this resist
ance. Most importantly, many coimtries reject the aircraft because 
they have not been included in the current US Air Force inventory. 
Some countries also reject the aircraft because FX is perceived as 
something less than ''first class" by virtue of the promulgated design 
limits. In addition, sales of foreign produced aircraft (such as the 
Tornado, MIRAGE F-1 and 2000 and the MIG-23) compete for the 
same market and, in some cases carry substantially more concessionary 
financial conditions. This contrasts sharply with the U.S. Govern
ment's relatively restrictive financial terms.

Of the 43 countries approved for FX marketing and sales, 10 have 
expressed interest or requested information on the F-16/79 and 16 on 
the F-20; 10 countries have requested planning and review data on the 
F-16/79 and 9 on the F-20. Singapore recently requested a letter of 
offer and acceptance for 8 F-16/79 aircraft. Bahrain previously re
quested P & A data for the F-20 but withdrew the request when it 
became apparent that little interest in the F-20 had been generated 
among the other GCC states.

Since the inception of the policy in 1980, we have made 3 excep
tions which allowed the sale of advanced aircraft, in lieu of FX, to 
Egypt, Pakistan and Venezuela, all of which were originally approved 
as FX eligible countries but decided not to buy the FX.

The Reagan Administration accepted the basic premise of the fighter 
aircraft export policy developed under the Carter Administration, and 
the idea that it is in the US interest to have less-expensive, easier-to- 
maintain aircraft for export than those in the US force structure. 
However, due to special security requirements and relationships, the 
policy was modified for the Persian Gulf region in June, 1983. The 
current Gulf policy offers FX aircraft to Kuwait, the United Arab 
Emirates and Qatar, and provides assurances that we would be pre
pared to sell them an advanced fighter once they absorb the FX. 
Because the air forces of Saudi Arabia and Oman have demonstrated 
the ability to integrate modern fighter aircraft, they were exempted
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from this policy. A special exception was made for Bahrain permitting 
it to purchase an advanced U.S. fighter after absorbing the F-5E. To 
date, no Gulf state has requested an FX aircraft. The Gulf states have 
procured or are considering the purchase of modern French or British 
fighter aircraft. Two Gulf countries have requested a U.S. commitment 
to sell a follow-on U.S. advanced fighter (F-16C/D) later in the 
decade without going through the FX first step. They believe that 
their demonstrated ability to operate, maintain and absorb a modem 
French fighter should exempt them from having to purchase an FX 
aircraft prior to buying an advanced U.S. fighter.

In ASEAN, we have maintained the original fighter aircraft export 
policy by restricting purchases to FX aircraft only, and without any 
follow-on commitment to sell an advanced fighter. Thailand has re
quested to purchase one squadron of F-16A aircraft, rather than FX, to 
counter the growing Vietnamese threat and to modernize its air force. 
The ability of Thailand to pay for a major fighter aircraft purchase, 
without imposing a heavy financial burden on its economy, will be an 
important consideration in our decision. Singapore has requested to 
purchase an FX aircraft (F-16/79); however, this request may be modi
fied to an F-16A if the US were to make a policy exception for part or 
all of ASEAN. The Philippines have a standing request for the F-16A 
which is under review and study. It too requires a careful evaluation 
of all the pertinent economic, political and military factors. Indonesia 
requested P&R data on the F-16A and expressed early interest in the 
F-20, but decided to defer a decision on an official purchase request 
for economic reasons. Malaysia has indicated that advanced aircraft 
are not even in its medium term plans, but it has received information 
on the F-20. As noted, except for Singapore, the ASEAN states have 
shown little official interest in the FX aircraft. Most ASEAN govern
ments regard a US commitment to sell them an advanced aircraft as a 
test of our security relationship and a crucial step in their medium to 
long range plans for air force modernization.

The US Government has promoted the sale of FX aircraft as an 
acceptable alternative to our front-line fighters by encouraging visits 
of foreign air force officers to receive briefings and fly the FX aircraft. 
We also have encouraged the FX manufacturers and assisted them in 
hosting visits of foreign air force personnel. Our embassies, particular
ly in the Gulf and ASEAN, have promoted the merits of the FX 
aircraft with the host government military establishments. And, we 
have granted licenses and made exceptions to national disclosure 
policy for contractor briefings in the FX market place. Thus, although 
we made it clear to the FX manufacturers from the beginning that 
they must proceed in this effort at their own financial and market 
risk, we continue to support their efforts and encourage procurement 
of FX aircraft. We are prepared now to send a briefing team to 
ASEAN and to the Gulf to provide interested host governments with a 
comparative aircraft briefing which points out the benefits of FX 
aircraft over the force structure fighters in the US inventory.
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Since the policy was announced in 1980, we have sold no FX aircraft 
and we have no firm commitments beyond Singapore for a future 
purchase. However, we have sold over 1100 fighter aircraft, other than 
FX, to 29 different countries. This despite the fact that we have turned 
down a number of requests for advanced aircraft and offered FX 
instead. It is indeed ironic that countries seeking a front-line fighter 
discount the F-20 even though, in its development, it has emerged as 
an aircraft equal or superior to force structure aircraft in a number of 
measures, including technology and capability.

In conclusion Mr. Chairman, we are faced with some very difficult 
choices. The continuation of our present policy may not result in 
future FX sales, while it may adversely impact our bilateral relations 
with countries in areas of strategic importance to the US, in addition 
to leaving the market open to foreign competitors with the attendant 
implications for US economic and political interests. On the other 
hand, if we were to remove the restraints from our present policy, we 
might spur a greater demand for front-line U.S. fighter aircraft and be 
confronted with a series of difficult political decisions regarding the 
approval or disapproval of requests for force structure aircraft. The 
trends in aircraft development are toward a more highly sophisticated 
aircraft. In addition, the cost of such aircraft and the complexity of 
maintenance will be more than many countries can handle. Notwith
standing the general lack of foreign interest in either FX aircraft, we 
need lower cost, more easily maintainable aircraft which can compete 
in the international market place.

This concludes my formal remarks. I am more than happy to answer 
any questions the Committee may have.

57. S ta tem ent by  the  ACDA A ssis tan t Director for Nucle
a r  and  W eapons  Control (Dunn) Before Two Subcom
m ittees of th e  House Committee on Foreign Affairs: 
Sales of A dvanced  Fighter Planes to  ASEAN, March 
28, 1984 1

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Tm pleased to have the opportunity to 
appear before you today on behalf of Director Adelman to discuss the 
administration's policy on aircraft sales to ASEAN from the perspec
tive of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.

I shall summarize my remarks and ask that my complete statement 
be placed in the record.

Mr. Fascell. Without objection it is so ordered.

 ̂Review of Administration's Policy on Sales of Advanced Fighter Planes to ASEAN: Hearing Before 
the Subcommittees on International Security and Scientific Affairs and on Asian and Pacific Affairs of the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, . . . pp. 23-24.
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Mr. Dunn. The question of aircraft sales to ASEAN is best ad
dressed, in my judgment, within the context of the administration's 
overall aircraft sales policy and the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency's role in the implementation of that policy.

Under this policy, the United States seeks to offer our friends and 
allies military aircraft that are appropriate to the particular threat to 
their security. In assessing possible transfers, the United States must 
also carefully consider the capabilities of particular countries to afford 
and absorb different aircraft.

The effects on regional stability of selling a particular type of 
aircraft also must be considered. From an arms control standpoint, the 
flexibility which we obtain from being able to offer our friends and 
allies alternative aircraft is highly desirable. Such flexibility enables us 
to meet these countries' security needs and to seek to enhance regional 
stability while avoiding transfers which exceed the requirements or 
the resources of the recipient.

For most developing countries, the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency believes that an FX aircraft is more appropriate than fighters 
now in the U.S. inventory. The FX is adequate to meet the anticipated 
threat for many years to come and is cheaper and easier to operate and 
maintain. Thus, the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency continues 
to support the administration's extensive efforts to encourage coun
tries to acquire FX aircraft.

At the same time, in some situations, sales of aircraft in the U.S. 
inventory may be appropriate to the threat, within the economic 
capability of the recipient to purchase and support, and consistent 
with our overall arms control goals. For this reason, we have provided 
F-16 and F-15 aircraft to certain countries in the developing world. 
For example, we have sold F-16 aircraft to the Republic of Korea.

In this and other cases where a decision was made to sell the F-16, 
that decision reflected a careful review of all relevant considerations, 
including the arms control considerations. The Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency routinely participates in the arms control policy 
process. Analysts within ACDA, with broad experience in military 
capabilities and requirements, as well as in regional political-military 
affairs, evaluate each proposed sale. ACDA's advice is based upon an 
analysis of the extent to which a proposed sale could contribute to an 
arms race, increase the possibility of outbreak or escalation of conflict, 
or prejudice the development of bilateral or multilateral arms-control 
arrangements.

In the process of formulating ACDA's advice, these analysts address 
in a systematic manner a number of specific questions regarding any 
proposed sale. Such questions are, of course, addressed in the case of 
requests for aircraft by ASEAN countries. I would like to submit the 
complete list of these questions for the record, but here refer briefly to 
some of the more important ones.

In assessing the degree to which a proposed transfer may contribute 
to an arms race, for example, ACDA's specialists consider whether the
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proposed sale is likely to generate pressure on neighboring countries to 
acquire a similar or more advanced weapons system to offset the 
purchase. In reviewing whether a transfer would increase the possibili
ty of outbreak of conflict, we consider whether the military balance in 
the region would be altered in such a way as to increase neighboring 
countries' perceptions of threats, or conversely, whether the transfer 
contributes to regional stability by helping a country to deter attacks.

As another example, in considering the effect of proposed arms 
transfers we also analyze the extent to which a transfer will support 
our nonproliferation efforts.

Turning now to the specific question of the sale of aircraft to 
Thailand or other ASEAN countries, it is clear that the security of 
several of these countries is threatened by Vietnam. Thailand, in 
particular, has been the victim of periodic incursions and raids by 
Vietnamese forces. Moreover, the Vietnamese aircraft inventory is far 
larger than the inventory of each of the ASEAN states. Vietnam has 
an even greater superiority in ground forces.

ACDA believes that acquisition of additional appropriate fighter 
aircraft by ASEAN countries would enhance stability in the region by 
deterring Vietnamese adventurism and strengthening these countries  ̂
defense capabilities.

In any specific situation, there is a risk that sales of military air
craft—FX or F-16—or sales of other advanced military equipment 
could stimulate acquisition of more advanced aircraft or other systems 
by hostile neighbors. Thus, Vietnam could respond by acquiring MIG- 
23's. Or, the Soviets could try to take advantage of the sale to 
strengthen their ties with Vietnam. But this could and quite possibly 
would also occur in the absence of any sales. Of equal significance, 
any such risk must be balanced against the overall contribution of 
aircraft sales to regional stability and a lessened chance of conflict.

In conclusion, with the FX policy the United States has been able to 
offer developing countries a very capable fighter, but one that is less 
expensive and easier to maintain than those now in the U.S. invento
ry. At the same time, the policy also has permitted us to sell fighters 
in the inventory in appropriate situations. This policy has served our 
interests in maintaining stability—our primary arms control objective.
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58. Declaration by  the  Security Council Concerning the 
Report of the  Specialists A ppoin ted  by the  U.N. Sec- 
re ta ry -G enera l To Inves tiga te  A llegations by  Iran 
Concerning the  Use of Chemical W eapons, March 30, 
1984 1

The members of the Security Council, having considered again the 
question entitled ^The situation between Iran and Iraq", and greatly 
concerned about the conflict which endangers international peace and 
security in the region, have taken note of the report of the specialists 
appointed by the Secretary-General to investigate allegations by the 
Islamic Republic of Iran concerning the use of chemical weapons (S/ 
16433).2

They note with particular concern the unanimous conclusions of the 
specialists that chemical weapons have been used. Furthermore, they 
express their grave concern about all reported violations in the conflict 
of the rules of international law and of the principles and rules of 
international conduct accepted by the world community to prevent or 
alleviate the human suffering of warfare and affirm strongly the con
clusion of the Secretary-General that these humanitarian concerns can 
only be fully satisfied by putting an end to the tragic conflict that 
continues to deplete the precious human resources of Iran and Iraq.

The members of the Council:

—strongly condemn the use of chemical weapons reported by the 
mission of specialists;

— r̂eaffirm the need to abide strictly by the provisions of the 
Geneva Protocol of 1925 for the prohibition of the use in war of as
phyxiating, poisonous or other gases and of bacteriological methods of 
warfare; ^

—call on the States concerned scrupulously to adhere to the obliga
tions flowing from their accession to the Geneva Protocol of 1925;

—condemn all violations of international humanitarian law and urge 
both parties to observe the generally recognized principles and rules of 
international humanitarian law which are applicable to armed conflicts 
and their obligations imder international conventions designed to pre
vent or alleviate the human suffering of warfare;

—recall relevant resolutions of the Security Council, renew urgently 
their calls for the strict observance of a cease-fire and for a peaceful 
solution of the conflict and call upon all Governments concerned to 
co-operate fully with the Council in its efforts to bring about condi
tions leading to a peaceful settlement of the conflict in conformity 
with the principles of justice and international law;

—appreciate the mediation efforts of the Secretary-General  ̂ and re
quest him to continue his efforts with the parties concerned, with a

 ̂ S/16454. The statement was read by the President of the Security Council at its 
2524th meeting.

2 For extracts, dated March 21, see Document 51.
 ̂Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
 ̂A note by the Secretary-General, March 26, is printed as Document 53.
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view to achieving a comprehensive, just and honourable settlement ac
ceptable to both sides; and 

—decide to keep the situation between Iran and Iraq under close 
review.

59. Letter From President R eagan  to  the  S peaker of the
House (O ’Neill) and  the  President of the  S enate
(Bush): Report to  the  Congress on U.S. Policy on
A ntisatellite  Arms Control, March 31, 1984 ^

I am pleased to transmit this report on my Administration's policy 
on arms control for antisatellite systems as required in the Conference 
Report for the Department of Defense Appropriations Act for Fiscal 
Year 1984.

The United States is committed to the exploration and use of space 
by all nations for peaceful purposes and for the benefit of mankind. 
Among the activities conducted by the United States in space is the 
pursuit of fundamental national security objectives. Arms control ar
rangements for space would serve these objectives if they contributed 
to our overall deterrence posture and reduce the risk of conflict.

With this in mind, I announced on July 4, 1982, the basic posture of 
this Administration which I now reaffirm:

The United States will continue to study space arms control op
tions. The United States will consider verifiable and equitable 
arms control measures that would ban or otherwise limit testing 
and deployment of specific weapons systems, should those meas
ures be compatible with United States national security.^

Guided by these criteria, the United States has been studying a 
range of possible options for space arms control, with a view to 
possible negotiations with the Soviet Union and other nations, if such 
negotiations would serve U.S. interests. Within the U.S. Government, 
this work is being conducted by an Interdepartmental Group chaired 
by the Office of the Secretary of Defense and the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency. The United States is also prepared to examine 
space arms control issues in the Conference on Disarmament (CD). 
However, no arrangements or agreements beyond those already gov
erning military activities in outer space have been found to date that 
are judged to be in the overall interest of the United States and its 
Allies. The factors that impede the identification of effective AS AT 
arms control measures include significant difficulties of verification, 
diverse sources of threats to U.S. and Allied satellites, and threats 
posed by Soviet targeting and reconnaissance satellites that undermine 
conventional and nuclear deterrence.

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, April 9, 1984, pp. 462-463.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1982, p. 418.

Document 59



204 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1984

Notwithstanding these difficulties, the United States is continuing 
to study space arms control, in search of selected limits on specific 
types of space systems or activities in space that could satisfactorily 
deal with problems, such as those described above. Until we have 
determined whether there are, in fact, practical solutions to these 
problems, I do not believe it would be productive to engage in formal 
international negotiations. The United States remains ready, however, 
to examine the problems and potential of space arms control at the 
Conference on Disarmament in Geneva.

The attached Report on U.S. Policy on Antisatellite Arms Control  ̂
sets forth in greater detail the views of my Administration on this 
important issue. It is unclassified and is suitable for general release. As 
you are aware, information regarding certain U.S. and Soviet space 
activities involves sensitive information. Accordingly, I am also trans
mitting a classified Report providing such information under separate 
cover. In preparing both Reports, every effort was made to respond to 
the questions asked by various Committees and Members of Congress.

60. Administration Report to  th e  Congress on U.S. Policy 
on A ntisatellite  Arms Control, March 31, 1984 ^

Preface

The Congressional conference report for the Department of Defense 
Appropriations Act for the Fiscal Year ending September 30, 1984 
states:

The conferees agree to provide $19,409,000 for advance pro
curement for the Antisatellite (ASAT) program as proposed by the 
Senate, instead of no funds as proposed by the House. However, 
the conferees direct that these funds not be obligated or expended 
until 45 days following submission to the Congress of a compre
hensive report on U.S. policy on arms control plans and objectives 
in the field of ASAT systems. In no event shall such report be 
submitted later than March 31, 1984. Such report should include 
specific steps the Administration contemplates undertaking, 
within the context of U.S.-Soviet negotiations, to seek a verifiable 
agreement with the Soviet Union to ban or strictly limit existing 
and future ASAT systems. The report should be unclassified, with 
classified addenda as required, and suitable for general release.

This Report to Congress fulfills that requirement. It summarizes U.S. 
national security requirements pertaining to ASAT weaporuy, and the 
problems and possibilities for ASAT arms control. The Report is in 
two versions, one is unclassified and the other, containing additional 
detail, is classified.

 ̂Infra.
 ̂ACDA files. 
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U.S. P olicy  o n  ASAT A rm s  C o n t r o l

/ . Overview

U.S. arms control policy must serve our fundamental national secu
rity objectives. In particular, arms control arrangements should reduce 
the risk of war (through measures which strengthen deterrence, in
crease confidence, and enhance strategic stability) or reduce the de
structiveness of warfare. Arms control arrangements for space are 
desirable if they contribute to our overall deterrence posture and 
reduce the risk of conflict, not as ends in themselves. Similarly, possi
ble limits or bans on anti-satellite (ASAT) arms must be judged not 
only in their ability to limit damage to space objects, but also in their 
contribution to achieving the basic objectives of arms control with 
respect to terrestrial, conventional and nuclear conflict.

The U.S. National Space Policy, announced by the President July 4,
1982, is consistent with the long-standing U.S. approach to space arms 
control in previous agreements. It states:

The United States will continue to study space arms control op
tions. The United States will consider verifiable and equitable 
arms control measures that would ban or otherwise limit testing 
and deployment of specific weapons systems, should those meas
ures be compatible with United States national security. ̂

Guided by these criteria, the United States has been studying a 
range of possible options for space arms control with a view to 
possible negotiations with the Soviet Union and other nations, if such 
negotiations would serve U.S. interests. The United States is also 
prepared to examine space arms control issues in the Conference on 
Disarmament (CD). However, no arrangements or agreements beyond 
those already governing military activities in outer space have been 
found to date that are judged to be in the overall interest of the 
United States and its Allies. The factors which impede the identifica
tion of effective ASAT arms control measures include significant diffi
culties of verification, diverse sources of threats to U.S. and Allied 
satellites and threats posed by Soviet targeting and reconnaissance 
satellites which undermine conventional and nuclear deterrence.

Notwithstanding these difficulties, the United States is continuing 
to study space arms control, in search of selected limits on specific 
types of space systems or activities in space which could satisfactorily 
deal with problems such as those described above. Until we have 
determined whether there are, in fact, practical solutions to these 
problems, we do not believe it would be productive to engage in 
formal international negotiations. The United States remains ready, 
however, to examine the problems and potential of space arms control 
at the Conference on Disarmament.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1982, p. 418.
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II. ASA T Arms Control Considerations

U.S. policy toward limiting arms in space is part of the overall U.S. 
commitment to effective arms control. This commitment is reflected, 
for example, in our proposals in START, INF and MBFR for achieving 
substantial, verifiable reductions in nuclear and conventional forces, 
and in U.S. proposals for a chemical weapons ban. This commitment 
also is basic to the U.S. approach to space arms control. The United 
States is party to, and had a lead role in negotiating, a number of 
major international agreements that apply to space, including the 
Outer Space,® Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM)  ̂ and Limited Test Ban 
Treaties.® In addition, the United Nations Charter is expressly made 
applicable to space activities by the Outer Space Treaty.

These agreements provide a substantial, existing body of law re
garding space arms control. Included in existing law is a ban on 
testing, orbiting, or stationing of nuclear weapons or other weapons of 
mass destruction in space; a ban on placing military installations on 
celestial bodies; a ban on development, testing and deployment of 
space-based ABM systems or their components; and a requirement for 
appropriate international consultations before conducting any activity 
or experiment that would cause potentially harmful interference with 
other countries' peaceful space activities.

United States arms control policy and plans for ASAT systems, as 
well as for any space weapons generally, result from an examination 
of a broad spectrum of factors. These factors relate to military activi
ties in space and other activities regarding conventional and nuclear 
weapons, U.S. foreign policy activities and even U.S. commercial and 
scientific uses of space. In fact, ASAT arms control appears to span a 
greater breadth of subjects than any other area of arms control.

Previous ASA T Talks

At the initiative of the United States, bilateral negotiations between 
the US and USSR on control of anti-satellite weapons were held in 
1978-79. These talks involved an extensive discussion of some of the 
problems of space arms control, and revealed major differences be
tween the two sides. Further U.S. study since then has brought the 
whole topic of space arms control into sharper focus.

Potential Benefits of Space Arms Control

The potential benefits of any ASAT control regime would depend 
on both its framework and its details. The spectrum of possible space 
arms control measures includes bans on specialized ASAT weapons 
and much less ambitious undertakings. To be acceptable any measure 
must be equitable, effectively verifiable and compatible with our na
tional security. If any space arms control measures met these criteria, 
and were complied with, then they would have a number of potential

3 Ibid., 1967, pp. 38-43.
1972, pp. 197-201. 

5 Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
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benefits. For example, depending on the scope and effectiveness of an 
agreement, it might:

1. Limit specialized threats to satellites and constrain future threats 
to such key satellites as those for early warning. Such limitations on 
specialized threats to satellites, together with satellite survivability 
measures, could help preserve and enhance stability.

2. Raise the political threshold for attacks against satellites. Restrict
ing threatening activity and/or prohibiting attacks on satellites would 
add to existing international law aimed at lowering the likelihood of 
conflict in space.

3. Meet some international concerns regarding the use of space for 
military purposes.

Problems Facing ASA T Arms Control

In addition to the potential benefits of space arms control, a bal
anced study of this topic must take into account a number of prob
lems. These include: the need for effective verification; the potential 
for breakout; the risks of disclosing sensitive information; the prob
lems of definition of space weapons; the vulnerability of satellite 
support systems; and Soviet military space activity.

Verification. Effective verification is fundamental to arms control. This 
applies to space arms control as it does to arms reductions in other 
fora. The Congressional language mandating ASAT arms control ef
forts has been uniformly specific on the matter of verification: any 
ban on ASAT systems is to be verifiable.

In general, verification of arms control agreements suffers from the 
extremely asymmetric degree of openness between the United States 
and the Soviet Union. The open U.S. society makes the Soviet task of 
monitoring U.S. activities regarding arms control compliance a relative
ly easy matter. In contrast, the closed Soviet society and the general 
Soviet tendency toward secrecy make U.S. monitoring and verification 
of compliance much more difficult. This problem is aggravated for 
ASAT systems because the satellites which serve U.S. and Allied 
security are few in number. Cheating on anti-satellite limitations, even 
on a small scale, could pose a disproportionate risk to the United 
States.

In this regard, the Soviets would have a far easier problem of 
verifying compliance with limitations on the U.S. ASAT system than 
we would have on the Soviet system. For example, a ban on all ASAT 
systems would require that the Soviet ASAT interceptor system be 
eliminated. The Soviet interceptor is relatively small and is launched 
by a type of space booster that the Soviets use for other space launch 
missions. It is not clear how many interceptors or boosters have been 
manufactured. The USSR could maintain a covert supply of intercep
tors which could be readied quickly for operational use, probably 
without risk of U.S. detection. Launch vehicles could be diverted from 
other missions to launch ASAT interceptors.

Verification problems apply to other aspects of space arms control 
as well. For instance, tests of a ground-based laser ASAT weapon
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could be concealed. In addition, determining with confidence whether 
an object hundreds of kilometers above the earth has been damaged 
could, in practice, be extremely difficult, and from what source it had 
been damaged could be extremely difficult or impossible. It may be 
difficult to determine whether a satellite has been damaged by elec
tronic countermeasures. It is also difficult, or in some cases could be 
impossible, to determine whether an orbiting satellite contains a 
weapon.

Additional verification problems arise if ASAT testing is banned or 
limited. The wide variety of ASAT systems listed below in the discus
sion of problems of definition, and the fact that ASAT capabilities can 
be a by-product of systems developed for other missions, create prob
lems of identifying what would be prohibited under testing limita
tions. The fact that ASAT capabilities are inherent in some systems 
developed for other missions or are amenable to undetected or surrep
titious development makes it impossible to verify compliance with a 
truly comprehensive testing limitation that would eliminate tests of all 
methods of countering satellites. Test bans for a more limited class of 
ASAT systems may be verifiable, and these are being studied to 
determine if they are in our national interest. The breakout potential 
of that limited class of ASAT systems is very troublesome and creates 
doubt that limited test bans could be effective.

The difficult verification problems could, in some cases, be mitigat
ed by future technological developments, or by cooperative measures 
contained in future arms control agreements. Such possibilities are 
under study.

Breakout Among the criteria which must be used in evaluating the 
implications for national security of any potential arms control meas
ure is that of ''breakout." This is the risk that a nation could gain a 
unilateral advantage if the agreement ceased to remain in force for any 
reason, for example through sudden abrogation, and obtain a head 
start in building or deploying a type of weapon which has been 
banned or severely limited. The importance of certain critical U.S. 
satellites, which are limited in numbers, could create an incentive for 
the Soviets to maintain a breakout capability.

Breakout potential could exist even if the Soviets, upon agreeing to 
a ban on ASAT systems, were to destroy all of their existing systems. 
The Soviets could retain the capability to redeploy quickly a system in 
which they would have confidence. If prior to the ban the United 
States had not tested its MV ASAT system, the Soviets alone would 
possess such proven technology. It might take the Soviets a year or 
less to deploy their system again.

Under a strict ASAT arms control regime, it is conceivable that the 
Soviets could change the basic character of their ASAT program. The 
USSR could have additional ASAT capability in equipment amenable 
to undetected or surreptitious development, which could be brought to 
operational status, or to a status that would permit rapid breakout. For 
example, any nation routinely conducting space rendezvous and dock
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ing operations, as the USSR does, could, under the guise of that 
activity, develop spacecraft equipped to maneuver into the path of, or 
detonate next to, another nation's spacecraft. Other types of systems 
amenable to such development include ballistic missiles with modified 
guidance software such as ICBMs, SLBMs and MRBMs, as well as 
space boosters with nuclear payloads. There is little reason to believe 
that the USSR would use any of these non-optimum capabilities in 
lieu of the systems with known AS AT capabilities. However, a ban on 
the more readily identifiable ASAT systems could increase the likeli
hood that other systems would be covertly developed to have ASAT 
capability.

Disclosure of Information. While the difficult verification problems asso
ciated with ASAT arms control might be decreased with the establish
ment of cooperative measures, in some instances these measures could 
cause other problems. Information regarding certain U.S. space systems 
that are associated with national security is among the most sensitive 
information within the government. Cooperative measures with the 
objective of enhancing verification of an ASAT arms control agree
ment might require access to U.S. space systems that were alleged by 
the Soviets to have ASAT capabilities, and hence could create an 
unacceptable risk of compromising the protection of that information. 
Such measures could also have adverse effects on civil uses of space.

Definition. It is difficult to define what constitutes a space weapon for 
arms control purposes. There are technologies and systems designed 
for purposes other than ASAT, even some with little or no ASAT 
capabilities, which may be difficult to exclude from an ASAT defini
tion. Likewise, there are technologies and systems which could have 
an ASAT application that might not be included in an ASAT defini
tion.

The U.S. Congress has shown concern over space system survivabil
ity problems, especially in legislation which each chamber has passed 
relating the U.S. ASAT program to arms control. The Senate passed a 
measure to establish criteria governing the testing of ASAT warheads; 
in the deliberations over that provision, it was argued that '̂unless 
(ASAT) development is stopped, our most important and sensitive 
military satellites will be in jeopardy." The House of Representatives 
passed a measure deleting advanced procurement fimds for the U.S. 
ASAT program; in those deliberations, it was argued ''that the survival 
of current and projected U.S. space systems is vital to the national 
security of the United States." In keeping with those broadly-based 
satellite survivability concerns we need to recognize that "ASAT capa
bility" relates to all systems capable of damaging, destroying or other
wise interrupting the functioning of satellites. Such systems include:

—Maneuvering spacecraft (equipped to maneuver into the path 
of, or to detonate next to, another nation's spacecraft) such as 
the coorbital interceptor operationally deployed by the USSR.

—Direct ascent interceptors such as exo-atmospheric ABM mis
siles, ballistic missiles with modified guidance logic, space
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boosters carrying nuclear payloads, and homing vehicles such as 
the miniature vehicle system undergoing development by the 
United States.

—Directed energy weapons such as lasers and particle beams, 
(either ground-based or space-based, having sufficient power to 
damage satellites or their sensors).

—Electronic countermeasures of sufficient power output to 
damage or interrupt satellite functions.

—Weapons which could be carried by manned space planes or or
bital complexes.

Furthermore, problems of weapon definition are compounded be
cause some non-weapon space systems, including civil and commercial 
systems, could have characteristics which would make it difficult to 
frame a definition to distinguish them from weapon systems. An 
effective space arms control measure should take into account weapon 
capabilities beyond those of specialized ASAT systems, and at the 
same time it must not unduly constrain the legitimate functions of 
non-weapon space systems.

In seeking ways to verify an ASAT weapon ban, the Administration 
has been confronted with critical definitional problems:

(1) there are many different types of systems which could be used 
to destroy satellites; (2) in general, many activities related to space 
give rise to capabilities inherently useful for ASAT purposes, for ex
ample, the rendezvous and docking operations routinely conducted by 
the Soviets could be used to attempt to conceal development of one or 
more types of ASAT techniques, and (3) restricting the definition of 
what is an ASAT weapon could make an agreement easier to verify, 
but ineffective in achieving its purpose of protecting satellites. These 
definition problems interact with and compound the verification prob
lems described above.

Vulnerabilih/ of Satellite Support Systems. ASAT arms control would not 
provide for survivability of all components of space systems. For 
example, attacks on other elements of a space system (e.g., ground 
stations, launch facilities, or communications links) may in some cases 
be easier and more effective than attacks on satellites themselves. 
Attacks on ground-based support systems can be carried out with 
strikes by conventional weapons, such as by cruise missiles with 
conventional warheads launched from ships or aircraft.

The Soviet Non-Weapon Military Space Threat. Examination of space arms 
control needs to include a discussion of the growing threat posed by 
present and projected Soviet space systems which, while not weapons 
themselves, are designed to support directly the USSR's terrestrial 
forces in the event of a conflict. These include ocean reconnaissance 
satellites which use radar and electronic intelligence in efforts to pro
vide targeting data to Soviet weapon platforms which can quickly 
attack U.S. and Allied surface fleets. In view of the fundamental 
importance of U.S. and Allied access to the seas in wartime, including 
for Allied reinforcement by sea, the protection of U.S. and Allied
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navies against such targeting is critical. Furthermore, as Soviet miUtary 
space technology improves, the capabilities of Soviet satellites that can 
be used for targeting are likely to be enhanced and represent a greater 
threat to U.S. and Allied security. This point is explained at greater 
length below.

III. National Securih/ Considerations Regarding Space

Beyond the significant limitations inherent in space arms control 
discussed above, other national security interests must be taken into 
account. These would pertain even if verification were not so signifi
cant a concern.

Strengthening Deterrence

A fundamental purpose of defense and arms control policies is to 
maintain and strengthen deterrence, both conventional and nuclear 
deterrence. AS AT limitations could, unfortunately, undermine deter
rence in some instances.

Since the Soviet Union has an operational capability to destroy 
satellites while the United States does not, the current situation is 
destabilizing. If, for example, during a crisis or conflict, the Soviet 
Union were to destroy a U.S. satellite, the United States would lack 
the capability to respond in kind to avoid escalating the conflict. Thus, 
in present circumstances a U.S. capability to destroy satellites clearly 
responds to the need to deter such Soviet attacks on U.S. satellites in a 
crisis or conflict.

A comprehensive ASAT ban would afford a sanctuary to existing 
Soviet satellites designed to target U.S. naval and land conventional 
forces. The absence of a U.S. ASAT capability to prevent Soviet 
targeting aided by satellites could be seen by the Soviets as a substan
tial factor in their ability to attack U.S. and Allied forces and might 
offset Soviet concerns about the effectiveness of U.S. and Allied naval 
warfare capabilities. Uncertainty over their ability to employ satellites 
to target naval forces would decrease the Soviet perception of their 
chance for success, thereby adding to deterrence and stability. A U.S. 
ASAT capability would contribute to deterrence of conventional con
flict.

For U.S. and Allied security, the United States must continue its 
efforts to protect against threatening satellites. ASAT capabilities com
plement the other measures that must be used throughout a conflict. 
To do otherwise would undermine both conventional and nuclear 
deterrence. (Further discussion of the above factors is provided in the 
classified version of this report.)

For these fundamentally defensive reasons, the President has called 
for a prudent, measured response to the Soviet military space threat in 
order to protect U.S. and Allied security interests. In his National 
Space Policy statement he said:

The United States will develop and maintain an integrated attack 
warning, notification, verification and contingency reaction capa
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bility which can effectively detect and react to threats to United 
States space systems. The United States will proceed with devel
opment of an anti-satellite (ASAT) capability, with operational 
deployment as a goal. The primary purposes of a United States 
ASAT capability are to deter threats to space systems of the 
United States and its Allies and, within such limits imposed by 
international law, to deny any adversary the use of space-based 
systems that provide support to hostile military forces.®

Soviet Threats to U.S. Satellites

The current Soviet ASAT capabilities include an operational orbital 
interceptor system, ground-based test lasers with probable ASAT ca
pabilities, and possibly, the nuclear-armed Galosh ABM interceptors, 
and the technological capability to conduct electronic warfare against 
space systems.

The orbital interceptor must go into approximately the same orbit as 
its target and close at a specific velocity. There have been more than a 
dozen tests of the interceptor system, which we consider operational, 
including testing during a Soviet strategic forces exercise in 1982.

A Soviet high-altitude orbital interceptor capability is a possible 
threat, but we have no direct evidence of such a program by the 
Soviets, and we may not obtain such evidence before testing. Other 
techniques for accomplishing this objective may appear preferable to 
the Soviets. For example, they could also use their developing elec
tronic warfare capabilities against high-altitude satellites. We cannot 
now say which, if any, such high-altitude capabilities may be devel
oped by the USSR.

Continuing, or possible future, Soviet efforts that could produce 
ASAT systems include developments in directed energy weapons. We 
have indications that the Soviets are continuing development of 
ground-based lasers for ASAT applications. In addition, we believe the 
Soviets are conducting research and development in the area of space- 
based laser ASAT systems. We have, as yet, no evidence of Soviet 
programs to develop ASAT weapons based on particle beam technolo
gy-

(Additional data concerning Soviet threats to U.S. satellites are con
tained in the classified version of this report.)

U.S. Satellites Threatened

While these numerous potential Soviet threats to U.S. satellites must 
be taken seriously, an immediate need is to address known Soviet 
ASAT capabilities. The operational Soviet coorbital ASAT system 
threatens U.S. low altitude satellites. In addition, there is a possibility 
that some sensors on some U.S. satellites could be damaged by 
ground-based Soviet lasers. Capabilities which have been or could be 
surreptitiously developed possibly threaten all U.S. satellites up to 
geosynchronous orbits. (More data concerning U.S. satellites threat-

® Weekly CompilaHon of Presidential Documents, July 12, 1982, p. 875. 
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ened by Soviet ASAT capabilities are provided in the classified version 
of this report.)

Options to Counter Soviet Threat to U.S. Satellites

Deterrence provided by a U.S. ASAT capability would inhibit Soviet 
attacks against U.S. satellites, but deterrence is not sufficient to protect 
U.S. satellites. Because of the potential for covert development of 
ASAT capabilities and because of the existence of non-specialized 
weapons which also have ASAT capability, no arms control measures 
have been identified which can fully protect U.S. satellites. Hence, we 
must continue to pursue satellite survivability measures to cope with 
both known and technologically possible, yet undetected, threats.

Over the past several years the United States has begun to incorpo
rate survivability features into various satellite systems. In addition, 
the Department of Defense has recently initiated a major review of 
survivability of not only the satellites but also the communication 
links and ground systems which support them. The purpose of this 
effort is to review potential vulnerabilities and to identify further 
survivability measures for implementation.

Enhancing space system survivability requires a variety of measures. 
For example, satellite maneuverability helps protect against ASAT 
interceptors. Maneuver, however, is a costly tactic in that it shortens 
satellite mission lifetime and perturbs the satellite's orbital characteris
tics. Hardening satellites can improve defenses against directed-energy 
and nuclear weapons, but this tactic provides little effectiveness 
against a direct nuclear attack. Electronic counter-countermeasures 
could thwart some electronic warfare tactics directed against U.S. sat
ellites. Another potential survivability measure would be to develop a 
capability to shoot back at threatening systems. Even more than those 
options previously stated, shooting back involves a number of severe 
mission penalties. In sum, these defensive measures add to satellite 
costs, reduce useful payload weights, shorten mission life time, and 
add to system development and testing complexity; no single defen
sive measure is totally effective against all threats.

A different category of defensive measures would involve the use of 
orbital spares and changing the current U.S. satellite replacement phi
losophy. By procuring sufficient satellite and booster spares, the 
United States could pursue a launch on demand strategy for the most 
critical space capabilities. This strategy, combined with the use of 
stored spares on-orbit, might circumvent the effectiveness of a Soviet 
ASAT assault. This philosophy runs counter to current U.S. trends of 
developing space systems of greater sophistication and longer expected 
useful mission life. In sum, this option would require considerable 
investment, not now envisioned, in boosters, spacecraft production, 
launch facilities, and ground support.

The table shows in generic terms the satellite survivability features 
applicable to potential threats to space systems.
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U.S. ASA T Program

The U.S. ASAT system presently under development consists of a 
miniature vehicle (MV) warhead mounted on a two-stage SRAM/ 
Altair booster. This is carried aloft and launched from a specially 
modified F-15 aircraft. The MV will be capable of attacking satellites 
in low altitude orbits. The system is currently undergoing testing. It is 
to be deployed at one Air Force base on each coast of the United 
States.

The United States has no plans to extend the altitude capability of 
the MV ASAT system to place high altitude satellites at risk. We are, 
however, continuing to review ways in which U.S. ASAT capability 
could be improved. The U.S. ASAT program is being conducted in a 
manner fully consistent with all U.S. obligations including the ABM 
and Outer Space Treaties.

Directed-energy weapons technologies, including high energy lasers, 
have the potential for ASAT use. These technologies are in the re
search and development phase.

(Further data on the U.S. program are contained in the classified 
version of this report.)

P o ten tia l  P ro tectiv e  M easures

ASAT Capability Maneuver Harden/
Shield

Orbital
Spares

Replen
ishment

Shoot
Back

Coorbital
Nuclear X X X X
Non-Nuclear X X X X

Direct Ascent
Nuclear X X X X X
Non-Nuclear X X X X

Ground-Based Directed
Energy

Lasers X X X
High Power RF X X X
ECM X X

Other Space Platforms
With Weapons

Lasers X
Particle Beam
High Power RF X X
Non-Nuclear X X
ECM X X

indicates measures that could be used with varying effectiveness to improve 
satellite survivability against possible threats. As noted in the text, each defensive 
measure implies increase in cost and/or significant mission penalties and no single 
measure is totally effective against aU threats.

Utility of a US. A SA T  Capability

The U.S. ASAT program is focused explicitly on those Soviet satel
lites which threaten U.S. and Allied terrestrial interests in time of wâ . 
All of these threatening Soviet satellites operate at low altitude. With
out low altitude satellites to confirm detections of terrestrial targets.

Document 60



ADMINISTRATION REPORT, MARCH 31 215

Soviet space-based targeting data would be significantly degraded. 
While the U.S. MV ASAT will be able to attack only a portion of the 
Soviet satellites, in doing so it would be able seriously to degrade the 
Soviet reconnaissance capability and thus serves U.S. deterrence objec
tives. It cannot and need not attack Soviet early warning satellites at 
high altitudes.

Because of their high launch rates and payload capacity, the Soviet 
space force has the inherent resiliency to make replacement of satel
lites a viable alternative (as long as ground facilities are intact). On- 
orbit spares, surge of launches in a crisis or prior to a hostility, and 
satellite replacement following ASAT attack are possible methods of 
replenishment. The U.S. program is structured to provide a number of 
readily available ASAT systems sufficient to counter expected Soviet 
surge and replenishment.

Possible Soviet Counters to the U.S. M V  ASA T

The U.S. MV ASAT was designed with possible Soviet counters in 
mind. Maneuvering to avoid intercept is the most frequently discussed 
countermeasure which the Soviets could employ. It is not clear that 
the Soviets have the capability to determine which satellite would be 
the target of a given attack and thus would have to maneuver several 
of their satellites each time the U.S. launched or simulated the launch 
of an ASAT interceptor. Because repeated maneuvers would reduce 
Soviet satellite lifetimes, maneuver would be a costly countermeasure. 
Although the Soviets could, in the future and at some expense, in
crease their satellite maneuver capability, this could be offset by U.S. 
satellite tracking improvements plarmed for other purposes.

Raising somewhat the orbital altitude of certain existing Soviet low 
altitude satellites could improve their survivability, but would impair 
their performance. Only if the Soviets deployed at this new altitude a 
new targeting capability similar to their existing capability at the 
lower altitude would the United States need to counter such a capabil
ity, for example, by developing a larger booster for the ASAT MV.

Soviet use of simple decoys to improve satellite survivability could 
be countered by changes in ASAT sensor logic. Complex decoys might 
require changes in Soviet satellites which could take many years.

Alternatives to Offset the Threat Posed by Soviet Satellites

U.S. force structure plans include a balanced package of complemen
tary defensive measures. The capability to counter Soviet satellites is 
an important element of those plans. To the extent that we limit our 
capabilities to counter Soviet satellites, we tend to increase our need to 
augment our conventional forces to perform their terrestrial missions 
in the face of the Soviet threat from space, with attending costs.

To counter Soviet satellites by attacking their ground facilities 
would be an uncertain alternative to an ASAT capability and one 
which risked escalation of a conflict. A U.S. ASAT capability is a less 
risky and more effective and flexible way to deal militarily with the 
Soviet space-based threat.
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The ASAT MV complements other protective measures which must 
be used throughout a conflict. These measures include communica
tions and emissions security, evasive maneuvers and electronic coun
termeasures. These countermeasures are, however, reactive and cannot 
provide permanent protection. Moreover, they can impose sharp con
straints on the operational effectiveness of U.S. forces in a conflict.

IV. Arms Control Prospects in Light of Policy and National Security Considerations

The balance between the benefits and risks of ASAT arms control is 
quite sensitive. For example, there is a dilemma as to whether arms 
control restrictions that would constrain our ability to deal with Soviet 
targeting satellites, are in our national security interest. Our need to 
counter such Soviet satellites so as to support our terrestrial forces 
must be balanced against our interest in limiting threats to critical U.S. 
satellites. Our studies of possible ASAT arms control regimes are 
considering these concerns.

Soviet A S A T  Arms Control Activities

Although the Soviets have periodically tested their operational 
ASAT interceptor, they regularly advance space arms control measures 
in international fora, without acknowledging their own ASAT capabil
ity. In their latest initiative last August, the Soviet Union submitted to 
the 38th United Nations General Assembly a draft treaty, the stated 
objectives of which are to prohibit testing and deployment of space- 
based weapons.*  ̂ It calls for elimination of existing ASAT systems, for 
a ban on the development of new ASAT weapons, and for a ban on 
attacks on satellites. The USSR also announced a ''unilateral moratori
um" on the launching of any type of ASAT weapon, to remain in 
effect as long as other countries refrain from putting into space ASAT 
weapons of any type.®

U.S. Evaluation of Soviet Initiatives

The wording of these proposals had certain ambiguities and loop
holes. For example, it would appear that the moratorium did not cover 
tests of ground-based systems, such as lasers. In any case, the Soviet 
moratorium appeared to be designed to block tests of the U.S. minia
ture vehicle ASAT interceptor, while allowing the USSR to maintain 
the world's only operational ASAT system. This is inconsistent with 
the USSR's profession "not to be the first to put into outer space any 
type of ASAT weapon."

The Soviet initiatives have fundamental shortcomings. Lack of ef
fective verification is one of the major weaknesses of the draft treaty. 
It provides for national technical means of verification, but nothing 
beyond that. Indeed, the draft does not even prohibit actions that 
would impede verification. In addition to the problem of verifying the 
elimination of the Soviet ASAT system, the draft treaty's proposal for

Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 684-686. 
8 Ibid., p. 650.
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a ban on destruction, damaging, and disruption of other states' space 
objects could also pose verification problems. The Soviet draft treaty is 
unclear with regard to Soviet targeting and reconnaissance satellites. 
The draft also does not deal with residual ASAT capabilities. For 
example, dismantling of the Soviet co-orbital ASAT system would still 
leave the USSR the option of using some of its Galosh ABM intercep
tor missiles in an antisatellite role. In addition, the draft treaty pro
poses that "'piloted" spacecraft not be used for ''military purposes." 
We strongly suspect that this provision is intended to constrain the 
use of the U.S. Space Transportation System (the Space Shuttle), 
which in the years ahead will serve as the primary U.S. launch system 
for national security as well as civil space missions. At the same time, 
the treaty would apparently not constrain the Soviet unpiloted space 
station.

Similarly, the possible motives behind the Soviet offer of a "mora
torium" are suspect. In addition to their operational ASAT system the 
Soviets currently have other systems with ASAT capability. The 
Soviet moratorium deals only with their operational system, allowing 
the others to continue. For example, the Soviets could test ground- 
based lasers in an ASAT mode without violating their moratorium. 
Moreover, the Soviet offer came on the eve of the commencement of 
flight testing of the U.S. MV system. Thus, the timing suggests that 
the Soviet offer is designed to curtail the U.S. MV program and 
thereby leave the Soviet Union with a unilateral advantage in ASAT 
capability. Furthermore, a test moratorium would not necessarily cause 
their operational system to atrophy: after a hiatus of several years in 
ASAT testing, the Soviets were able to resume testing of their ASAT 
system without any apparent degradation in its performance. Programs 
in research and development pay a much higher price for a test 
moratorium. Even a short delay in the test program would delay the 
time that the U.S. ASAT could be operational. This would decrease 
the Soviet incentive to negotiate in good faith. (A full analysis of the 
Soviet draft treaty is provided in the classified version of this report.)

It appears that the Soviet objectives in their initiatives are to limit 
disproportionately the U.S. ASAT capability and to enhance the Soviet 
international image.

In sum, it appears that Soviet initiatives on ASAT arms control pose 
profoimd verification problems, as in the case of the Soviet treaty, or 
would leave the USSR with a destabilizing advantage, as in the case of 
both the treaty and the moratorium.

Multilateral Space Arms Control Activities

The United States has supported discussion of a broad range of 
questions on space arms control at the Conference on Disarmament 
(CD). The United States supported in 1983 the establishment of a CD 
Working Group on Outer Space. The United States does not favor 
having a working group undertake negotiations. Rather, we believe 
that a working group should address a broad range of space arms
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control issues, beginning with a thorough examination of the existing 
legal regime for space, before any conclusions can be drawn about 
negotiations which might be pursued in the CD. In 1983, the Soviets 
insisted that a working group on outer space in the CD be commis
sioned to begin negotiations. While the United States, our Allies, and 
the neutral and non-aligned nations of the CD all were ready to 
establish a working group without authority to negotiate, the Soviets 
blocked such action. The U.S. position this year in the CD is un
changed: the United States remains ready to proceed with a serious 
and responsible examination in the CD of space arms control.

Future Directions of A S  A T  Arms Control

U.S. space arms control policy seeks to reduce the risk of conflict 
and enhance strategic stability. Consistent with this purpose, the Ad
ministration has been evaluating a number of possible ASAT arms 
control options in light of whether they support our overall deterrence 
posture and are effectively verifiable. Despite efforts by this and the 
previous administration, no way has yet been found to design a 
comprehensive ASAT ban that meets these criteria.

The major problems for ASAT arms control discussed in detail in 
this report have hindered our efforts to develop effective arms control 
measures. In fact, it appears that the problems of verification tend to 
be greater the more comprehensive the limitation. Some less sweeping 
options under study would seek to limit or ban specific types of 
weapons systems. Since we must in any event be able to protect our 
satellites against threats that could be developed without our knowl
edge, there is a prenuum on finding ways to limit in arms control 
those ASAT systems that create the most difficult survivability prob
lems. We are searching for limits on such systems which are effective
ly verifiable and which allow us to protect U.S. and Allied forces from 
threatening Soviet satellites, such as targeting satellites. Other options 
under examination would regulate certain threatening activities related 
to space.

The future of space arms control must also be considered in the 
broader context of U.S.-Soviet arms control relations. Soviet actions in 
other negotiating fora and Soviet actions with respect to compliance 
with existing arms control agreements must also be taken into account 
to determine the most appropriate course of action for the United 
States concerning arms control for outer space. In the meantime, the 
U.S. evaluation of possible future courses for ASAT arms control will 
be judged not simply in light of their ability to limit damage to space 
objects, but also in light of their contributions to the basic objectives 
of U.S. arms control policy with respect to terrestrial conventional and 
nuclear conflict.

The door is not closed to effective ASAT arms control measures. As 
noted earlier, the President has said that the United States will consid
er verifiable and equitable arms control measures that would ban or
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Otherwise limit testing and deployment of specific weapons systems, 
should those measures be compatible with U.S. national security.

This remains the policy of the Administration. The active search for 
viable arms control opportunities in the ASAT area is continuing.

61. Letter From the  A ssis tan t Secretary  of S ta te  for Legis
la tive and  In tergovernm ental Affairs (B ennett)  to  the  
Chairman of the  S enate  Committee on Foreign Rela
tions (Percy): Nuclear Risk Reduction Centers, April 3, 
1984 1

D ear  M r . C h a ir m a n : 1 wish to thank you for the opportunity to 
comment on Senate Resolution 329, which expresses the support of 
the Senate for the expansion of confidence-building measures between 
the United States and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, includ
ing the establishment of nuclear risk reduction centers in Washington 
and Moscow, with modern communications linking the centers.

The Department of State appreciates the support expressed in S. 
Res. 329 for the Administration's ongoing efforts to further reduce the 
risk of confrontation or conflict between the United States and 
U.S.S.R. due to accident, mischance, or miscalculation. We fully share 
the conviction expressed by the authors of the resolution that impor
tant steps can and should be taken in this area. As S. Res. 329 notes, 
the Administration has already initiated negotiations with the Soviet 
Union based on the three measures for strengthening and expanding 
bilateral communications which the President set forth last May.^ 
Two rounds of these discussions have already taken place; a follow-on 
session has been agreed to in principle by both sides. The President 
also has proposed a multilateral agreement, open to all states, provid
ing for consultations in the event an unauthorized individual or group 
acquires, uses, or threatens to use a nuclear explosive device.® Taken 
together, the negotiation and implementation of these four measures 
would contribute significantly to the fulfillment of the functions of a 
nuclear-risk reduction center as described in S. Res. 329.

The Department believes that, while the United States and the 
Soviet Union share a common interest in reducing the risks of nuclear 
crises, reaching agreement on how best to achieve that goal will 
inevitably be a step-by-step process. As the Secretary of Defense 
indicated in his Report to the Congress in April 1983,^ we view the 
measure which the Administration has proposed as first steps. In our 
discussions with the Soviets, we have made significant progress on the

 ̂Nuclear Risk Reduction: Hearing Before the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, 
Ninety-eighth Congress, Second Session, on S. Res. 329, . . p. 68.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 442-444.
3 Ibid.
4 Ibid., pp. 309-324.
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technical upgrading of the United States-Soviet Direct Communication 
Link or Hotline,® one of the measures proposed by the President. The 
Soviets have, however, been reluctant thus far to pursue our more 
ambitious bilateral communications proposals which could lead in the 
directions suggested by S. Res. 329: Creation of a joint military com
munications link, and establishment by each government of improved 
communications with its embassy in the other's capital. The Adminis
tration will nonetheless continue to press for agreement on and imple
mentation of practical meaningful United States-Soviet measures in 
this field.

The Office of Management and Budget advises that from the stand
point of the Administration's program there is no objection to the 
submission of this report.

62. French P aper Submitted to the  Conference on Disar
mament: Elimination of Chemical W eapons  Stocks and  
Production Facilities, April 3, 1984 ^

In t r o d u c t io n

The elimination of chemical weapons stocks and of facilities for the 
production of such weapons would, by its scope, constitute the de
struction of a considerable military potential and probably the greatest 
movement forward in the disarmament process ever yet registered.

The problem is of very great importance to the French delegation, 
which would like through this paper to express its views at the 
current stage of the negotiations. The positions taken in this document 
are not immutable; they may be reviewed in the light of the progress 
of the negotiations.

E lim in a t io n  of S tocks a n d  of E x isting  P r o d u c tio n  F acilities

Within as brief a period as possible after the entry into force of the 
Convention, each State party should undertake to provide, pursuant to 
a detailed plan contained in the annexes to the Convention, substan
tial information on its chemical weapons capability whether it be in 
the form of stockpiles or of production facilities.

/ . Stocks

Within a period not exceeding 30 days after the entry into force of 
the Convention, each State party should make a declaration of posses
sion or non-possession of stocks and propose a destruction plan en
compassing international means of on-site verification.

® For the existing agreements, see ibid., 1963, pp. 236-238, and ibid., 1971, pp. 635-639.
1 CD/494.
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(a) Initial declarations

The declarations should indicate clearly that the State making the 
declaration possesses or does not possess chemical weapons, irrespec
tive of the quantity and condition of the stocks, and whether or not 
there are on its territory stockpiles of chemical weapons which do not 
come under its jurisdiction.

Bulk products, whether toxic substances or precursors, should be 
declared by their chemical name. The weight in metric tons of each 
product should be indicated.

Ammunition should be declared by type, calibre, quantity and 
chemical content. The weight of each toxic substance should be esti
mated in metric tons. Devices and equipment designed specially and 
exclusively to use chemical weapons should also be declared by type, 
quantity and size. If appropriate, the chemical content of such muni
tions and its weight should also be declared.

The French delegation is not in favour of the declaration of the 
location of the stocks; it is, on the other hand, in favour of grouping 
stocks on the destruction sites.

(b) Destruction of stocks

The initial declaration should be supplemented by a second docu
ment: the master plan for the destruction of stocks, accompanied by 
an estimated time-table.

The principle should be that all stocks, whatever the toxic sub
stance, should be destroyed. However, the following might be permit
ted by express waiver:

The removal from stockpiles, in the quantities authorized by the 
Convention, of products, including superlethal toxic agents, to be used 
for the purposes of protection;

The removal from stockpiles, following a procedure contained in the 
Convention, of certain precursors or toxic substances utilizable for 
industrial purposes.

Reconversion to peaceful uses should in no case be authorized for 
single-purpose precursors or supertoxic agents.

The destruction of stocks should begin as soon as possible after the 
entry into force of the Convention: a period of six months seems 
reasonable. It should be completed at the latest 10 years after that 
date. The procedures to be followed for destruction should be the 
subject of an agreement between the parties to be annexed to the 
Convention.

The objective being the simultaneous disappearance of chemical 
warfare capability by the end of the ten-year period, it would be 
appropriate to preserve during the process a security balance between 
the countries possessing stocks.

The stocks should be eliminated in the following order.

1. Neurotoxic substances and precursors contained in munitions or 
in bulk;
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2. Other lethal supertoxic substances contained in munitions or in 
bulk;

3. Other supertoxic substances contained in munitions or in bulk;
4. Lethal toxic substances;
5. Other harmful products.

The geographical location of each of the destruction sites should be 
precisely declared at the same time as the destruction plan. Each year, 
the countries possessing chemical weapons should provide the Con
sultative Committee with a detailed destruction programme for the 
following year.

The Consultative Committee should be informed at the end of each 
year of the state of progress of the destruction operations in relation 
to the estimatory plan. At the end of the operations, at the latest 30 
days after the completion of the elimination process, it should furnish 
to the depositary a certificate stating that its stocks have been de
stroyed.

(c) Verification

The declaration should include an undertaking authorizing interna
tional inspections before and during the destruction of stocks.

Within a period not exceeding three months after the declaration of 
stocks and of the places where they have been grouped at the destruc
tion sites, the country possessing the stocks should accept an on-site 
international inspection. The essential purpose of the inspection 
should be to put the stocks under international surveillance by, for 
example, installing among them sensing instruments to be read peri
odically. Each operation for the removal of mimitions or products for 
destruction should be effected under the supervision of the inspectors 
already present at the destruction site.

A destruction unit should, before every round of destruction, be 
inspected by international monitors in order to verify conformity and 
to install a number of sensors provided for in the procedures to be 
followed under the terms of the Convention.

The destruction process should be the subject of continuous on-site 
monitoring in close collaboration with the national '^safety" teams. 
The inspectors should not interfere in the destruction process unless it 
conflicts with the procedures provided for by the Convention.

(d) Special cases

Non-declared stocks may be discovered after the initial declaration. 
They should be the subject of a special declaration in two stages.

In the first stage, information should be provided within 30 days 
concerning the place, circumstances and date of the discovery of the 
stockpile, the estimated quantity, the type of product and, lastly, the 
reasons for the omission from the initial declaration.

In the second stage, a detailed declaration of the composition of the 
discovered stockpile should be provided within three months.

The stocks in question should be transferred to a destruction site 
and eliminated either within the framework of the destruction includ
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ed in the estimated time-table or, if they come within the categories 
already processed, by a priority destruction operation. Their destruc
tion should be the subject of a special destruction report within a 
period of 30 days after the completion of the destruction process. 
Should the stockpile be discovered after the elimination of the stocks 
declared initially has been completed, i.e. after the ten-year period, a 
special agreed procedure should be followed under the authority of 
the Consultative Committee.

II. Production Facilities

The facilities meant are those that have been specifically designed 
and set up for the manufacture of chemical weapons. They may be 
divided into two categories:

Factories for producing toxic substances and/or precursors;
Filling shops.
(a) Initial declaration

The States parties to the Convention should be obliged to declare, at 
the same time as the possession or non-possession of stocks, the 
existence or nonexistence within their territory of the production fa
cilities defined above, whether or not those facilities are under their 
jurisdiction.

The declaration should comprise the following essential information:
The location, nature and manufacturing capacity of any production 

plant and any filling shop, whether active or dormant, on the date of 
entry into force of the Convention;

The measures taken with a view to the internationally-supervised 
conversion of the facilities to ''out of service" status pursuant to the 
procedures described in the annexes to the Convention;

The plans for the destruction of the facilities under its jurisdiction 
with an estimated time-table.

(b) International supervision

Within the shortest possible period of time (to be defined), after the 
entry into force of the Convention, the States parties possessing chem
ical weapons production facilities should place each of their installa
tions in "out of service" status. Such "closure" should be effected 
under the supervision of international inspectors, who should be au
thorized to install sensing equipment to ensure that the facilities are 
effectively put out of service.

The States parties possessing installations intended for the produc
tion of chemical weapons should destroy each facility according to an 
agreed initial time-table and in accordance with the procedures de
scribed in the Convention. It would be desirable for the destruction of 
installations to be undertaken at the same time as the elimination of 
stockpiles, i.e. at the latest six months after the entry into force of the 
Convention, and for the process to be completed within a substantial
ly shorter period (five years, for example), so as to increase confidence 
in the desire for disarmament.
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Provision might be made for the temporary conversion of a produc
tion facility or a filling shop into a destruction unit.

Such a unit would have to be destroyed at the end of the destruc
tion operations and in any event 10 years at the latest after the entry 
into force of the Convention.

In general, no opportunity should be provided for converting pro
duction facilities to non-hostile purposes.

Production facilities should be destroyed in the following order:

1. Filling shops;
2. Toxic substance production units;
3. Precursor production units.

The States parties should also undertake to provide the Consultative 
Committee every year with a report on the progress of the destruction 
activities in the light of the initial plan and an estimated time-table for 
the following year. They should certify 30 days at the latest after the 
last destruction that all their installations have been destroyed.

(c) Verification

Each State party possessing production facilities should undertake to 
authorize on-site inspections after the initial declaration during the 
interim period and after each destruction operation.

Within a period not exceeding three months after the entry into
force of the Convention, international verifications should be carried 
out at each production facility. Their purpose should be to confirm 
that each unit has in fact been ''closed" and to place the production 
facilities under international supervision by installing sensing instru
ments to be read periodically.

Provision should be made for further on-site systematic internation
al checking at the end of each destruction operation and at regular
intervals to verify the validity of the closure (by reading of the
sensing instruments).

63. N ews Conference Remarks by President Reagan: U.S. 
Proposal for a Ban on Chemical W eapons  [Extracts], 
April 4, 1984 ^

The P re s id e n t Good evening. Be seated. I have an important an
nouncement. In 2 weeks, I will send Vice President Bush to Geneva to 
present to the 40-nation Conference on Disarmament a bold American 
initiative for a comprehensive, worldwide ban on chemical weapons. 
Our proposal would prohibit the production, possession, and use of 
chemical weapons.^

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, April 9, 1984, pp. 474-476.
2 For the U.S. proposal and Vice President's address, both dated April 18, see Docu

ments 75 and 76.
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The shortcomings of early chemical weapons treaties have been 
made tragically clear in recent years. Chemical weapons have been 
used against defenseless peoples in Afghanistan, in Southeast Asia, 
and in the conflict between Iran and Iraq. The use of these terrible 
weapons also has serious implications for our own security.

The Soviet Union's extensive arsenal of chemical weapons threatens 
U.S. forces. It requires the United States to maintain a limited retalia
tory capability of its own until we achieve an effective ban. We must 
be able to deter a chemical attack against us or our allies. And without 
a modem and credible deterrent, the prospects for achieving a compre
hensive ban would be nil.

Our comprehensive treaty proposal can bring the day closer when 
the world will prohibit all chemical weapons, but verification of a 
chemical weapons ban won't be easy. Only an effective monitoring 
and enforcement package can ensure international confidence in such 
an agreement. The United States is, therefore, developing bold and 
soimd verification procedures.

This latest initiative reflects my continuing strong commitment to 
arms control. Our administration seeks to move forward in several 
areas. Tm pleased, for example, that the United States is also partici
pating in a promising new multilateral negotiation dealing with confi
dence building measures in Europe, and in the recently resumed East- 
West talks on reducing conventional forces in Europe.

We're working closely with our NATO allies to try to make 
progress in all these areas. I can't report these promising develop
ments, however, without expressing my deep, personal regret that the 
Soviet Union still has not returned to the two negotiations on nuclear 
arms reductions—the START and the INF talks which it walked away 
from late last year.

The United States and many other countries have urged repeatedly 
that the Soviets return to these talks. So far, they've ignored the will 
of the world. I hope that the Soviet leadership will respond to our 
new initiatives, not only by negotiating seriously on chemical weapons 
but also by joining us in the urgent task of achieving real reductions 
in nuclear arms.

The Vice President's mission is a vital one, and we wish him God
speed.

Q. Mr. President, with regard to your proposal to ban chemical 
weapons, isn't this proposal another way to get Congress—what 
they've failed to do for the last 3 years, which is appropriate money 
for chemical weapons? And what do we say if our adversaries accuse 
us of talking peace but preparing for war?

The P re s id e n t Well, I don't think the accusation would stand up if 
they said that. The situation is that we haven't produced any such
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weapons for 15 years. The Soviet Union has a massive arsenal and is 
ahead of us in many areas having to do with chemical warfare.

Now, if there is ever one example—or one place where there is an 
example—of the power of a deterrent force, it is in the field of 
chemical weapons. And I hand you World War II, when all the 
nations had them and no one used them even in the most desperate 
moments when defeat was staring at them because they knew that the 
others had them and could use them in return.

The second thing is, if we're going to have a chemical warfare ban 
or a treaty banning them, you've got to have something to bargain 
with. And, therefore, it's just the same as it is with the other weapons. 
They must know that the alternative to banning them is to then face 
the fact that we are going to build a deterrent.

• • • • • • •

64. Communique of the  Nuclear Planning Group of the  
North Atlantic Treaty  O rgan iza tion , April 4, 1984 ^

The North Atlantic Alliance was born 35 years ago today. The 
Alliance gives expression to the determination of its members to 
defend together their freedom and to preserve the peace. In their 
common effort to uphold these ideals, the member countries have 
created a unique Alliance of free peoples. This Alliance and the poli
cies it pursues remain the single greatest guarantee of peace for its 
peoples. Its members have recognised from the start that the key to 
achieving their objective is the maintenance of deterrence through 
strength and the search for a more stable and constructive East/West 
relationship.

The NATO Nuclear Planning Group (NPG) held its 35th regular 
Ministerial meeting in Cesme, Turkey, on 3rd and 4th April 1984. All 
NPG members attended, with Spain as an observer.

Following a comprehensive briefing on the status of nuclear forces 
by the United States Secretary of Defense, including a review of the 
strategic modernization programme. Ministers indicated their support 
for the determination of the United States and the United Kingdom to 
maintain the deterrent capabilities of their strategic forces. They also 
discussed a wide range of security matters, from the trends in the 
balance of nuclear forces of NATO and the Warsaw Pact to the 
prospects for the resumption of arms control negotiations between the 
United States and the Soviet Union on nuclear forces.

Ministers regretted that the Soviet Union had not yet agreed to a 
date for the resumption of the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks 
(START) and that it had as yet refused to proceed with the Intermedi-

 ̂NATO Review, vol. 32, No. 2 (April 1984), p. 31. 
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ate-range Nuclear Forces (INF) negotiations. For its part, and in con
trast to the current Soviet position, the United States, with the full 
support of the Allies, has been and remains ready to resume both sets 
of negotiations at any time. Ministers called upon the Soviet Union to 
return to negotiations without preconditions and without delay. They 
confirmed their strong support for the United States negotiating posi
tion in START. With regard to the INF negotiations. Ministers also 
reiterated their full support for the United States proposals, developed 
on the basis of close Allied consultations. Ministers emphasised that 
the United States proposals for both START and INF offer the oppor
tunity for equitable and verifiable agreements which respect the legiti
mate security interests of both sides.

The Alliance seeks to preserve peace through the maintenance of 
forces at the lowest level capable of supporting NATO's agreed strate
gy of deterrence and defence. In this context. Ministers recalled the 
decision they had taken recently in Montebello, Canada, which en
compassed a substantial reduction in the stockpile of NATO's nuclear 
warheads in Europe to be carried out over a five to six year period.^ In 
the context of these reductions. Ministers reaffirmed their commit
ment to maintain an effective deterrent and recalled their agreement at 
Montebello that the delivery systems and warheads for the remaining 
minimum level stockpile must be survivable, responsive and effective. 
The sustained programme of reductions will have reduced the level of 
NATO's nuclear stockpile in Europe by 2,400 weapons since 1979—to 
the lowest level in over 20 years.

Ministers expressed their concern that, in contrast, the Soviet build
up is continuing relentlessly at all levels. In particular, the Soviet 
Union has in recent months increased the number of deployed SS-20 
laimchers to 378 comprising 1,134 warheads. More bases, east and 
west of the Ural Mountains, are under construction. The Soviet Union 
is also replacing older shorter-range missiles by a new generation of 
more accurate systems, namely the SS-21, SS-22 and SS-23, which 
have been under development for a number of years. In addition, 
there are indications that the Soviet Union, for the first time, has 
taken steps to deploy forward SS-12/22 missiles in the German 
Democratic Republic and Czechoslovakia.

Ministers noted that, in the absence of a concrete arms control 
agreement obviating the need for deployment, NATO had begun its 
Longer-Range INF (LRINF) missile deployment at the end of 1983, as 
was agreed in the December 1979 decision.^ They emphasised 
NATO's determination to continue the deployment of LRINF missiles 
as scheduled. At the same time, they repeated their willingness to 
reverse, halt or modify deployments—including the removal and dis
mantling of missiles already deployed—upon the achievement of a 
balanced, equitable and verifiable agreement calling for such actions.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament 1983, pp. 917-918.
3 Ihid., 1979, pp. 814-816.

Document 64



228 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1984

Ministers accepted with pleasure ar\ invitation from Mr. G. Spado- 
lini, the Italian Minister of Defence, to hold their next meeting in Italy 
in Autumn 1984.

Greece expressed its views in a statement included in the minutes; 
Denmark reserved its position on the INF part.

65. Working P aper Submitted by  a  Group of Socialist 
S tates  to  the  Conference on Disarmament: P revention 
of Nuclear War, April 4, 1984 ^

At the 1983 session of the Committee on Disarmament the socialist 
countries stated their views on the reasons for the increasing threat of 
nuclear war and on the practical steps to be taken for its elimination, 
as well as on the organization of the consideration of the issue in the 
Committee (Working Papers CD/355 of 21 March 1983  ̂ and CD/406 
of 4 August 1983). Recent developments in world events confirm the 
correctness of the judgments and the significance and timeliness of the 
proposals contained in those documents.

The 1984 session of the Conference on Disarmament is taking place 
under conditions of marked aggravation of the international situation 
and increased danger of nuclear war caused by the militarist policies of 
the United States.

These policies find expression, above all, in attempts by the United 
States of America and their NATO allies to destroy the existing 
military balance. The large-scale programmes of development of stra
tegic and other nuclear weapons adopted in the United States of 
America, the spreading of the arms race to outer space, and the 
deployment in western Europe of new medium-range United States 
missiles are clearly designed to provide a material basis for these 
adventurist policies. These actions are intensifying the very real danger 
that the United States of America will bring catastrophe upon the 
peoples of Europe and the whole world.

By deploying its new nuclear missiles in European countries the 
United States of America has created obstacles both to the Soviet- 
United States talks on nuclear arms limitations in Europe and to the 
talks on the limitation and reduction of strategic weapons.

The socialist countries have declared more than once that they will 
under no circumstances tolerate military superiority over them. At the 
same time they remain committed to the principled course which they 
have jointly adopted towards the cessation of the arms race, above all 
the nuclear arms race, and towards the reduction and ultimate com
plete elimination of the threat of nuclear war.

1 CD/484’̂
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 196-198. 
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The prevention of nuclear war is, in the full sense of the word, the 
number one global problem. Not only the solution of other problems 
affecting all mankind but the very existence of life on Earth depends 
on whether this threat can be successfully eliminated.

That is precisely how the matter is seen by the overwhelming 
majority of States, as the results of the thirty-eighth session of the 
General Assembly confirmed. In a whole range of resolutions the 
General Assembly spoke out in favour of the adoption of urgent 
measures for the prevention of nuclear war.

Of particular importance among them are the Declaration on the 
Condemnation of Nuclear War  ̂ and the resolutions on the renunci
ation of first-use of nuclear weapons,^ on the nuclear weapon freeze,® 
on starting nuclear disarmament negotiations ® and on the prevention 
of an arms race in outer space.

The socialist countries are convinced that the problem of prevention 
of nuclear war should now take a central place in the work of the 
Conference on Disarmament. This is further supported by the fact that 
in a number of resolutions, including its resolution 38/183 G, the 
General Assembly addressed a request to the Conference on Disarma
ment to undertake, as a matter of the highest priority, negotiations 
with a view to achieving agreement on appropriate and practical meas
ures for the prevention of nuclear war and to establish an ad hoc 
working group for that purpose.® The socialist countries fully support 
that recommendation and are in favour of its earliest implementation. 
They propose that efforts towards the prevention of nuclear war 
should be concentrated in the following areas.

1. The policy of States possessing nuclear weapons is of special 
significance for solving the problem of prevention of nuclear war. The 
vital interests of the whole of mankind require that relations between 
those States should be regulated by certain norms which they could 
agree among themselves to recognize and which should be given a 
mandatory nature. The socialist countries draw attention to the specif
ic proposals in that connection contained in document CD/444.

2. With the emergence of new types of nuclear weapons and their 
means of delivery which facilitate the establishment of a nuclear first- 
strike potential it is urgently necessary to create a moral and political 
atmosphere in which any attempt to unleash nuclear war would be 
doomed to failure.

(a) The socialist countries consider it essential that all States, and es
pecially the nuclear weapon States, should regard the prevention of 
nuclear war as the main objective of their policy, should prevent situ
ations fraught with nuclear conflict and, in the event of such danger.

 ̂G.A. res. 38/75 of December 15, 1983.
 ̂G.A. res. 38/183 B of December 20, 1983.

5 G.A. res. 38/76 of December 15, 1983.
® G.A. res. 38/183 N of December 15, 1983.
7 G.A. res. 38/70 of December 15, 1983.
8 G.A. res. 36/81 B of December 9, 1981, and 37/78 I of December 2, 1982.
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should hold urgent consultations to prevent a nuclear conflagration 
from breaking out.

(b) As a development from the provisions of the Declaration on the 
Condemnation of Nuclear War adopted at the thirty-eighth session of 
the General Assembly, the socialist countries propose that all States 
should be recommended to consider the question of including provi
sions condemning nuclear war in the appropriate unilateral and joint 
statements or declarations of a political nature.

(c) The socialist countries also consider it necessary that all States, 
and particularly nuclear weapon States, proceeding, inter alia, from 
United Nations decisions on the prohibition of war propaganda, 
should renounce propaganda for nuclear war in any of its variations, 
either global or limited. In particular, it is necessary to renounce the 
elaboration, advancement, dissemination and propaganda of political 
and military doctrines and concepts designed to support the ''legitima
cy" of first use of nuclear weapons and, more generally, the ''permissi
bility" of unleashing nuclear war. They are convinced that no aim 
whatsoever can justify the first use of nuclear weapons.

(d) The socialist countries reiterate their proposal concerning the re
nunciation by all nuclear weapon States of the first use of nuclear 
weapons. Obligations to that effect could be assumed unilaterally by 
each nuclear weapon State which has not yet done so. This method, 
which does not involve holding special talks or reaching agreement, 
would help to strengthen confidence and reduce the level of nuclear 
danger. At the same time the undertakings by nuclear weapon Powers 
to renounce the first use of nuclear weapons could also be incorporat
ed in a unified instrument of international law, which, in practice, 
would be equivalent to the complete legal prohibitions of the use of 
nuclear weapons. The socialist countries again declare their support for 
the proposal for the conclusion of a convention on the prohibition of 
the use of nuclear weapons with the participation of all nuclear 
weapon Powers.

(e) Such measures as the renunciation of the first use of nuclear 
weapons and ultimately the complete prohibition of their use would 
be an active means of preventing nuclear war and would represent the 
concretization, in a manner applicable to present-day conditions, of 
norms of international law and principles enshrined in the Charter of 
the United Nations. Proposals by socialist countries for the general ex
clusion of the use of force, both nuclear and non-nuclear, from inter
national relations pursue the same purpose. At the global level, that 
could be done by concluding a world treaty on the non-use of force in 
international relations. An important step in the same direction is also 
the proposal put forward by a number of socialist countries in January 
1983 to conclude a Treaty on the mutual renunciation of the use of 
military force and on the maintenance of peaceful relations between 
the Warsaw Treaty and NATO member States, whose core would be 
the commitment of the States members of the two alliances not to be 
the first to use nuclear or conventional arms against one another.®

(f) The creation of conditions for the prevention of a nuclear con
flict would be assisted by the adoption by all nuclear weapon Powers

® Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 2-18.
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of an undertaking not to use nuclear weapons under any circum
stances against non-nuclear countries in whose territory there are no 
such weapons, to respect the status of the nuclear-weapon-free zone 
already created and the encouragement of the creation of new nuclear- 
free zones in various parts of the world.

(g) The socialist countries reaffirm their readiness to consider other 
appropriate measures, such as the prevention of accidental or unau
thorized use of nuclear weapons, the avoidance of the possibility of 
surprise attacks, etc., as was proposed, inter alia, in document CD/406. 
At the same time they consider it necessary to stress that various con
fidence-building measures can contribute towards the removal of the 
nuclear threat only in conjunction with far-reaching political under
takings in that field. The confidence-building measures should be 
genuinely large-scale ones aimed first and foremost at the prevention 
of nuclear war.

3. Of no less importance would be measures of a material nature 
designed to ensure that various kinds of doctrines and concepts justi
fying the unleashing of nuclear war should not be supplied with a 
material basis in the form of new armaments systems.

(a) One of the most effective and relatively easily applicable meas
ures towards that end could be the freezing, under appropriate verifi
cation, of nuclear weapons in quantitative and qualitative terms. This 
step should be taken by all nuclear weapon Powers or, in the first in
stance, only by the USSR and the United States of America on the un
derstanding that the other nuclear weapon States would follow their 
example.

To agree to a freeze would mean:

—To cease the build-up of all components of nuclear arsenals, in
cluding all kinds of nuclear weapon delivery systems and all 
kinds of nuclear weapons;

—Not to deploy nuclear weapons of new kinds and types;
—To establish a moratorium on all tests of nuclear weapons and 

on tests of new kinds and types of their delivery systems;
—To stop the production of fissionable materials for the purpose 

of creating nuclear weapons.

A nuclear weapon freeze would significantly improve the general 
political atmosphere and facilitate agreement on the reduction of nu
clear arsenals.

(b) The cessation of the qualitative refinement of nuclear weapons 
and the development of new models and types of such weapons 
would be assisted by the earliest completion of the preparation of a 
treaty on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear weapon tests 
and, until the conclusion of such a treaty, by the proclamation by all 
nuclear weapon States of a moratorium on all nuclear explosions.

(c) Another important obligation of nuclear weapon States which 
bears a direct relationship to the prevention of nuclear war is to pre
vent the proliferation of nuclear weapons in any form. That means, 
first of all, not handing over such weapons or control over them to 
anybody. It is also essential not to deploy them on the territory of
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countries where there are none. Another pressing task is that of pre
venting the spread of the nuclear arms race to new spheres.

(d) The socialist countries continue to hold that nuclear disarma
ment and the complete liquidation of nuclear weapons is the most ef
fective guarantee against the threat of nuclear war and the use of nu
clear weapons. They call once again for efforts to achieve, step by step 
and on the basis of the principle of equal security, the reduction of 
nuclear weapons until they have been completely eliminated in all 
their forms.

(e) Side by side with measures directly relating to nuclear weapons, 
the prevention of nuclear war would be greatly assisted by the cessa
tion and prevention of the arms race in other high-risk areas. Of par
ticular significance in that connection would be the prevention of the 
arms race in space, which is fraught with the further increase of the 
risk of nuclear war. The progranmies of development of a large-scale 
anti-missile system being elaborated at present in the United States of 
America cannot remove the threat of further nuclear arsenals hanging 
over the world but will only make their use more probable.

The socialist countries draw attention to the fact that the USSR has 
given an undertaking not to be the first to place any type of anti-sat
ellite weapons in space, which is to say that it has imposed a imilater- 
al moratorium on such launchings for as long as other States, includ
ing the United States of America, will refrain from placing anti-satel- 
lite weapons of any kind in space.

To prevent an arms race in space altogether would, of course, be a 
still broader and more far-reaching measure. That purpose would be 
served by the conclusion of a treaty on the prohibition of the use of 
force in outer space and from space against the Earth.

4. The socialist coimtries are also prepared to consider other meas
ures aimed at the prevention of nuclear war. The time has come to 
proceed from words of a general nature about the threat of nuclear 
catastrophe to specific deeds, namely, to constructive negotiations on 
the above-mentioned proposals with a view to the conclusion of 
appropriate international agreements.

The socialist countries reaffirm once again their resolute desire to 
embark upon the elaboration of urgent and practical measures for the 
prevention of nuclear war and the establishment, to that end, of an 
appropriate subsidiary body of the Conference on Disarmament.

They appeal once again to all participants in the Conference on 
Disarmament whom it may concern to show political good will and to 
adopt a constructive position on the vitally important problem of the 
prevention of nuclear war.

p. 650. 

Document 65



REAGAN STATEMENT, APRIL 9 233

66. S ta tem ent by President R eagan  on the  Report of the  
Commission on Strategic Forces, April 9, 1984 ^

On January 3, 1983, I established a bipartisan Commission to exam
ine issues raised by the Congress concerning the strategic moderniza
tion program, especially the Peacekeeper (MX) missile. On April 19,
1983, I was very pleased to report to the Congress and the American 
people that the Commission unanimously agreed on strategic force 
modernization recommendations, which I strongly endorsed.^ Secre
tary Shultz, Secretary Weinberger, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Direc
tor of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, and the National 
Security Council also endorsed the recommendations of the Commis
sion. At that time, I affirmed my commitment to pursue ambitious 
arms reduction negotiations as an integral part of the package.

Despite the range of views which existed in the past, the Congress 
joined us in supporting this bipartisan effort to modernize our strate
gic deterrent. This consensus was a major accomplishment in our 
common effort to enhance national security. The willingness of all 
parties to reexamine their previous positions allowed us to end a 
decade of political paralysis over arms control and modernization.

Last week the Commission issued its final report.  ̂ The report fo
cuses on the arms control portion of its earlier recommendations.^ 
Once again, the Commission members and their counselors have per
formed a tough job extraordinarily well. Again, we all owe this distin
guished group of Americans special thanks.

This final report reiterates the original recommendations, that is, an 
integrated strategic program consisting of an arms control structure 
with incentives to enhance stability at reduced levels of strategic 
arsenals; deployment of 100 MX missiles; and development of a small, 
single warhead ICBM; as well as other elements. The Commission 
again emphasizes that each element is essential to the overall program 
it outlined.

After noting the disappointing history of U.S.-Soviet arms control 
negotiations, the Commission emphasizes the importance of keeping 
expectations within bounds. In particular, arms control can make a 
substantial contribution to U.S. security by increasing strategic stabili
ty, allowing some types of defense expenditures to be avoided, and 
offering a useful forum for dialog on strategic concepts and priorities. 
The Commission stresses, however, that arms control alone cannot end 
the threat of nuclear war, reduce the casualties and damage in the 
event of such a war, or automatically permit deep or early defense 
budget cuts.

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, April 16, 1984, pp. 510-511.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 351-352.
 ̂Dated March 21, Document 50.
 ̂For these earlier recommendations, see Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 273-300.
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On related issues, the Commission confirms the need for effective 
verification and satisfactory compliance to sustain the arms control 
process. The Commission recognizes the significance of the 1972 Anti- 
Ballistic Missile Treaty ® and notes that research permitted under the 
treaty is important to ascertain realistic, technological possibilities as 
well as to guard against Soviet ABM breakout. The Commission also 
recommends extreme caution in proceeding to engineering develop
ment of an active strategic defense system.

Our proposed strategic defense initiative is limited to technology 
research. The initiative also includes continued study of strategic 
policy and arms control implications of strategic defense concepts. The 
program is consistent with all treaty obligations and there is no con
flict between our initiative and the recommendations made by the 
Commission.

Finally, the Commission notes the importance of measures to reduce 
the risk of nuclear war and makes clear the serious flaws of a nuclear 
freeze.

I am pleased to aimounce that I, along with Secretary Shultz, Secre
tary Weinberger, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Director of the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency, and the National Security Council, 
strongly endorse the Commission's final report.

1 urge continuing support by the Congress and the American people 
for this bipartisan consensus which unites us in our common objective 
of strengthening our national security and moving toward significant 
reductions in nuclear arms.

67. Replies by  Soviet G eneral Secretary  Chernenko to 
Q uestions A sked by  Pravda, April 9, 1984 ^

Q u estion . How do you assess the world situation at present? In 
particular, aren't there any signs of positive changes in the policy of 
the United States of America?

A n sw er. The situation in the world, unfortunately, is not improv
ing. It remains very dangerous. This is due to the fact that the United 
States Administration continues to gamble on military strength, on the 
attainment of military superiority, on the imposition of its order of 
things on other peoples. This was confirmed once again by President 
Reagan's recent speech at Georgetown University.

It is true that peaceful rhetoric is occasionally heard from Washing
ton, but no matter how much we would like to, we carmot detect 
behind it the slightest signs of a readiness to back up those words 
with practical action. In other words, the introduction of new words 
does not mean a new policy.

5 Ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201. 
i A/39/178.
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Let us consider such an essential problem as the halting of the 
nuclear arms race.

Has the White House perhaps recognized the danger and futility of 
such a race and begun to display some moderation on that score? 
Nothing of the sort; on the contrary, there are redoubled efforts in the 
United States to implement ever newer programmes for the production 
and deployment of nuclear weapons. The emplacement of United 
States nuclear weapons is continuing in Western Europe as well. All of 
this is being done in order to upset the present balance of forces in 
one way or another.

Such actions are totally incompatible with the task of halting the 
arms race. And it is no accident that the United States has deliberately 
undermined the very process of limiting and reducing nuclear weapons 
and wrecked the talks both on strategic weapons and on nuclear 
weapons in Europe.

Our contacts with the United States side also show that there have 
been no positive changes in the United States position on these essen
tial questions.

While persisting in its earlier line, which led to the breaking off of 
the Geneva talks, and continuing to deploy its missiles in Western 
Europe, Washington waxes eloquent about its readiness to reopen the 
talks. But one must ask: talks about what? About just how many 
missiles and what kind of missiles, aimed at the Soviet Union and at 
our allies, the United States can deploy in Europe? We shall not 
engage in talks of that nature.

There is no need to convince us of the usefulness of dialogue and 
discussion. As soon as the United States and the NATO countries 
siding with it take steps to restore the situation that existed before the 
deployment of new United States missiles in Western Europe began, 
the Soviet Union will make no objection. That is the real road to talks.

Q u estion . What is the situation in other areas of arms limitation 
and disarmament?

A n sw er. Progress in other matters is also being blocked by the 
United States. Let me talk at length about two or three problems.

First of all, outer space. The Soviet Union has been trying for a 
number of years to bring about an agreement aimed at preventing the 
arms race from spreading to outer space. We are constantly placing 
this question before the United States leadership. The reason we do 
this is that we realize clearly what dreadful consequences the militari
zation of space could bring.

On the other hand, a few days ago the President of the United 
States informed the United States Congress that the Government is 
embarking on the implementation of a broad arms-race programme in 
outer space and does not intend to reach any agreement with the 
Soviet Union for preventing the militarization of outer space, allegedly 
because of difficulties in verification. ̂

2 See Docum ent 59, M arch 31.
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Plainly and bluntly, the United States does not want an agreement, 
but in a mockery of common sense, it asserts its readiness to talk with 
us only in order to agree that any agreement on this question is 
impossible. That is the general view held in Washington about politi
cal dialogue and discussion.

Let us take another extremely important question: the prohibition of 
chemical weapons.

As early as 1972, the USSR and other socialist countries put forward 
in the Geneva Committee on Disarmament a proposal to conclude a 
convention on the prohibition of the development, production and 
stockpiling of chemical weapons and on their destruction. At the same 
time, they submitted a draft of such a convention.®

Subsequently, we reverted to this question a number of times, 
making our proposals more precise and more detailed. But throughout 
all these years, the United States has blocked the conclusion of a 
convention on the total prohibition of chemical weapons. It has simply 
engaged in obstructionism.

Now they have decided in Washington to pose as champions of the 
prohibition of chemical weapons. For the past few months. United 
States leaders have been promising to make proposals at Geneva on 
that subject. But promises are nothing more than promises—and no 
one knows at all what results they will bring—while in the United 
States, as is clear from the President's statements, there are intensified 
efforts to promote a programme of expanding and modernizing chemi
cal weapons, which are being deployed both within and outside of 
United States territory.

Still another example. Up to now the two Soviet-United States 
treaties on the limitation of underground nuclear tests have not yet 
been entered into force.^ They were signed almost 10 years ago, and 
we have repeatedly proposed to the United States that we should 
ratify them. But to this very day, the United States has refused to do 
so.

And what subterfuges they resort to! At first they said that ratifica
tion of those treaties would interfere with the talks on the general and 
complete prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests. Later, after wrecking 
those talks as well, they began to talk about verification difficulties.

Of course, the problem here is not one of verification; the treaties 
that have been signed contain provisions dealing with this subject in 
great detail. The problem is something else—it is Washington's un
willingness to tie its own hands by any limitations that would inter
fere with its efforts to increase and improve nuclear weapons.

Another reason I have touched on the question of verification is 
that the United States brings it up every time it is unwilling to reach 
agreement. When there is a real desire to agree on measures for arms

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 114-120, 120-124.
 ̂I.e., the Treaty on the Limitation of Underground Nuclear Tests, ibid., 1974, pp. 225- 

227; and the Treaty on Underground Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes, ibid., 
1976, pp. 328-332.
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reduction and disarmament, verification has not been and cannot be 
an obstacle. This is proved by past experience.

Incidentally, when we consider United States policy and practice, we 
are not less but probably more interested than the United States in 
reliable verification appropriate for tangible measures of arms limita
tion and disarmament.

Q u estion . It is sometimes argued in the West that the Soviet Union 
does not wish to arrive at any agreements with the United States at 
present but is waiting for the results of the United States presidential 
election. What would you say on this subject?

A n sw er. This is what I would say. Those who bring up such ideas 
either do not know our policy or—most probably—are consciously 
distorting it. It is a principled policy and is not subject to fluctuations 
in the world situation.

Throughout the history of Soviet-United States relations, we have 
dealt with various administrations in Washington. In those cases in 
which the United States leadership demonstrated realism and a re
sponsible approach to relations with the Soviet Union, one can say 
that matters proceeded normally. This also had a favourable effect on 
the world situation in general. When there was no such realistic 
approach, there was a corresponding worsening in our relations.

We continue to favour normal and stable relations with the United 
States, relations based on equality, equal security and non-interference 
in each other's affairs.

Allusions to what '"our plans" might be in connection with the 
United States elections are apparently aimed at covering up the un
willingness of the United States itself to reach agreement with the 
Soviet Union on questions which demand a solution. A clear idea of 
how matters stand on this score can be gained by comparing the 
positions of the two sides even on those questions which I have just 
mentioned.

Q u estion . What, in your view, is needed to enable people to stop 
living in constant fear for the world?

A n sw er. First of all, the policy of States, especially States possessing 
nuclear weapons, must be directed towards removing the danger of 
war and strengthening peace.

The primary efforts must be aimed at halting and reversing the arms 
race. It is time to stop talking in generalities about the desirability of 
talks and proceed to eliminate the serious obstacles that have been 
placed in the way of arms limitation and arms reduction, proceed to 
build up confidence and to establish mutually advantageous co-oper
ation.

I have already spoken of a number of far-reaching proposals made 
by the Soviet Union on specific questions in these fields. There are 
also some other major questions which will require concentrated effort 
on all sides.
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Thus, it would undoubtedly help bring a decided turn for the better 
in the world if all the nuclear States would undertake not to be the 
first to use nuclear weapons and also undertake to freeze their nuclear 
arsenals both quantitatively and qualitatively. That does not require 
any complicated discussions. What is needed here is a demonstration 
of political resolve. The results will unquestionably be substantial in 
all respects, the most important one being the clear demonstration of a 
willingness to refrain from efforts to attain military superiority over 
others. Our country does not seek such superiority, but it will not 
permit anyone else to attain such superiority over it.

In general, it is extremely important to introduce certain norms 
aimed at attaining the goal of peace into relations between nuclear- 
weapon States. I have already spoken about this in some detail.

An urgent task is to establish an atmosphere of trust in international 
relations. This will require a responsible and prudent policy on the 
part of all States, as well as the adoption of appropriate practical 
measures leading to that end. A combination of large-scale steps relat
ing to political affairs and international law with steps of a military 
and technical nature, which is advocated by the Soviet Union and the 
other socialist countries, would make it possible to ensure the success 
of the Stockholm Conference and make its results a major contribution 
to the strengthening of European and international security.

The most vigorous efforts must be made to eliminate the existing 
hotbeds of tension and military conflict in various parts of the world 
and to prevent the creation of new ones.

In other words, there are numerous opportunities to promote the 
strengthening of peace and international security by concrete action.

The Soviet Union is ready to co-operate with all States in attaining 
these goals.

68. Responses by  ACDA Director A delm an to Q uestions 
From the  Chairman of the  House Committee on For
eign Affairs (Fascell): A ntisatellite  Arms Control, 
April 10, 1984 ^

Q l. On page 4 of your testimony, you conclude that ''a truly 
comprehensive ban on tests of all means of countering satellites is 
simply not possible." If we take that approach, we would be waiting 
forever to take action and we would not have the benefit of the very 
significant body of international agreements already banning or limiting 
space weapons which you yourself point to with pride on the very 
first page of your testimony.

—Please comment.

 ̂Arms Control in Outer Space: Hearings Before the Subcommittee on International Security and 
Scientific Affairs . . , pp. 414-440.
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A . The Administration is not taking that approach. It is studying a 
range of possible AS AT arms control options; in particular, less sweep
ing options that would seek to limit or ban specific types of weapon 
systems; as discussed in the March 31 Report to Congress. ̂  I should 
emphasize that the Administration has not closed the door to AS AT 
arms control measures. Our policy commits us to consider equitable, 
verifiable measures which are compatible with US security; and the 
active search for such measures is continuing.

Q2. At a NATO Defense Ministers meeting last week in Turkey, 
NATO Defense Ministers expressed skepticism and nervousness con
cerning US plans to prepare for war in space. Commenting on this 
NATO concern over the Administration's space weapons program. 
West German Defense Minister Manfred Woerner observed: "I can't 
see that it would provide greater protection or stability."

—What possible US interests are met by pursuing a space weapons 
policy that creates division within NATO and in that respect serves 
Soviet foreign policy to secure division between the US and our 
European Allies?

A , The US discusses its policies with its Allies through consultations 
in NATO, at the Conference on Disarmament, at the UN, and through 
other diplomatic channels. Within this framework of consultation, 
certain of our Allies have expressed an active interest in exploring 
possibilities for additional arms control measures affecting outer space. 
They also take an active role in discussions at the Conference on 
Disarmament, where some have stated their interest in pursuing fur
ther arms control agreements now with respect to weapons that could 
be used in outer space. All, however, recognize that the US has a 
special responsibility to support Western security in this area, and 
fully agree with the US objective not to take any steps in the arms 
control area that could endanger Allied security. We and our Allies are 
working together to form a common approach to the subject which 
will be most beneficial to our mutual interests.

Q3. The Tsongas amendment,^ passed last year, prohibits the De
fense Department from testing an ASAT weapon against a target in 
space until the Administration certifies it is taking steps toward nego
tiating a ban on such arms.

Today, you say such a ban is "impossible." In effect, you are saying 
that you can't fulfill the legislative requirements of the Tsongas 
amendment. Therefore, the Defense Department can't conduct the 
ASAT tests planned for later this year.

—Please comment.
A . The early 1984 test was in full compliance with existing statutes, 

since it did not involve an object in space. It involved launching only

2 Dated March 31, Document 59.
3 97 Stat. 695-696.
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the ASAT launch vehicle from an airborne F-15 into a vertical trajec
tory.

Presently the Administration is studying possible items associated 
with a comprehensive ban on anti-satellite weapons as well as other 
forms of space arms control. This study has been undertaken with a 
view toward negotiations with the Soviet Union and other nations, if 
compatible with our national security interests. The difficulties associ
ated with a comprehensive ban, and therefore with negotiations on 
such a ban, are formidable. There are, for example, very difficult 
verification problems, as well as the related problem of breakout—the 
risk that one nation could gain a unilateral advantage by suddenly 
abrogating a ban and obtaining a head start in building or deploying 
anti-satellite weapons. Further, because a number of non-ASAT weap
ons have a capability to damage space objects there are complex 
definitional problems. Finally, our interest in limiting threats to central 
US satellites must be balanced against our need to counter Soviet 
satellites that can aid in targeting US and Allied forces. We are en
deavoring to respond to the thrust of the Tsongas amendment by 
concentrating on ongoing studies on limited arrangements that would 
ban or otherwise limit specific weapon systems. It should be noted 
that the Administration would not be required to certify until late 
1984 when the US ASAT system is planned to be tested against an 
object in space.

Q4, On page 5 of your testimony, you state that the United States 
has been developing an ASAT system ''to deter threats to our own 
space systems by having the ability to respond in kind."

Our proposed ASAT gives us more than an ability to respond in 
kind. It gives us an ability to respond with a more advanced system, 
one that can reach a Soviet target quicker, and is more readily adapted 
with a third rocket stage to boost it into higher orbits where it can 
attack more important Soviet satellites. If the United States were to go 
ahead with this system, the Soviets would not sit by and do nothing, 
they would come up with a better system and the race in space would 
be on.

—Please comment.
A . The US has no desire to engage in an arms race with the Soviet 

Union in any area. The US has no plans to deploy any space weapons 
beyond the MV system or to extend the altitude capability of the MV 
ASAT system to place high altitude satellites at risk. While the MV 
system and the Soviet interceptor employ different technologies, they 
are both low-altitude systems and represent roughly equivalent capa
bilities. Soviet ASAT development efforts are likely to continue inde
pendent of US pursuit of the MV system.

Q5. Has the Administration given any thought to how the Soviets 
will respond if the United States tests and deploys its ASAT?

What is the likely Soviet response?
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A . First, it should be noted that the Soviets continuously develop 
and deploy improved models of their major military systems such as 
ICBMs and bomber aircraft. Comparable efforts to improve their 
ASAT capabilities could well take place independent of any US ASAT 
development activities.

Second, it can be argued that the recent US test of an ASAT system 
increases the chances of reaching an agreement with the Soviets 
should we find it possible to enter negotiations. Before the recent 
R&D tests of the ASAT began, there was a complete imbalance be
tween the two sides' ASAT capabilities—the Soviets had an operation
al system; the US, a ''paper" system.

Finally, it should be noted that the United States refrained from 
initiating an anti-satellite program for years while the Soviets pos
sessed an operational system. This can hardly be considered an arms 
race in space weapons.

Q d  On page 5 of your testimony, you state that "the Soviets have a 
significant military advantage with their ASAT system."

—How does the Soviet ASAT system, which only works half the 
time and can only reach low altitude targets, represent a significant 
military Soviet advantage?

A . The operational capability of the Soviet ASAT system has been 
periodically and successfully demonstrated several times during the 
past 13 years. Effective intercepts have occurred with sufficient fre
quency to ensure a significant and currently unique military capability 
to intercept targets in space. The Soviet capability poses a serious risk 
to important and limited numbers of US satellites at lower altitudes.

Q7, On page 5 of your testimony, you state as a reason for a US 
ASAT capability the "Soviet deployment in recent years of a number 
of military satellites which, even though not weapons themselves, are 
designed to support directly the USSR's terrestrial forces in the event 
of a conflict."

—Does not the US have a comparable, if not better, satellite system 
that would support US terrestrial forces in a time of conflict?

—Would we want to give up our satellite system because it repre
sented a similar threat to the Soviet Union?

A , The US has space systems in low altitude orbits that could 
support US and Allied terrestrial forces in times of crisis or conflict. 
Such systems are important military assets to both the US and USSR 
and urJikely to be given up volimtarily by either side. Consequently, 
a US ASAT capability, which would deter attacks on US space objects, 
will provide greater stability than continuing to allow the Soviets a 
unilateral ASAT advantage.

On page 7 of your testimony, you state that in the 1990s we 
will be able to determine if a system to defend against nuclear ballistic 
missile attack is possible.

—What is your feeling on whether we should or should not with
draw from the ABM Treaty if such a defense is possible.
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—Do you support the ABM Treaty  ̂ and its premises?
A , The President's Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) is a long-term 

research program to explore the feasibility of an effective defense 
against a nuclear ballistic missile attack on the US and the Allies. The 
SDI is consistent with all current US treaty obligations. The SDI will 
allow informed decisions in the early 1990s on full-scale development. 
I certainly support the ABM Treaty and its objectives with respect to 
our current national security requirements.

Whether or not we should in the future propose that it be amended 
to allow more extensive ballistic missile defenses than permitted by 
the current treaty provisions will depend, in my view, on the results 
of the SDI research program and our national security requirements. If 
it turns out that defensive technologies are developed which can 
improve the security of the US and its Allies and assure stability, then 
it might be in both US and Soviet interests to amend the ABM Treaty.

Q9. On page 11 of your testimony, you state the United States 
"would, of course, welcome clarification from the Soviets with respect 
to means of verifying their proposed treaty."

—Have we specifically asked the Soviets for this clarification?
—Could this not be the basis for negotiation?
A . We have made known, in numerous public statements, our con

cern over the lack of provision for adequate verification in the USSR's 
draft treaty. A request for clarification would not, in my view, be a 
basis for productive negotiations. Before it enters into negotiations on 
the subject, the US should have a negotiating position based on spe
cific proposals that would be equitable, verifiable and compatible with 
US security. Identifying such proposals requires addressing the several 
problems raised in the Report to Congress, including that of verifica
tion. These are being studied extensively.

QIO. Your report to Congress states that "restricting threatening 
activity and/or prohibiting attacks on satellites would add to existing 
international law aimed at lowering the likelihood of conflict in 
space."

—Since this is the case, what is the Administration doing to imple
ment a policy that restricts ASAT activity?

— Ât the hearing you stated that ACDA was working on proposals 
to limit ASATs. What options are being looked at? What is the status 
of the proposals?

—When will the Congress be submitted with the Administration's 
proposal to limit ASATs?

A , The Administration continues to support formation of an ad hoc 
committee on space arms control in the Conference on Disarmament. 
Such a group could address a broad range of questions, beginning with 
a thorough examination of the existing legal regime for space, but

 ̂ P rinted in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
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should not undertake negotiations at this time, in view of the difficul
ties I cited in my testimony.

With regard to ongoing studies, several options are under detailed 
investigation, including options that would regulate certain threatening 
activities and bans on the testing and deployment of specialized ASAT 
systems. These studies are being conducted by the ASAT Interagency 
Group consisting of OJCS, OSD, State Department, ACDA, OSTP, 
NSC, NASA, and the Intelligence Community. The group is cochaired 
by ACDA and OSD. The studies are in various stages of completion 
and are addressing a variety of technical issues. Because of the techni
cal problems associated with this issue as detailed in the Report to 
Congress, I cannot predict whether or when it might be possible to 
report to Congress on an Administration proposal to limit ASATs.

Q ll .  The Administration acts like all the problems that might be 
encountered in negotiations with the Russians have to be worked out 
completely before negotiations can take place.

Why doesn't this Administration view negotiations with the Rus
sians as the place where verification problems, etc., can be worked out 
and as a first step in halting the further militarization of space?

A , The 1978-79 bilateral ASAT arms control talks identified major 
differences between the sides and further US study since then has 
brought the problems of space arms control into sharper focus. Diffi
culties related to verification, breakout, and definition must be re
solved if we are to realize US arms control measures that are verifia
ble, equitable and compatible with US national security. Without such 
proposals, the Administration does not believe it would be possible to 
form a negotiating position that would permit any progress to be 
made. In short, the first step should be one of preparing, not of 
negotiating.

Q12. Please provide for the Subcommittee, ACDA's position on 
House Joint Resolution 120 (Moakley, et al.) which calls for immediate 
negotiations for a ban on weapons of any kind in space; ACDA's 
position on H.J. Res. 523 and 524, (Dicks, et al.) which are similar to 
Mr. Moakley's resolution; and ACDA's position on H.J. Res. 531 
(Brown, et al.) which seeks to affirm a US commitment to the ABM 
Treaty of 1972.

A . With regard to Resolutions 120, 523 and 524 my position on 
beginning negotiations immediately is the same as the position of the 
Administration as presented in the March 31 Report to Congress. We 
must identify equitable, verifiable proposals, compatible with US secu
rity, before entering negotiations and we are studying intensively the 
problems involved.

With regard to H.J. Res. 531, I would note that the US has recently 
reaffirmed its adherence to the ABM Treaty. The research program 
formulated under the President's Strategic Defense Initiative is jfully 
consistent with all US obligations including the ABM Treaty.
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Q13. Is it not true a defense capable of protecting people has to be 
perfect, if it is worth pursuing?

—Why do some in the Administration claim that the President's 
''Star Wars" policy is to protect people and others claim that this is 
not possible, but that a more limited defense of silos is possible and 
this is what we should be pursuing?

—What is the policy of this Administration? Is it to pursue a perfect 
defense (i.e. population defense) or is it to pursue a more limited 
defense of silos?

A . The President's Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) represents a 
long-term research program to explore the feasibility of an effective 
defense against a nuclear ballistic missile attack against the US and the 
Allies. The objective of this research would be to establish the means 
and cost of destroying ballistic missiles with a multi-tier ballistic 
missile defense system, thereby reducing the threat of ballistic missiles 
as an effective weapon system against both populations and military 
targets.

The program is designed to allow informed decisions in the early 
1990s. Whether a population defense must be perfect to be worth 
pursuing is a subjective judgment that may need to be made at that 
time.

Q14. The Soviets have proposed a unilateral moratorium on the use 
of their ASAT which has not been tested since 1982.® They have 
proposed in the United Nations a draft treaty calling for the disman
tlement of all existing ASAT systems which would include their 
ASAT, and for a ban on the testing, use and deployment of all ASAT 
systems.® They have also agreed to the principle of on-site inspection. 
Moreover, they have very recently introduced their draft treaty as a 
working document in the Conference on Disarmament.

—With all of these Soviet initiatives, why has the United States 
consistently refused to enter into negotiations with the Soviet Union?

—Does this not demonstrate a lack of willingness on the part of the 
United States to prevent the militarization space?

—Does this not leave the Soviet Union with no alternative but to 
resume ASAT testing and upgrade their currently crude ASAT?

A . US use of space has been non-aggressive. Other than a commit
ment to develop an ASAT capability similar to that which the USSR 
already possesses, we have no commitment to develop space weapons. 
Thus it cannot be argued that the US wishes to "militarize" outer 
space.

The United States initiated bilateral ASAT arms control talks with 
the Soviets during 1978-79, and we have supported formation of an 
ad hoc committee in the 40-nation Conference on Disarmament to 
discuss space arms control. As the March 31 Report to Congress 
discusses, however, there are a number of technical issues such as

5 Ibid., 1983, pp. 648-650.
6 Ibid., pp. 684-686.
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verification problems which must be resolved before the US could be 
in a position to make equitable, verifiable proposals for effective arms 
control measures which are compatible with US security. We are 
working on these issues, but until we are successful in this endeavor, 
the Administration does not believe negotiations would be in the US 
interest.

With regard to the USSR's position, we note that the Soviet declara
tion of a moratorium comes at a time when the USSR possesses an 
AS AT interceptor which has been operational for over a decade, while 
the US interceptor system which will provide the US with a capability 
roughly equivalent to that of the Soviet interceptor, has just entered 
testing. The USSR's draft treaty, while it calls for dismantling of 
existing ASATs, does not indicate how elimination of the Soviet 
system could be verified.

Q 15. The President's ASAT report to Congress is guided by the US 
National Space Policy announced by President Reagan on July 4, 1982. 
The Space Policy states:

The United States will continue to study space arms control op
tions. The United States will consider verifiable and equitable 
arms control measures that would ban or otherwise limit testing 
and deployment of specific weapons systems, should those meas
ures be compatible with the United States national security.*^

—What "verifiable and equitable arms control measures" that 
would ban or limit testing and deployment of specific weapons sys
tems has this Administration considered?

A . Several options are under detailed study, including options that 
would regulate certain threatening activities related to space and bans 
on the testing and deployment of specialized ASAT systems. We have 
concluded that, in general, the more comprehensive the limitation, the 
more difficult the verification problems. This plus the fact that ASAT 
capabilities are irJierent in some systems developed for other missions 
makes it impossible to verify compliance with a truly comprehensive 
testing limitation that would eliminate tests of all methods of counter
ing satellites. However, the active search for viable arms control op
portunities in the ASAT area is continuing.

Q16. The Administration claims that verification of an ASAT treaty 
is so insurmountable that it is not worth trying to negotiate one. The 
report explains that there are so many systems that could be defined 
as an anti-satellite weapon that a treaty defining all of them would be 
next to impossible to verify.

Granted, while a ban on possession of ASATs might be difficult to 
verify and while a treaty that set out to define all of the possible 
ASAT systems might be difficult to verify, a ban on the testing of 
ASAT systems that could harm satellites poses an alternative, more

7 Ibid., 1982, p. 418.
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readily verifiable ASAT agreement, as both sides have the means— 
through satellites and other means—to detect, monitor and track 
ASAT testing.

Please comment on the verifiability of ASAT testing.
A . The Administration has not claimed that the verification problem 

is insurmountable. Rather, the fact is that there are a variety of 
existing and potential ASAT capabilities and a number of very diffi
cult verification problems. Because of both these verification difficul
ties and other issues addressed in the report, the Administration has 
not yet identified effective proposals which are compatible with US 
security; but is intensively studying these problems.

The US has successfully monitored coorbital Soviet ASAT develop
ment and operational testing for 15 years. On the other hand, it would 
be difficult to monitor testing of other means of damaging space 
systems, such as a ground-based laser ASAT weapon.

Q IZ  The United States has stated that one of the reasons it needs 
an ASAT capability is to deter the Soviets from using their ASAT.

The United States has a much greater dependency on its satellites 
than do the Soviets. Since US forces are spread out all over the world, 
70% of all "long haul" military communications are transmitted via 
satellites. Moreover, since most of the Soviet Union's forces are in 
Europe, they have less of need for satellites and can function without 
them through ground-based communication lines. Hence, the Soviets 
have less to lose in any kind of ASAT competition or ASAT war.

—Therefore, how does US possession of an ASAT act as a deterrent, 
how does it keep the Soviets from using their ASAT?

A , The Soviet Union has been developing the means for global 
power projection for the past decade. They are increasingly dependent 
on satellites for management of their world-wide force objectives.

Since 1977 the US has been developing the Miniature Vehicle (MV) 
ASAT System to deter threats to US and Allied space systems by 
having the capability to respond in kind and to deter conventional and 
nuclear conflict by placing at risk, within the limits of international 
law, Soviet satellites which support hostile military forces.

The Soviet ASAT and the US MV are both designed for low alti
tudes where both countries have important satellites. The MV will 
deter Soviet attacks against such US spacecraft. US communication 
satellites are far beyond the reach of the current operational Soviet 
system.

Q18. The United States has also stated that one of the reasons it 
needs an ASAT is so that it can attack Soviet satellites used to target 
US forces at sea, i.e., the Soviet EORSAT and RORSAT.

Scientists critical of the Administration's desire to move forward 
with an ASAT system, as well as Vice Admiral Gordon Nagler, Direc
tor of Command and Control in the office of the Chief of Naval 
Operations, claim that we do not need an ASAT to knock out these 
Soviet satellites. There are other ways these satellites can be coun
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tered, i.e., through decoys, camouflage, electronic countermeasures, 
etc., and this we can do without creating a new weapons system that 
will launch us into a dangerous arms race in space. Moreover, if we 
were to knock out the Soviet's ocean satellites, we will not have 
destroyed their ability to monitor US movements, as the Soviets have 
sea-based and airborne reconnaissance systems.

—Given other ways to impede the function of Soviet satellites and 
the fact that the Soviets have other means by which they can monitor 
US movements in the absence of their satellites, how do you explain 
the fact that this Administration wants an ASAT system?

A . I have been informed that Admiral Nagler did not make the 
statement attributed to him. It is, however, true that there are a 
variety of other protective measures that must be used throughout a 
conflict. These are discussed in the March 31 Report to Congress. 
Future, improved targeting satellites could overcome these protective 
measures. The MV complements these tactical countermeasures and 
provides a prudent hedge against improvements in Soviet targeting 
satellites.

Q19. Since satellites are so important to intelligence gathering, 
photo-reconnaissance, early warning, nuclear attack assessment, etc., 
we should be doing everything we can to protect these systems. One 
way to do this is by making our satellites more survivable, hardening 
them against the very limited threat they now face from the currently 
crude Soviet ASAT.

—Is it not in our national security interest to harden our satellites 
against a limited threat, rather than to deploy a weapons system that 
will undoubtedly launch us into an arms race in space and give the 
Soviets no alternative but to upgrade their crude ASAT?

A . Hardening and other measures could provide some increase in 
satellite survivability under active attack, and as the report to Con
gress makes clear, these are actively being pursued. However, these 
measures are expensive in both dollars and mission penalties and may 
be overcome by a capable and determined adversary.

The operational Soviet ASAT is an effective threat based on tech
nology of the mid-1960s. This threat and that posed by Soviet satel
lites that can aid in targeting US and Allied forces need to be ad
dressed in US force planning.

The Soviet ASAT is capable of striking US satellites in a variety of 
low-earth orbits. It therefore cannot be argued that a US commitment 
to match that capability with a similar one of our own would ''give 
the Soviets no alternative but to upgrade their system."

Q20. What does the United States have to lose if we negotiate a 
treaty with the Soviet Union to ban ASAT testing?

A . A ban on ASAT testing at this time would pose several problems 
for the US. Foremost are the unresolved problems of verifying compli
ance with a ban on testing. For example, it would be difficult to verify 
compliance with a ban on testing ground-based laser ASAT weapons.
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There also is the fact that the Soviets would be left with an operation
al ASAT interceptor system while the US would be prevented from 
completing its development of a similar capability. Other problems of 
space arms control that apply to testing limits are addressed in the 
March 31, 1984, Report to Congress. Unless the above problems are 
resolved a test ban could put the US at a serious disadvantage.

Q 2L  The report states that ''test bans for a more limited class of 
ASAT systems may be verifiable, and these are being studied to 
determine if they are in our national interest. The breakout potential 
of that limited class of ASAT systems is very troublesome and creates 
doubt that limited test bans could be effective."

However, critics of the Administration's policy point out that if the 
United States and the Soviet Union agree to ban ASAT testing, and 
then the Soviet Union "breaks out" of that agreement, we will not 
have jeopardized our national security. This is so, because once testing 
has stopped, confidence in a breakout ability, is undermined. In other 
words, if the United States and the Soviet Union have an agreement to 
ban ASAT testing, confidence in a system that has gone untested for 
awhile, or confidence in a system that has never been tested or that 
has been tested only in components, never as a system—is seriously 
undermined.

—Please comment.
A . Although periodic testing is useful in sustaining high confidence 

in system performance, reasonable confidence in the efficacy of a 
dormant ASAT capability would be justifiable for several years. The 
Soviets were able, after a hiatus of several years in ASAT testing, to 
resume testing of their ASAT systems without any apparent degrada
tion in its performance. The many alternative systems with inherent 
ASAT capabilities, such as ABM systems, also provide a potential for 
breakout. The significant risk to the small number of important US 
satellites of limited nimibers of ASAT weapons could motivate the 
Soviets to maintain a breakout capability.

Q22. Critics of the Administration point out that if we deploy our 
miniature homing vehicle (MHV) ASAT system, this will induce the 
Soviets to upgrade and accelerate their ASAT efforts. This is to say 
that without a treaty to constrain ASAT testing, we face a situation of 
unbridled ASAT competition—one that is extremely costly and desta
bilizing. Moreover, in an unconstrained environment satellites will be 
less and less capable to respond to increasingly sophisticated ASATs.

—Is it not in our interest, then, to ban these systems before they 
reach a more advanced level of development?

—Are not some constraints—even if it means only a ban on testing 
and not possession, or even if it means only a ban on some systems to 
begin with—better than no constraints at all?

A . The Administration is examining just these issues raised in the 
question. As the Report to Congress makes clear, we are focusing 
attention on less sweeping options than a comprehensive ban. Howev
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er, there are significant problems to be addressed even for limited 
weapon system bans, and even for limited bans on testing.

Q23. How do you respond to the following statement by the Union 
of Concerned Scientists?

The best ''deterrent'  ̂ to Soviet ASAT attacks is Soviet awareness 
that US satellite functions are so well-diversified and hardened, 
and so supplemented by non-satellite systems, that no attack on 
satellites could succeed in crippling the overall US military capa
bility.

A . Although the functions of some US satellites also can be per
formed by alternate and diverse means, these satellites remain the 
most effective means of performing global reconnaissance, communi
cations and other functions vital to deterrence and military operations.

As discussed in the March 31 Report to Congress, the US is pursu
ing satellite survivability. Hardening and other measures could provide 
some increase in satellite survivability under active attack. These 
measures are expensive in both dollars and mission penalties and no 
single measure is effective against all threats. Thus they cannot pro
vide the same deterrence value as can a US capability to respond in 
kind to Soviet ASAT attack.

Q24. The GAO has estimated the cost of the ASAT to be in the 
''tens of billions of dollars."

—What has this Administration estimated the cost to be?
—How do you respond to the statement that the cost of the ASAT 

program could be a serious drain on overall US military prepared
ness?"

A . My understanding is that the MV system is expected by DOD to 
cost about three and one-half billion dollars. I believe that the GAO 
estimate is based on a postulated requirement to be able to attack all 
Soviet satellites, whereas the much more restrained planned system 
will only be capable of attacking low altitude satellites which pose the 
most significant threats to US and Allied forces. DOD would, of 
course, be able to furnish much more detail on this subject.

Q25. An ASAT test ban treaty would not erase uncertainty, but it 
could be a step in preventing the militarization of space.

—Do you agree that in a world with an ASAT test ban treaty where 
we continued to upgrade our monitoring capability and hardened our 
satellites, we would lessen the chances of an unconstrained arms race 
in space?

A . An ASAT test ban treaty at this time would prevent the US from 
completing the development and testing of the MV ASAT, eliminating 
the confidence required for operational deployment. The Soviet ASAT 
is a mature and effective system, proven with many years of develop
ment and operational testing.

There are in addition difficulties with verification of Soviet compli
ance. Finally, hardening and other measures, while they could provide
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some increase in satellite survivability under active attack, are expen
sive in both dollars and mission penalties and ultimately futile if 
satellites are attacked by a capable and determined adversary.

In view of these considerations I believe that, while some kinds of 
testing limitations could turn out to be in the US interest, there is a 
need for considerable analytical work in this area to try to identify 
equitable verifiable proposals compatible with US security.

69. Letter From Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko to U.N. 
S ecretary-G eneral Perez de  Cuellar: Limitation of 
N aval A rm am ents, April 10, 1984 ^

This letter, sent in reply to your inquiries in connection with resolu
tions 38/188 F and 38/188 G, states the views of the Soviet Union on 
the subject of the limitation of naval activities and naval armaments.

1. The Soviet Union considers the primary task of its foreign policy 
to be that of preventing a nuclear catastrophe and bringing about a 
genuine turn for the better in the dangerous course of world events. It 
has recently taken a number of major initiatives aimed at the attain
ment of that goal.

Of special importance among them is the Soviet Union's proposal 
for norms to govern relations between the nuclear Powers. Agreement 
on the recognition of such norms by all nuclear Powers and on making 
them binding would serve the interests not only of those Powers but 
of all the States of the world. The proposal also relates to the Declara
tion on the Condemnation of Nuclear War,  ̂ adopted at the thirty- 
eighth session of the United Nations General Assembly on the basis of 
a USSR draft, ̂  and to Soviet proposals concerning the freezing of 
nuclear weapons  ̂ and the prevention of an arms race in space, ̂  also 
approved in the United Nations.

Effective practical steps for arms reduction, especially nuclear arms 
reduction, are what is now needed in order to avert the threat of war 
hanging over mankind and to improve the international situation.

2. An important contribution to the cause of preventing war could 
be made by curbing the arms race in the seas and oceans.

The further increase in naval fleets and the intensification of their 
activities are fraught with the danger of destroying the stability that 
now exists on a global scale and within individual regions, and are 
leading to a significant diversion of resources from constructive pur
poses. This tendency has a negative effect on the security of peaceful

 ̂CD/498*. The letter was included in the Secretary-General's report on responses he 
had received pursuant to G.A. res. 38/188 F (A/39/419).

2 G.A. res. 38/75 of December 15, 1983.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1983, p. 852.
 ̂Ihil, 1982, pp. 349-352; ibid., 1983, pp. 852-853.

5 Ibid., 1982, pp. 753-757, 851-852; ibid., 1983, pp. 682-686.
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navigation and on the investigation and exploitation of marine re
sources, whose value to mankind is growing ever greater.

There are also increasingly frequent instances of the direct use of 
naval forces by certain Powers to exert pressure on sovereign States, 
especially developing States, to interfere in their internal affairs, to 
commit acts of armed aggression and intervention and to preserve the 
remnants of the colonial system.

3. As is known, the USSR, independently or together with other 
socialist countries, has proposed reaching agreement on many specific 
measures relating to the reciprocal limitation of the activities of naval 
fleets and to the limitation and reduction of naval armaments,® and 
also on appropriate confidence-building measures both as a whole and 
with respect to individual areas, whether in the Indian, Atlantic or 
Pacific Ocean, in the Mediterranean Sea or in the Persian Gulf. These 
proposals remain in effect.

The Soviet Union has actively striven for the formulation of meas
ures aimed at curbing the naval arms race on a bilateral basis as well, 
in particular within the framework of Soviet-United States talks on 
the limitation and subsequent reduction of military activities in the 
Indian Ocean, and in the context of the limitation and reduction of 
strategic weapons.

4. However, owing to the position of the United States of America 
and a number of its allies, the process of solving the problems related 
to the limitation of the naval arms race has thus far failed to come off 
dead centre.

The facts indicate that, counting on the attainment of military 
superiority in every field and the possibility of the mass use of force 
even in the most remote areas of the earth, the United States of 
America has begun a new round of the naval arms race. New ships 
equipped with the most modern means of destruction are being built 
and commissioned, and old ships are being taken out of mothballs and 
equipped with similar weapons. The constant naval presence of the 
United States in various parts of the oceans is increasing, and the 
infrastructure of bases for its maintenance is being expanded.

5. The USSR welcomed the appeal made by the General Assembly 
at its thirty-eighth session for a start to negotiations on the limitation 
of naval activities, the limitation and reduction of naval armaments 
and the extension of confidence-building measures to seas and oceans, 
especially to regions with the busiest sea lanes or regions where the 
probability of conflict situations is high.'  ̂ The USSR, for its part, is 
ready to take part in such negotiations.

As an urgent step, it might be possible to agree, for example, that 
States would not expand their naval activities in areas of conflict or 
tension.

6 E.g., G.A. res. 38/188 F.
See G.A. res. 38/188 F of December 20, 1983, which was introduced in the First 

Committee by Bulgaria.
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Moreover, it is desirable to seek solutions that would avoid a situa
tion in which the naval fleets of the great Powers are at sea for any 
length of time far from their own shores. It might also be useful to 
take such steps as withdrawing vessels equipped with nuclear weap
ons from certain areas of the World Ocean, establishing limits for the 
presence in those areas of vessels of various classes, and so on.

The USSR could go even further towards the direct and effective 
limitation of naval armaments. Such measures could include, for ex
ample, limitation of the number of warships of the principal classes. 
Consideration should at the same time be given to the placing of 
limits on anti-submarine forces and weapons, as well as to measures 
concerning naval bases in foreign territories.

Subsequently, consideration could be given to the balanced reduc
tion of the numbers of vessels in the combatant arm of the fleets of 
the great Powers. This applies particularly to such vessels as aircraft 
carriers, which have a highly destabilizing effect and are used for the 
demonstration of force and as an instrument for exerting pressure on 
independent States.

It could be of great political significance to achieve agreement on 
and the implementation of confidence-building measures, which help 
to avert conflict situations and to strengthen the security of sea com
munications.

All the necessary measures should of course be elaborated and 
implemented in accordance with the principle of not harming the 
security of anyone, with due account being taken of all factors that 
determine the relationship of forces at sea, as well as other ways of 
limiting weapons which affect naval forces in one way or another.

The possibilities of a regional approach to limiting naval activities 
and naval armaments should be fully utilized.

In the course of the negotiations the Soviet Union is also ready to 
consider the measures needed to ensure the mutual confidence of 
States in fulfilling their obligations.

6. In the opinion of the Soviet Union, all the major naval Powers 
and other interested States should take part in the negotiations on 
limiting naval activities and naval armaments. From this angle, it 
might be possible to consider conducting the negotiations in the con
text of the Conference on Disarmament at Geneva. The Soviet Union, 
however, is also ready to study the possibility of holding separate 
multilateral negotiations on this whole range of questions. Moreover, 
it proceeds from the principle that holding multilateral negotiations on 
the limiting of naval activities and naval armaments should not serve 
as an obstacle to the consideration of these questions at negotiations 
among the nuclear Powers.

7. As to the study on the naval arms race called for in the General 
Assembly resolution adopted at the thirty-eighth session, the Soviet 
Union is of the opinion that the study should not only reveal the 
dangerous nature of such an arms race and its adverse effect on 
international peace, security and economic development, but should
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also help in arriving at tangible areas of agreement. The value of the 
study would be undermined if it led only to the gathering of informa
tion on naval armaments, the description of their technical details, the 
methods of comparing naval forces, and so on. Furthermore, the study 
should not serve as a pretext for delaying the start of practical negoti
ations or as a substitute for them.

70. Report by the  Comptroller G eneral (Bow sher) to a 
Subcommittee of the  House Committee on Foreign 
A ffairs on Efforts To Improve M anagem en t Practices 
and  Increase Resources a t  the  U.S. Arms Control and  
Disarmam ent A gency: Digest [Extract], April 11, 
1984 1

The Arms Control and Disarmament Act of 1961 established the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA) as the central U.S. 
organization for formulating and implementing U.S. arms control 
policy. 2 ACDA's primary functions also involve arms control negotia
tions, research, verification, and public information. Over the years, 
concerns have been expressed periodically by some Members of Con
gress about ACDA's ability to perform its functions, most often focus
ing on ACDA's policy role and the adequacy of its resources.

Concerns over ACDA's ability to perform some of its legislated 
duties prompted a request from the Subcommittee on International 
Security and Scientific Affairs, House Committee on Foreign Affairs, 
for GAO to review the extent to which ACDA was fulfilling several 
of its legislated duties, including those related to arms control policy
making and research. After GAO testified before the Subcommittee in 
March 1983, the Subcomnuttee's Chairman and Ranking Minority 
Member requested that GAO continue the development of the issues 
it had testified on, including those related to adequacy of ACDA's 
internal controls, the management of its arms control research pro
grams, and the development and operation of computer-based support 
for its programs and activities.

In September 1983, GAO issued a series of three reports to the 
Director, ACDA, addressing the management improvement opportuni
ties in each of these three areas. ̂  This report to the Subcommittee 
summarizes those three reports, including ACDA's official comments 
and GAO's evaluation of them, and describes certain recent actions 
taken by ACDA in response to the reports' findings. This report also

 ̂General Accounting Office. Efforts To Improve Management Practices and Increase Resources at 
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, April 11, 1984, GAQ/NSIAD-84-19, pp. i-viii. 
The report was submitted to the Subcommittee on International Security and Scientific 
Affairs. References to other portions of the report, not printed here, have been deleted.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 482-495.
® Portions may be found ihid., 1983, pp. 799-804, 835-843.
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discusses longstanding concerns about, and recent actions on, ACDA's 
resource levels and policy role.

Longstanding Concerns About ACDA's Polio/ Role and Resource Levels

As a result of their concerns regarding ACDA's policy role, some 
Members of Congress have occasionally sought to enhance ACDA's 
influence. ACDA officials and outside observers generally agree that 
the Agency's influence is largely dependent on the ACDA Director's 
relationship with the President and the Secretary of State. However, 
good relationships between these officials cannot be legislatively man
dated. Congressional attention has instead focused on the Agency's 
role in two of the executive branch's formal decisionmaking mecha
nisms—the interagency groups and the National Security Council.

Interagency groups have representation from interested agencies and 
function as policymaking bodies in many areas, including arms con
trol. These groups address and help set policy for the Strategic Arms 
Reduction Talks, Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces negotiations, arms 
transfers, anti-satellite warfare, and other issues. In the past, ACDA 
had chaired some arms control-related interagency groups. However, 
ACDA began losing its formal leadership positions in 1969. Until 
recently, ACDA chaired none of the various arms control-related 
interagency groups, although it remained a member of them and 
chaired some of the lower-ranked working groups. All of the arms 
control-related interagency groups were instead chaired by the Depart
ments of State or Defense. In mid-1983, the Director of ACDA ex
pressed concern about his agency's lack of a leadership role and 
indicated that ACDA would again seek chair positions. ACDA has 
since begun to co-chair two of the more than 20 interagency groups 
and committees it participates in.

Continuing congressional concern about the lack of a sustained 
ACDA role on the National Security Council has twice prompted 
legislation involving the Director's relationship to the Council. In 
1975, the ACDA Director was established as the Council's principal 
arms control adviser. In 1983, the Congress mandated that the Director 
attend Council meetings involving arms control-related subjects.

ACDA's resource levels for funding and personnel have fluctuated 
over time and, in recent years, have been declining without related 
reductions in ACDA's legislated responsibilities. In its 1984-85 author
ization report for ACDA, the House Committee on Foreign Affairs 
expressed concerns regarding ACDA's resource levels. In August 1983, 
the administration asked for both staffing and funding increases for 
ACDA, with a fiscal year 1984 budget level set at more than $2 
million over the $16.4 million it had previously requested. The Con
gress subsequently authorized a fiscal year 1984 budget level of $20.9 
million, about $4.5 million more than the administration's initial re
quest. These budget levels exclude a proposed program transfer from 
the Department of Energy to ACDA because the Congress has twice 
rejected the proposal.
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The Congress has acted since 1961 to broaden the Agency's mandate 
and arms control activity has recently increased. The funding con
straints ACDA has faced in recent years emphasize the need for 
efficient and effective management of its operations.

ACDA can, and should, improve its current management practices. 
The following sections summarize our findings regarding ACDA man
agement opportunities in the areas of:

—internal controls, including internal audit;
—the Agency's external research program and coordination of 

government-wide arms control research; and 
—automatic data processing and operations analysis activities.

Need for Internal Control Improvements

In April 1983, when GAO began the review underlying its report on 
ACDA's internal controls (GAO/NSIAD-83-68, Sept. 30, 1983), 
ACDA had yet to comply with an Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) directive prescribing policies and standards to be followed by 
executive branch agencies in designing, installing, and maintaining 
their internal control systems. GAO found that ACDA needed to 
implement key internal control requirements such as assigning respon
sibility for internal control. ACDA began to do so while GAO's work 
was in progress.

GAO also found that ACDA has not had the expanded-scope inter
nal audit coverage it needs. ACDA does not have an internal audit 
staff and the limited audit services it obtains from other agencies did 
not meet OMB requirements. If expanded-scope internal audit cover
age had been available, it might have helped identify certain matters 
for top management attention, such as

—differences in assigned versus performed arms control verifica
tion activities, and 

—noncompliance with various OMB directives on internal con
trols, internal audit, and security of automated information sys
tems.

GAO recommended that the Director, ACDA, take a series of ac
tions designed to address the matters discussed, including implement
ing key internal control requirements and establishing expanded-scope 
internal audit coverage. In September 1983 ACDA agreed to act on 
most of the recommendations. As of March 1984, ACDA and the 
General Services Administration were developing an expanded-scope 
audit plan for possible use at ACDA.

Better Management and More Coordination of Arms Control Research Needed

In another report (GAO/NSIAD-83-67, Sept. 30, 1983), GAO found 
that ACDA needed to improve the management of the arms control 
research done for it by others—external research—and to either fulfill 
its responsibility for coordinating arms control research throughout the 
government or ask to be relieved of this responsibility.
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External research funding uncertainties have complicated planning 
and operating the program. Research funding, which has been declin
ing over time, peaked at about $6 million in fiscal year 1966 and fell 
to a low of about $1 million in fiscal year 1975. The fiscal year 1984 
research budget, set initially at approximately $1.1 million, was au
thorized at about $1.5 million. The declining research budget had 
previously caused some bureaus to scale back their research efforts 
and to forego desirable research. In addition, since at least 1978, 
ACDA has periodically held funds for research projects in reserve 
until late in the fiscal year, in part to fund unforeseen needs in areas 
other than research.

The external research program also was found to have several man
agement problems, such as the absence of criteria for selecting 
projects, no routine use of available information for identifying related 
research being done elsewhere, and inadequate preparation and use of 
research contractor evaluations.

Under its responsibilities in the Act and the administrative directive 
for coordinating arms control research, ACDA is required to develop 
and keep current a government-wide arms control research program. 
However, it does not do so. ACDA does not oversee other agencies' 
research and the agencies do not routinely seek ACDA's advice about 
research they want to do. Also, ACDA does not prepare a required 
inventory of arms control research activities. ACDA officials say they 
lack the resources and the ''clout" to do what is required.

GAO recommended that the Director, ACDA, take a series of ac
tions designed to correct the problems discussed, including setting 
project selection criteria, improving the preparation and use of research 
contractor evaluations, defining the scope of arms control research, 
estimating the resources needed to perform effective government-wide 
coordination, and determining whether ACDA will perform its coordi
nation role or ask to be relieved of this responsibility. ACDA told 
GAO in September 1983 that GAO's report would be useful in re
views it was initiating on external research planning and procedures 
and on coordination of federal arms control research. ACDA also said 
it was taking action to correct the other problems noted by GAO. A 
subsequent review by a consulting firm contracted by ACDA general
ly confirmed GAO's findings, and, in February 1984, the ACDA Di
rector announced several changes in the external research program.

Better Management of Automatic Data Processing and Operations Analysis Needed

ACDA has used automatic data processing and operations analysis 
for more than 15 years. At the end of fiscal year 1982, however, it 
abolished its Office of Operations Analysis, retitled and transferred 
the analysts to other parts of ACDA, and gave up its largest computer. 
ACDA said that abolishing the office was a necessary part of a series 
of actions to achieve a fiscal year 1983 OMB-imposed budget reduc
tion of $1.3 million. In its report on ACDA's computer activities 
(GAO/NSIAD-83-66, Sept. 30, 1983), GAO noted that about $683,000
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in savings could be attributed to changes ACDA made in operations 
analysis and computer support.

Overall, GAO found that ACDA does not adequately plan for, or 
evaluate the use of, data processing systems. ACDA does not have a 
comprehensive automatic data processing plan and its present informal 
means for planning for computer support are inadequate. Fimdamental 
planning improvements are needed to afford management a support
able basis for making computer resource decisions.

Since 1981 ACDA had deemphasized and reduced its operations 
analysis capabilities. Agency officials disagree among themselves over 
whether this reduced level of capabilities would diminish the Agency's 
abilities to carry out its operations analysis functions in the future. 
GAO was unable to determine the correctness of either viewpoint 
partly because insufficient documentation precluded an objective de
termination of the merits of the abolished office or of alternate ar
rangements for obtaining operations analysis services. However, 
ACDA had neither thoroughly evaluated the operations analysis capa
bilities required in the future to fulfill its mission, nor decided how 
such requirements would best be met. Periodic, Agency-wide planning 
for operations analysis would help provide officials with some assur
ance that demands for such analyses would be met.

GAO recommended that the Director, ACDA, correct the problems 
discussed by developing a comprehensive automatic data processing 
planning process, implementing guidance on computer services cost 
accounting, establishing a computer security program, and periodically 
assessing ACDA's operations analysis needs and adjusting capabilities 
if necessary. In September 1983, ACDA stated that the report would 
be helpful and that ACDA was initiating reviews of its computer 
planning procedures, computer security, requirements for operations 
analysis, and the information management requirements of the Paper
work Reduction Act of 1980. (ACDA did not comment on GAO's 
recommendation that ACDA implement a computer cost accounting 
system that complies with executive branch guidance. GAO believes 
that such a system is needed and that its specific features should be 
considered during the Agency's reviews.) In February 1984, the Direc
tor of ACDA informed two Senate and House subcommittees that an 
internal review of GAO's report and other factors had resulted in 
establishment of an augmented operations analysis unit within 
ACDA's Verification and Intelligence Bureau.

Matter for Consideration by the Congress

In its 1983 report on ACDA's management of arms control research, 
GAO discussed ACDA's practice of using research funds for other 
purposes. This practice has been conducted for a number of years, 
most recently to help avoid personnel reductions when ACDA's over
all funding was cut back. Because this practice could result in inad
equate support for arms control research, the Congress may want to
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consider designating a portion of ACDA's funding for the external 
research program.

GAO did not obtain official agency comments on this report. How
ever, comments were obtained on the three reports that GAO issued 
to the Director of ACDA on September 30, 1983. The reports and 
ACDA's comments are summarized in this report.

71. S ta tem en t by  the  U.S. R ep resen ta tive  (Fields) to  the  
Conference on Disarmament: O uter Space [Extract], 
April 12, 1984 ^

In my statement today, I wish to address the subject of item 5 of 
our agenda, ''Prevention of an arms race in outer space".

My delegation fully realizes the important uses of outer space. 
There are many peaceful uses which enrich mankind. These include: 
the exploration of neighbouring planets in our solar system, the estab
lishment of reliable and economic world-wide commimications, the 
prediction of weather, the accurate mapping of the earth's surface, and 
the discovery of the keys to unlock the mysteries of the earth's past 
and to help to predict its future. I have only mentioned a few of the 
benefits that mankind's efforts in space offer us. My country has, I am 
proud to say, contributed much in these and other peaceful endeav
ours in space. Furthermore, we recognize that other countries, includ
ing the Soviet Union, have also made significant contributions in these 
fields.

We likewise recognize that there is another side to man's use of 
outer space and it is clearly ambiguous. The same satellites that pro
vide military intelligence information provide an important means of 
ensuring that parties comply with provision of arms control agree
ments. Early-warning satellites contribute to international stability by 
making a surprise attack, nuclear or conventional, a more difficult and 
risky undertaking. Navigational satellites can assist both naval and 
civil maritime vessels. Finally, the same communication satellites used 
for the command and control of military forces for combat are of 
equal, or even greater, importance in crisis control to prevent war. It is 
this duality which often confuses our efforts to understand this ex
tremely complex subject.

The United States is a party to the Outer Space Treaty  ̂ which bans 
weapons of mass destruction from outer space and limits the use of

1 CD/PV .258, pp. 22-24.
 ̂Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 38-43.
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celestial bodies exclusively to peaceful purposes. We are also a party 
to the Treaty on the limitation of anti-ballistic missile systems  ̂ and, 
in fact, unlike the Soviet Union, chose not to continue to exercise the 
provision in that treaty allowing limited anti-ballistic missile system 
deployments. Long and tireless United States efforts to negotiate these 
agreements are historical evidence of my country's commitment to the 
principle of using outer space in ways that promote peace and interna
tional stability. We appreciate and value the contributions to security 
which they represent.

My delegation indicated over a year ago our willingness to consider 
the vast range of issues dealing with the ''prevention of an arms race 
in outer space" and to that end co-sponsored document CD/413 
which called for the identification, through substantive examination, 
of issues relevant to the prevention of an arms race in outer space. In 
so doing, the proposed mandate specifies that the A d hoc Subsidiary 
Body should take into account all existing agreements, existing pro
posals and future initiatives.

We therefore reject the assertion that we have held up significant 
work in this Conference on the question of preventing an arms race in 
outer space. The Conference's work has been held up by those who 
persistently strive to impose preconditions on our discussions. They 
believe the cart should be put before the horse. We can hardly talk 
about negotiations before we have a clear idea of the issues involved. 
My delegation was prepared a year ago, and continues to be prepared, 
to consider these issues in detail in an ad hoc committee. While I agree 
with those who seek a proper examination of these issues, appeals for 
immediate action, based on the notion that technology will soon pass 
us by, are not shared by my delegation. We simply do not see the 
logic in establishing an ad hoc committee which would not begin at the 
beginning in order to define clearly possible areas of negotiation.

On 22 March, my distinguished colleague from the Soviet Union, 
Ambassador Issraelyan, addressed this Conference on the subject of 
the spread of the arms race to outer space . The  inconsistency on 
which his statement was premised is apparent and it is unnecessary to 
dwell upon it; however, I am concerned that some misperceptions 
could still remain, based on the exaggeration and distortions in that 
statement. For this reason, I feel it is necessary to set the record 
straight.

First, let me discuss the Soviet announcement of a unilateral mora
torium on the launching of anti-satellite weapons.® I think it is in
structive to note that neither Ambassador Issraelyan nor any other 
Soviet official has yet acknowledged the existence of the operational 
Soviet orbital anti-satellite interceptor system. It is common knowl
edge that the Soviet Union has tested this weapon system over a

3 Ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.
4 CD/PV.252, pp. 6-11.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 648-650.
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dozen years. It is, and has been for over a decade, the world's only 
operational ASAT weapon system. In addition, this very system was 
tested in June 1982 in conjunction with a major exercise of Soviet 
nuclear forces, a co-ordinated test that military experts judge to have 
important strategic implications. Now, having established this military 
advantage in space, for the Soviet Union to propose a moratorium on 
testing of such systems strikes my delegation as monumental cynicism. 
The announcement was made practically on the eve of my country's 
first test of a system designed eventually to counterbalance this long- 
held Soviet advantage. The Soviet Union also proposes to eliminate 
existing ASAT systems. But the draft treaty text deals in generalities 
with the enormous verification problems involved in such agreement. 
The draft treaty provides for an unspecified combination of national 
and international verification measures as well as some undefined 
''additional measures" to be employed to solve these problems. The 
Soviet objective here is clear and not without precedent. Their objec
tive is to preserve unchallenged a unilateral Soviet strategic capability 
in outer space.

I would like to call your attention to another case that brings into 
question Soviet intentions in outer space. I refer to the Soviet ocean 
surveillance satellites designed to provide targeting data for the attack 
of naval ships and maritime vessels. Their existence is well known 
since two of these nuclear-powered satellites caused world-wide alerts 
during their break-up and re-entries to the earth in 1978 and 1983. On 
one of those occasions considerable nuclear residue was spread on the 
territory of a nation represented in this body today.

These are two examples of Soviet deeds that are widely known and 
certainly at variance with the Soviet Union's exaggerated claims to a 
commitment to the preservation of outer space for peaceful purposes.

Mr. President, before closing, allow me to note Ambassador Issrael- 
yan's considerable use of the free press of the United States as a 
source for criticism of my Government. He obviously places signifi
cant trust in the accuracy of opinions expressed in that medium. As 
we are all aware, a genuinely free press offers many views, often 
conflicting, in order for the reader to assemble the facts, assess the 
arguments and decide for himself. In this spirit, I want to offer addi
tional material from a United States publication for the consideration 
of the representatives here. The follovdng paragraphs are from a 1982 
New York Times magazine article written on the 25th anniversary of the 
Soviet launching of Sputnik I which marked the debut of the Soviet 
Union's satellites into outer space:

Last year alone, despite severe problems in its domestic industry 
and agriculture, the Soviet Union devoted an estimated $18 billion 
to its space programme. In proportion to the size of the Soviet 
economy, that is five times the size of NASA's current budget. In 
absolute terms, the Soviet budget is three times the size of 
NASA's and about 30 per cent more than the combined space 
budgets of NASA and the Department of Defense.
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The United States last year launched a total of 18 satellites, the 
Soviet Union put a staggering 125 satellites into orbit. What do 
the Russians do with all of these satellites? Sixty-nine per cent are 
designed for military purposes, in the last two or three years, 
Moscow has launched 10 times as many military satellites as 
Washington.

By undertaking a massive military space programme designed to 
gain control of space, Moscow is attempting to shift the balance 
of power substantially in its favor.

How much significance should be attached to Russian space 
stations? Military uses of these stations are certainly a part of 
Soviet planning. Two of the seven Salyuts launched thus far have 
been singled out by the Russians themselves as military, and ob
servers of the Soviet programme believe that others may be also.®

These, Mr. President, are the opinions voiced in the New York Times in 
1982.

There are numerous other articles along similar lines. Taken together 
they present a far different picture of Soviet intentions in space than 
what some would have us believe. We long for the day when we 
might see an article in IzvesHya by some prominent Soviet citizen 
criticizing the official line on the Soviet space programmes. We long 
for the day when everyone in the Soviet Union will have the ability, 
right and responsibility to judge the Soviet Government by their 
actions as well as by their noble-sounding calls for peace.

My purpose today has been to provide a different perspective from 
that portrayed by my distinguished Soviet colleague on 22 March. I 
leave it to our colleagues in this chamber to decide if his criticism of 
my country's actions is well founded, and if on the other hand his 
country has pursued only peaceful and humanitarian goals in outer 
space.

72. S ta tem ent by  the  Soviet R epresen ta tive  (Issrae lyan) 
to the  Conference on Disarmament: O uter Space [Ex
tract], April 12, 1984 ^

With regard to the remarks contained in the statement of the repre
sentative of the United States at today's meeting, ̂  we would like to 
point out that they constitute yet another attempt to camouflage the 
United States unwillingness to negotiate on the question of preventing 
an arms race in outer space. However, we wish to comment on some 
points of that statement.

® The New York Times, December 5, 1983, p. C-1.
1 CD/PV.258, pp. 27-29.
2 Supra.
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The representative of the United States attempted to demonstrate 
that the Soviet Union has an alleged superiority in anti-satellite weap
ons and that supposedly that is why the USSR is proposing the 
introduction of a moratorium on such weapons. As we may see, the 
method is the same as the one the United States uses in refusing, for 
instance, a freeze on nuclear weapons or a moratorium on nuclear- 
weapon testing: the method of asserting the existence of a so-called 
"Soviet superiority".

The question must be asked, however, does the Soviet Union in fact 
have a so-called anti-satellite superiority? No, it does not. In the 1960s 
the United States already began testing such weapon systems. This 
idea began to be carried into practice 20 years ago with the develop
ment of the maneuverable SAINT (Satellite Inspector Technique) 
spacecraft. In the 1960s, two ground-based anti-satellite systems were 
developed: in 1963, on Kwajalein Island, in one of the Micronesian 
atolls, on the basis of Niki-Zeus anti-missile missiles, and in 1964 on 
Johnston Island using various modifications of the Thor missile. Cur
rently, an airborne ASAT anti-satellite system based on the F-15 
fighter is being completed. It is planned to establish two squadrons of 
F-15 jets equipped with interceptor missiles with self-guided war
heads.

Or there is a very recent fact: the United States has just used the 
space Shuttle to remove an Earth satellite from its orbit. That is a fact. 
On this occasion it was done, we are told, for peaceful purposes. But 
who can guarantee that the United States will not do the same for 
military purposes at a convenient moment? As is well known, the 
Soviet Union has never done anything of the kind. Who then can be 
said to have the superiority in the development of anti-satellite sys
tems? Ambassador Fields tried to create the impression that the Soviet 
Union is in favour of an arms race in outer space, and quoted an 
article from the New York Times magazine concerning the 25th anniver
sary of the launching of the first Sputnik into space. To reciprocate, so 
to speak, I shall quote from the Soviet press, likewise from an article 
on the 25th anniversary of the launching of the Soviet Sputnik into 
space, and answering the question of the Soviet Union's purposes in 
space: "The Soviet Union, which 25 years ago opened the era of the 
peaceful use of outer space, today remains true to its position. This is 
illustrated by the successful activity of the Soviet section of the 
international COSMOS-SARSAT system for searching for ships or 
aircrafts which have suffered accidents. With the help of 'satellite 
rescue', as many United States sources call our 'COSMOS 1383', a 
number of aircraft which have been involved in accidents have already 
been found. The flights of the Soviet automatic spacecraft 'Venus-13' 
and 'Venus-14' which set off for that distant, entirely mysterious 
planet over a year ago, are of great usefulness for Earth sciences. Using 
Soviet, French and Austrian devices mounted on these spacecraft, the 
study of the atmosphere and surface of Venus is continuing, and they 
have carried experiments to study interplanetary space." Soviet experi
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ments in outer space are widely used for peaceful purposes, and 
redound to the benefit of mankind. Clear evidence of this is provided 
by the large number of joint flights between Soviet cosmonauts and 
cosmonauts of other countries. And I am glad today to express our 
gratification that yesterday a joint flight of Soviet cosmonauts and an 
Indian cosmonaut came to an end; it had exclusively peaceful pur
poses, needless to say, as in the case of previous flights.

Another question may be raised: what is the position of the United 
States on the issue of outer space? Is the United States trying to 
achieve equality, so to speak, in this field or not? To this question we 
must answer with a clear negative: this is not what the United States 
is trying to do. They are trying to extend the arms race into outer 
space, to achieve superiority over the Soviet Union in this field too. 
And although my colleague. Ambassador Fields, clearly does not like it 
when I quote from the American newspapers, I cannot help quoting a 
very interesting article, which I recommend everyone to read carefully, 
that appeared in today's International Herald Tribune. The author is Peter 
Clausen. Allow me to read out a few extracts in the original:

[Speaking in English]:  ̂ Hiding behind dubious arguments about ver
ification, the Reagan Administration refuses to negotiate with the 
Soviet Union to restrain anti-satellite weapons. In January, the US 
Air Force began testing an anti-satellite weapon which could 
wreck hopes of controlling these weapons. Meanwhile, the United 
States is pressing ahead with the President's star wars pro
gramme—an implausible quest for weapons to shield the Ameri
can people from nuclear attack by intercepting Soviet missiles in 
flight. These ill-advised policies foreshadow a new space race at 
great peril to US security.

I quote from further on in the article: ''Why then does the Adminis
tration shun negotiations?" asks the author of the article. And he 
replies: "For two reasons. The first is straightforward, if shortsighted: 
the Administration wants the option of attacking Soviet satellites, 
even if the price is to forfeit any restrictions on Soviet anti-satellite 
weapons. The second reason is the "Star Wars" connection. Develop
ment and testing of the weapon offers technological stepping stones to 
missile defence systems operating in space".

And finally, the author draws the following conclusion:

To prevent a new arms race in space, the United States must shift 
course. It must suspend testing of anti-satellite weapons and start 
negotiations to halt the further development of them, and give up 
the costly, futile and dangerous pursuit of 'Star Wars' missile de
fences.

[Speaking in Russian] I share the views of the author of this article, 
and should like to point out that whether Ambassador Fields wished it 
or not, today he has been drawn into a discussion of the draft Soviet

® These and following brackets are in the source text.
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treaty on the non-use of force in outer space and from space against 
the Earths This is merely an illustration of the fact that both the 
Soviet draft and the issue itself are of crucial topicality, and that the 
draft may be the basis of negotiations.

I should like to point out here that many other delegations have 
publicly, at the meetings of the Conference, and in talks with us put 
forward their remarks, observations and even amendments concerning 
the Soviet draft. Surely all this indicates that the time has come for 
negotiation: tomorrow may be too late.

• • • • • • •

73. S ta tem ent by  the  M exican R epresen ta tive  (Garcfa 
Robles) to  the  Conference on Disarmament: O uter 
Space [Extract], April 12, 1984 ^

• • • • • • •

I did not intend to take the floor today. However, the statements 
which were made this morning, particularly two of them, showed that 
this session, even though it has dealt with many questions, will enter 
the annals of the Conference as a session devoted mainly to the 
question of the prevention of the arms race in outer space. This is a 
question to which my delegation attaches special importance. More
over, time is passing inexorably and quite soon the Conference will, I 
believe, have to take a decision concerning the establishment and 
mandate of an ad hoc committee. At that time, Mr. President, as has 
already happened in the case of the proposal for an ad hoc committee 
on the prohibition of all nuclear weapons tests, it would be appropri
ate if, unfortunately, it was not possible to set up an ad hoc committee 
this year and to give it a suitable mandate, it would be appropriate, I 
repeat, for the records of the Conference to indicate clearly who bears 
the responsibility. It is for that reason that since I have to date 
referred to this matter on only one occasion, in the statement I made 
at the opening meeting this year on 7 February, ̂  and I did so then 
only in a small part of my statement since I had to deal with various 
subjects, I thought it appropriate to begin to correct this lack of 
relevant or pertinent information in formal plenary meetings. I say this 
because it is clear that in informal meetings consisting of four or five 
or even more participants my delegation has already taken the oppor
tunity to state its position more fully. However, I repeat, I believe 
that, as I have frequently said, spoken words fly away and it is the 
written word that remains, according to an old Latin proverb. That is

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 684-686.
1 CD/PV.258, pp. 36-38.
2 CD/PV.239, pp. 11-17.
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why, at today's meeting, I should like to stress what I said in passing 
at the opening meeting, namely, that we are not going to deal with 
this matter as if nothing had happened during the last Assembly. 
Something very significant occurred at the last Assembly: there was a 
resolution which obtained the greatest number of votes of all resolu
tions concerned with disarmament: 147 votes in favour and only 1 
against. That resolution was not the result of improvization, as I also 
said at the opening meeting and I shall repeat now; it was the outcome 
of laborious and patient negotiations in which two delegations had to 
play a primary role: yours, Mr. President, and the delegation of Egypt. 
There were on that occasion three draft resolutions, one submitted by 
Mongolia, another by a group of Western European States, and the 
third was the draft of the Group of 21. Following those laborious 
negotiations, the co-sponsors of the first two draft resolutions did not 
press their texts and withdrew them. Then the Assembly adopted, by 
that truly extraordinary vote, the resolution bearing the number 38/ 
70.

All those who are interested in the question will be able to consult 
the full text of this resolution in the document which the Secretary- 
General transmits to us every year and which contains, in an annex to 
his letter, all the texts of the resolutions adopted by the Assembly on 
disarmament matters. This document is CD/428. Nevertheless, in 
order that those who may not wish to take the trouble to consult this 
document can find in the record of today's meeting the main provi
sions of resolution 38/70, I shall take the liberty of reading them out 
now.

In the second preambular paragraph, the Assembly recognized ''the 
common interest of all mankind in the exploration and use of outer 
space for peaceful purposes".

In the fourth preambular paragraph, it reaffirmed the will of all 
States "that the exploration and use of outer space, including the 
Moon and other celestial bodies, shall be exclusively for peaceful 
purposes".

In the sixth preambular paragraph, the Assembly reaffirmed, in 
particular, article IV of the Treaty on Principles Governing the Activi
ties of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, including the 
Moon and Other Celestial Bodies, which stipulated that "States parties 
to the Treaty undertake not to place in orbit around the earth any 
objects carrying nuclear weapons or any other kinds of weapons of 
mass destruction, install such weapons on celestial bodies or station 
such weapons in outer space in any other manner".^

In the following, seventh preambular paragraph, the General Assem
bly reaffirmed also paragraph 80 of the Final Document of the Tenth 
Special Session of the General Assembly  ̂ in which it is stated, as all

® The treaty is printed in Document on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 38-43.
4 Ibid., 1978, p. 426.
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will recall, that ''in order to prevent an arms race in outer space, 
further measures should be taken and appropriate international negoti
ations held in accordance with the spirit of the Treaty" on Principles 
Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer 
Space, including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies.

A little later, in the twelfth preambular paragraph, and this should 
follow from the seventh, the Assembly expressed its conviction that 
''further measures are needed for the prevention of an arms race in 
outer space".

Further, in the sixteenth paragraph, the Assembly stated that it was 
"Aware of the various proposals submitted by Member States to the 
Committee on Disarmament, particularly concerning the establishment 
of a working group on outer space and its draft mandate which had 
been considered extensively by a contact group".

There is a foot-note here in which it is noted that from the date of 
commencement of the current session the working groups are to be 
known by another name. Of course, we know that we have already 
decided that they will be called ad hoc committees.

Lastly, the purpose of the eighteenth paragraph—the last in the 
preamble—is to express the Assembly's deep concern and disappoint
ment that "although there was no objection, in principle, to the estab
lishment without delay of such a working group, the Committee on 
Disarmament"—now the Conference—"has not thus far been enabled 
to reach agreement on an acceptable mandate for the working group 
during its 1983 session". The 10 operative paragraphs then follow. All 
of them are clearly important, but I shall confine myself at this point 
to quoting only four.

First of all, operative paragraph 2, in which the Assembly empha
sized that "further effective measures to prevent an arms race in outer 
space should be adopted by the international community".

Operative paragraph 3 in which the Assembly called upon all States, 
in particular those with major space capabilities, to "contribute active
ly to the objective of the peaceful use of outer space and to take 
immediate measures to prevent an arms race in outer space".

Paragraph 5, in which the Assembly "Requests the Conference on 
Disarmament to consider as a matter of priority the question of pre
venting an arms race in outer space".

Lastly, Mr. President, paragraph 7, which is perhaps the most perti
nent for us, in which the Assembly, "Further requests the Conference on 
Disarmament to establish an ad hoc working group at the beginning of 
its session in 1984, with a view to undertaking negotiations for the 
conclusion of an agreement or agreements, as appropriate, to prevent 
an arms race in all its aspects in outer space".

If what I have just recalled is examined and compared with the draft 
mandate which was submitted by the Group of 21 on 29 February 
1984 and which is reproduced in document CD/329/Rev.l, it will be 
seen that this draft faithfully reflects that resolution, adopted, let us
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not forget, by 147 votes in favour, and not 10 years ago but on 15 
December 1983.

I should like, in concluding this statement, and in order to facilitate 
the comparison to which I referred, to read out this draft in its 
entirety. It is very brief and says the following:

Reaffirming the principle that outer space—the common herit
age of mankind—should be preserved exclusively for peaceful 
purposes, and in order to prevent the extension of an arms race to 
outer space, and prohibit its use for hostile purposes; the Confer
ence on Disarmament decides to establish an A d Hoc [subsidiary 
body]" ®—there it said a subsidiary body, but we know now that 
it is to be an ad hoc committee—''with a view to undertaking ne
gotiations for the conclusion of an agreement, or various agree
ments, as appropriate, to prevent an arms race in all its aspects in 
outer space. The A d Hoc Committee will take into account all ex
isting proposals and future initiatives and report on the progress 
of its work to the Conference on Disarmament.

74. Article by  the  Spokesm an for the  FRG Bundestag 
Faction of the  Christian Democratic Union/Christian 
Social Union: European Nuclear Force April 17, 1984 ^

[Excerpts]  ̂ Uncertainty and helplessness characterize the current 
nuclear weapons situation.

This applies to us Germans in particular because France and Great 
Britain are our most important European friends militarily. We are 
firmly convinced that they would always correctly employ their nucle
ar weapons—weapons whose use they alone decide at present. Because 
of these two countries' geographic proximity to the FRG, all decisions 
on the possible use of their weapons would affect FRG territory in a 
way that would be decisive for our country's existence.

According to the current state of affairs, in critical situations we 
would perhaps participate in the decision go into action, but then 
again perhaps we would not. There is no real guarantee that German 
interests would be sufficiently taken into consideration by France 
when making preparations for nuclear action. Thus, our country cur
rently enjoys only a third-class security.

If in the long run it is possible to integrate the 572 U.S. intermedi- 
ate-range systems with the modernized French and British systems 
with approximately 1,200 warheads, then in addition to the strategic 
intercontinental weapons of deterrence on the American continent 
there would be a powerful nuclear force of about 1,800 warheads with 
strategic qualities here in Europe. With mix of sea- and land-based

® Brackets in the source text.
 ̂Die Welt, April 17, 1984; FBIS Daily Report, vol. VII, April 18, 1984, pp. J2-J3. The 

extracts printed here are all of those published in the FBIS.
2 Brackets in the source text.
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systems, this number could become the core of a regional strategic 
European nuclear force whose umbrella would be large enough to 
provide all European NATO members with the necessary minimum 
protection against war and nuclear blackmail.

To prepare plans for employing these weapons, an executive body 
made up of the European NATO members could be created in which 
the United States would have a seat and a vote.

This organizational form would have several advantages:

First, U.S. participation in the defense of Europe with intermediate- 
range nuclear weapons as well as the effect of linking the new inter- 
mediate-range missiles and the U.S. intercontinental strategic weapons 
would not be only preserved, but intensified. The unqualified partici
pation by the United States in Europe's defense is indispensable.

Second, the security of all European NATO countries would be put 
on an equal level by creating a Eurostrategic nuclear force. A united 
Europe will be created only if all European states are prepared to make 
the same effort for their neighbors as they make for themselves.

Third, the establishment of a European nuclear force would create 
entirely new prospects for arms control. Through the integration of 
U.S., British, and French systems with a purely European signature, a 
European nuclear force would be created which, seen from arms con
trol policy, would be comparable to the Eurostrategic Soviet systems, 
particularly the SS-20's, and which could be kept under control 
through negotiations and limitations. The planning for a European 
nuclear force should be linked from the very beginning with an arms 
control offer to the Soviet Union.

Against the background of defense and disarmament policy consid
erations, it must be examined whether the West can still maintain its 
offer to halt or even reverse the deployment of Pershing II and cruise 
missiles if there are clear reductions of SS-20's. A new assessment of 
the European security situation could very well lead to the conclusion 
that these weapons had become so valuable for Europe's defense 
policy that they could no longer be the subject of substantial reduc
tions.

The establishment of an integrated European nuclear force with its 
own executive body would not only have advantages for arms control 
policy; in the next 10-20 years, it would keep the Europeans from 
slipping into increasing military dependence on the superpowers. This 
is particularly true in view of the military-strategic developments the 
USSR and the United States have in mind.
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75. U.S. Draft Convention Submitted to  the  Conference on 
Disarmament: Prohibition of Chemical W eapons, April 
18, 1984 1

The States Parties to this Convention,

Reaffirming their adherence to the objective of general and complete 
disarmament under strict and effective international control, including 
the prohibition and elimination of all types of weapons of mass 
destruction.

Desiring to contribute to the realization of the purposes and princi
ples of the United Nations, as set forth in its Charter,

Recalling the significance of the Protocol for the Prohibition of the 
Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacte
riological Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925,^ 
and also of the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, 
Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin 
Weapons and on Their Destruction, signed at Washington, London 
and Moscow on 10 April 1972,^ and calling upon all States to comply 
strictly with the said agreements.

Determined, for the sake of all mankind, to exclude completely the 
possibility of toxic chemicals being used as weapons.

Convinced that such use would be repugnant to the conscience of 
mankind and that no effort should be spared to minimize this risk. 

Considering that achievements in the field of chemistry should be 
used exclusively for the benefit of mankind.

Convinced that the complete and effective prohibition of the develop
ment, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons, and their de
struction, represents a necessary step towards the achievement of these 
common objectives.

Fulfilling the commitment under Article IX of the Convention on the 
Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacte
riological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction 
with regard to the effective prohibition of chemical weapons.

Have agreed as follows:

A rticle I 

B a sic  P R o m B m o N  

Each Party imdertakes not to:

(a) develop, produce, otherwise acquire, stockpile, or retain chemical 
weapons, or transfer chemical weapons to anyone;

(b) conduct other activities in preparation for use of chemical weap
ons;

(c) use chemical weapons in any armed conflict; or

1 CD/500.
2 Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
3 Ihil, 1972, pp. 133-138.
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(d) assist, encourage, or induce, directly or indirectly, anyone to 
engage in activities prohibited to Parties under this Convention.

A rticle II 

D efin itio n s

For the purposes of this Convention:

1. ''Chemical weapons" means,

(a) super-toxic lethal, other lethal, and other harmful chemicals, and 
their precursors, except for those chemicals intended solely for permit
ted purposes as long as the types and quantities involved are consist
ent with such purposes and except for those chemicals which are not 
super-toxic lethal, or other lethal, chemicals and which are used by a 
Party for domestic law-enforcement and riot control purposes or used 
as a herbicide; or

(b) munitions or devices specifically designed to cause death or 
other harm through the toxic properties of any chemical which is de
fined as a chemical weapon under subparagraph (a) of this paragraph 
and which would be released as a result of the employment of such 
munitions and devices; or

(c) any equipment or chemical specifically designed for use directly 
in connection with the employment of such munitions or devices.

2. "Super-toxic lethal chemical" means any toxic chemical with a 
median lethal dose which is less than or equal to (0.5) mg/kg (subcu
taneous administration) or (2,000) mg-min/m^ (by inhalation), when 
measured by the standard methods specified in Schedule D.

3. "Other lethal chemical" means any toxic chemical with a median 
lethal dose which is greater than (0.5) mg/kg (subcutaneous adminis
tration) or (2,000) (by inhalation) and which is less than or equal to 10 
mg/kg (subcutaneous administration) or 20,000 mg-min/m^ (by inha
lation), when measured by the standard methods specified in Schedule 
D.

4. "Other harmful chemical" means any toxic chemical not covered 
under the terms "super-toxic lethal chemical" or "other lethal chemi
cal", including chemicals which normally cause incapacitation rather 
than death.

5. "Toxic chemical" means any chemical substance, regardless of its 
origin or method of production, which through its chemical action can 
interfere directly with normal functioning of man or animals so as to 
cause death, temporary incapacitation or permanent damage.

6. "Precursor" means any chemical which may be used in produc
tion of a supertoxic lethal chemical, other lethal chemical, or other 
harmful chemical.

7. "Key precursor" means any precursor that is listed in Schedule C.
8. "Permitted purposes" means industrial, agricultural, research, 

medical or other peaceful purposes; protective purposes; and military 
purposes that do not make use of the chemical action of a toxic 
chemical to interfere directly with normal functioning of man and
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animals so as to cause death, temporary incapacitation or permanent 
damage.

9. ''Protective purposes" means purposes directly related to protec
tion against chemical weapons, but does not mean purposes directly 
related to the development, production, other acquisition, stockpiling, 
retention or transfer of chemical weapons.

10. "Chemical weapons production facility" means any building or 
any equipment which in any degree was designed, constructed or used 
since 1 January 1946, for:

(a) the production for chemical weapons of any toxic chemical, 
except for those listed in Schedule B, or the production for chemical 
weapons of any key precursor; or

(b) the filling of chemical weapons.

11. "Other activities in preparation for use of chemical weapons" 
means (to be elaborated), but does not mean activities directly related to 
protective purposes.

A rticle  III 

P er m itted  A c tiv ities

1. Subject to the limitations contained in this Convention, each 
Party may retain, produce, acquire, transfer or use toxic chemicals, and 
their precursors, for permitted purposes, of types and in quantities 
consistent with such purposes.

2. The following measures shall apply to toxic chemicals for protec
tive purposes:

(a) The retention, production, acquisition, and use of super-toxic 
lethal chemicals and key precursors for protective purposes shall be 
strictly limited to those amounts which can be justified for such pur
poses. At no time shall the aggregate amount possessed by a Party 
exceed one metric ton, nor shall the aggregate amount acquired by a 
Party in any calendar year through production, withdrawal from 
chemical weapons stocks, and transfer exceed one metric ton. Once a 
Party has reached the aggregate one metric ton permitted per year, it 
must not acquire any further such super-toxic lethal chemicals until 
the next year, at which time it may then acquire only those amounts 
of such chemicals to replace amounts used or transferred to another 
Party for protective purposes.

(b) Each Party which produces super-toxic lethal chemicals or key 
precursors for protective purposes shall carry out the production at a 
single specialized facility, the capacity of which shall not exceed (an 
agreed limit). Information on the facility and its operations shall be pro
vided in accordance with Annex II. The facility shall be subject to sys
tematic international on-site verification, through on-site inspection 
and continuous monitoring with on-site instruments in accordance 
with Annex II.

(c) Each Party shall, in accordance with Annex II, make an annual 
declaration regarding all key precursors devoted to protective purposes 
and all toxic chemicals that can be used as chemical weapons but are
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devoted to protective purposes, as well as provide other specified in
formation on its protective activities.

(d) The provisions of the Convention do not preclude transfer for 
protective purposes of super-toxic lethal chemicals or key precursors 
produced or otherwise acquired for such purposes. Such transfers may 
be made only to another Party. The maximum quantity transferred to 
any Party shall not exceed {qmniity) in any 12-month period, nor shall 
it cause the receiving Party to exceed the aggregate limit specified in 
subparagraph 2(a) of this Article. Prior to any transfer of such a super
toxic lethal chemical or key precursor, the transferring Party shall pro
vide the information specified in Annex II. Items transferred may not 
be retransferred to another State.

3. In view of the particular risk they pose to achieving the objectives 
of the Convention, the chemicals listed in Schedules A, B and C shall 
be subject to the special measures specified in Annex III.

(a) In respect of chemicals in Schedule A, each Party shall prohibit 
all production and use except for production and use of laboratory 
quantities for research, medical, or protective purposes at establish
ments approved by the Party; and

(b) Facilities producing chemicals listed in Schedule C for permitted 
purposes shall be subject to systematic international on-site verifica
tion, through on-site inspection and monitoring with on-site instru
ments, as specified in Annex II.

4. A Party in a position to do so may assist another Party in 
destruction of chemical weapons, including shipment of chemical 
weapons to its territory for the purpose of destroying them, or in 
destruction of chemical weapons production facilities.

5. This Convention shall be implemented in a manner designed in so 
far as possible to avoid hampering the economic or technological 
activities of Parties to the Convention or international co-operation in 
the field of peaceful chemical activities including the international 
exchange of toxic chemicals and equipment for the production, proc
essing, or use of toxic chemicals for peaceful purposes in accordance 
with the provisions of the Convention.

A rticle  IV

D ecla ra tio n  of C h em ica l  W ea po n s , C h em ical  W ea po n s  P r o d u c tio n  

F a cilities  a n d  P a st  T ransfers

1. Each Party shall file a declaration, within 30 days after the 
Convention enters into force for it, stating whether it has under its 
control anywhere, any chemical weapons, any chemical weapons pro
duction facility, any super-toxic lethal chemicals or key precursors for 
protective purposes, or any production facility for super-toxic lethal 
chemicals and key precursors for protective purposes. The declaration 
shall also state whether the Party has on its territory, under the 
control of others, including a State not party to this Convention, any 
of the foregoing and their locations.
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2. The declaration filed by each Party shall comply with the require
ments of Annex II and shall state:

(a) the precise location of any chemical weapons under its control 
and the detailed inventory of the chemical weapons at each location;

(b) its general plans for destruction of any chemical weapons under 
its control;

(c) the precise location, nature, and capacity of any chemical weap
ons production facility under its control at any time since 1 January 
1946;

(d) its plans for closing and eventually destroying any chemical 
weapons production facilities under its control;

(e) the precise location and capacity of the single specialized produc
tion facility, if any, for super-toxic lethal chemicals and key precursors 
permitted by subparagraph 2(b) of Article III;

(f) the precise location and nature of any other facility under its 
control designed, constructed or used, since (date) for the production of 
chemicals listed in Schedules B and C;

(g) the precise location and nature of any facility under its control 
designed, constructed, or used since {date), for development of chemical 
weapons, including test and evaluation sites; and

(h) whether the Party has transferred control of chemical weapons 
or equipment for their production since (date) or has received such 
weapons or equipment since that date. If so, specific information shall 
be provided in accordance with Annex II.

A rticle  V 

C h em ic a l  W ea po n s

1. Each Party shall, in accordance with Annex II:

(a) provide information on the location and composition of any 
chemical weapons, pursuant to Article IV;

(b) provide a general plan for destroying its chemical weapons, pur
suant to Article IV and, subsequently, provide more detailed plans;

(c) ensure access to its chemical weapons immediately after the dec
laration is filed, for the purpose of systematic international on-site 
verification of the declaration, through on-site inspection;

(d) ensure, through access to its chemical weapons for the purpose 
of systematic international on-site verification, and through on-site in
spection and continuous monitoring with on-site instruments, that the 
chemical weapons are not removed except to a destruction facility;

(e) destroy its chemical weapons, pursuant to the time-table speci
fied in Annex II, beginning not later than 12 months, and finishing 
not later than 10 years, after the Convention enters into force for it;

(f) provide access to the destruction process for the purpose of sys
tematic international on-site verification of destruction, through the 
continuous presence of inspectors and continuous monitoring with on
site instruments;

(g) provide information annually during the destruction process re
garding implementation of its plan for destruction of chenucal weap
ons; and
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(h) certify, not later than 30 days after the destruction process has 
been completed, that its chemical weapons have been destroyed.

2. All locations where chemical weapons are stored or destroyed 
shall be subject to systematic international on-site verification, 
through on-site inspection and monitoring with on-site instrxmients in 
accordance with Annex II.

3. Old chemical weapons found after the declarations required by 
Article IV and this Article have been filed shall be subject to the 
provisions of Annex II regarding notification, interim storage, and 
destruction, as well as systematic international on-site verification of 
these actions. These provisions shall also apply to chemical weapons 
which were inadequately disposed of in the past and are subsequently 
retrieved. A detailed explanation shall be given as to why these chem
ical weapons were not declared in the declarations filed pursuant to 
Article IV and this Article.

4. Any Party which has on its territory chemical weapons which are 
under the control of a State which is not a Party to this Convention 
shall ensure that such weapons are removed from its territory not later
than (------) months after the date on which the Convention entered
into force for it.

A rticle  V I  

C h em ic a l  W ea po n s  P r o d u c t io n  F acilities

1. Each Party shall, in accordance with Annex II,

(a) cease immediately all activity at each of its chemical weapons 
production facilities, except that required for closure;

(b) close each of its chemical weapons production facilities within 
three months after the Convention enters into force for it in a manner 
that will render those facilities inoperable;

(c) provide information on the location, nature and capacity of any 
chemical weapons production facility, pursuant to Article IV;

(d) provide a general plan for destroying its chemical weapons pro
duction facilities, pursuant to Article IV and, subsequently, provide 
more detailed plans;

(e) provide access to each chemical weapons production facility im
mediately after the declaration is filed, for the purpose of systematic 
international on-site verification of the declaration through on-site in
spection;

(f) provide access to each chemical weapons production facility for 
the purpose of systematic international on-site verification to ensure 
that the facility remains closed and is eventually destroyed, through 
periodic on-site inspection and continuous monitoring by on-site in
struments;

(g) destroy its chemical weapons production facilities, pursuant to 
the time-table specified in Annex II, beginning not later than 12 
months, and finishing not later than 10 years, after the Convention 
enters into force for it;
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(h) provide information annually during the destruction period re
garding the implementation of its plan for destruction of chemical 
weapons production facilities; and

(i) certify, not later than 30 days after the destruction process has 
been completed, that its chemical weapons production facilities have 
been destroyed.

2. All chemical weapons production facilities shall be subject to 
systematic international on-site verification, through on-site inspection 
and monitoring with on-site instruments in accordance with Annex II.

3. No Party shall construct any new chemical weapons production 
facilities, or modify any existing facilities, for purposes prohibited by 
the Convention.

4. A chemical weapons production facility may be temporarily con
verted for destruction of chemical weapons. Such a converted facility 
must be destroyed as soon as it is no longer in use for destruction of 
chemical weapons and, in any case, not later than the deadline for 
destruction of chemical weapons production facilities set forth in sub- 
paragraph 1(g) of this Article.

A rticle V II  

C o n su lta tiv e  C o m m ittee

1. A Consultative Committee shall be established upon entry into 
force of this Convention. Each Party shall be entitled to designate a 
representative to the Consultative Committee.

2. The Consultative Committee shall oversee the implementation of 
the Convention, promote the verification of compliance with the Con
vention, and carry out international consultations and co-operation 
among Parties to the Convention. For these purposes it shall:

(a) carry out systematic international on-site verification, through 
on-site inspection and monitoring with on-site instruments, of:

(i) chemical weapons,
(ii) destruction of chemical weapons,
(iii) closure and destruction of chemical weapons production fa

cilities,
(iv) permitted single specialized facilities for production of su

pertoxic lethal chemicals and key precursors for protective pur
poses, and

(v) production for permitted purposes of the chemicals specified 
in Schedule C;

(b) provide a forum for discussion of any questions raised relating 
to the objectives, or the implementation, of the Convention;

(c) conduct special on-site inspections under Article X and ad hoc on
site inspections under Article XI;

(d) participate in any inspections agreed among two or more Parties 
as referred to in paragraph 2 of Article IX, if requested to do so by one 
of the Parties involved;
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(e) develop, and revise as necessary, detailed procedures for ex
change of information, for declarations and for technical matters relat
ed to the implementation of the Convention;

(f) review scientific and technical developments which could affect 
the operation of the Convention;

(g) meet in regular session annually; and
(h) review the operation of the Convention at five-year intervals 

unless otherwise agreed by a majority of the Parties.

3. The Consultative Committee shall establish an Executive Council 
which shall have delegated authority to discharge the functions of the 
Committee set out in subparagraphs 2(a), 2(c), 2(d) and 2(e) of this 
Article, and any other functions which the Committee may from time 
to time delegate to it. The Council shall report to the Committee at its 
regular sessions on its exercise of these functions.

4. Each Party shall co-operate fully with the Consultative Commit
tee in the exercise of its verification responsibilities.

5. Further functions and the organization of the Consultative Com
mittee, the Executive Council, the Fact-Finding Panel, the Technical 
Secretariat and other subsidiary organs are specified in Annex I.

A rticle V III  

N o n - I n terference  w it h  V er ific a tio n

A Party shall not interfere with the conduct of verification activities. 
This shall apply to verification activities conducted in accordance with 
the Convention by the designated representatives of the Consultative 
Committee or by Parties, and shall include verification activities con
ducted by national technical means in a manner consistent with gener
ally recognized principles of international law.

A rticle IX

C o n su lta tio n  a n d  C o - o pe r a t io n ; R eso lv in g  C o m plia n c e  Issues

1. Parties shall consult and co-operate, directly among themselves, 
or through the Consultative Committee or other appropriate interna
tional procedures, including procedures within the framework of the 
United Nations and in accordance with its Charter, on any matter 
which may be raised relating to the objectives or the implementation 
of the provisions of this Convention.

2. Parties shall make every possible effort to clarify and resolve, 
through bilateral consultation, any matter which may cause doubts 
about compliance with this Convention or which gives rise to concerns 
about a related matter which may be considered ambiguous. A Party 
which receives a request from another Party for clarification of any 
matter which the requesting Party believes causes such doubts or 
concerns shall provide the requesting Party, within seven days of the 
request, with information sufficient to answer the doubts or concerns 
raised along with an explanation of how the information provided
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resolves the matter. Nothing in this Convention affects the right of 
any two or more Parties to arrange by mutual consent for inspections 
among themselves to clarify and resolve any matter which may cause 
doubts about compliance or gives rise to concerns about a related 
matter which may be considered ambiguous. Such arrangements shall 
not affect the rights and obligations of any Party under other provi
sions of this Convention.

3. In order to facilitate satisfactory resolution of matters raised, the 
Parties concerned may request the assistance of the Consultative Com
mittee or its subsidiary organs. Any Party may request the Executive 
Council to conduct fact-finding procedures with regard to the Party's 
own activities or the activities of another Party in order to clarify and 
resolve any matter which may cause doubts about compliance with 
the Convention or gives rise to concerns about a related matter which 
may be considered ambiguous.

(a) Requests sent to the Executive Council under this Article shall 
state the doubts or concerns, the specific reasons for the doubts or 
concerns, and the action that the Council is being requested to under
take.

(b) Within two days of receipt of such a request, the Technical Sec
retariat shall, on behalf of the Council, request the Party whose activi
ties create the doubts or concerns to clarify the state of affairs.

(c) If the doubts or concerns which gave rise to the request have not 
been resolved within 10 days of the receipt of the request by the 
Coimcil, its Fact-Finding Panel shall immediately initiate a fact-finding 
inquiry, and transmit to the Chairman of the Council a report on its 
work, whether interim or final, within two months of the date of the 
request. Reports of the Panel shall include all views and information 
presented during its proceedings.

(d) All requests for special on-site inspections shall be governed by 
Article X and all requests for ad hoc on-site inspections by Article XI.

4. Any Party whose doubts or concerns about compliance have not 
been resolved within two months or any Party which has doubts or 
concerns it believes warrant urgent consideration by all Parties regard
ing compliance or regarding other matters directly related to the objec
tives of the Convention may request the Chairman of the Consultative 
Committee to convene a special meeting of the Committee. The Chair
man of the Committee shall convene such a meeting as soon as 
possible and in any case within one month of the receipt of the 
request. Each Party may participate in such a meeting, whose func
tions and rules of procedures are established in Annex I.

5. All Parties shall co-operate fully with the Consultative Commit
tee and its subsidiary organs, as well as with international organiza
tions, which may, as appropriate, give scientific, technical and admin
istrative support in order to facilitate fact-finding activities and there
by help to ensure the speedy resolution of the matter which gave rise 
to the original request.
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6. The Executive Council shall promptly notify all Parties of the 
initiation of any fact-finding procedures and shall provide all available 
information related thereto to any Party upon request. All Parties shall 
also be promptly notified of the refusal by a Party of any request 
made by the Committee or its subsidiary organs as part of a fact
finding inquiry. All reports regarding the fact-finding activities con
ducted under this Article, as well as on-site inspections imder Articles 
X and XI shall be distributed promptly to all Parties.

7. The provisions of this Article shall not be interpreted as affecting 
the rights and duties of Parties under Articles X and XI or under the 
Charter of the United Nations.

A rticle  X  

S pecial  O n - S ite  In spec t io n

1. In accordance with the provisions of this Article and Annex II, 
each member of the Fact-Finding Panel shall have the right to request 
at any time a special on-site inspection of any other Party, through 
the Technical Secretariat, to clarify and resolve any matter which may 
cause doubts about compliance or gives rise to concerns about a 
related matter which may be considered ambiguous, of:

(a) any location or facility subject to systematic international on-site 
inspection pursuant to Articles III, V and VI; or

(b) any military location or facility, any other location or facility 
owned by the Government of a Party, and as set forth in Annex II, lo
cations or facilities controlled by the Government of a Party.

2. A request shall be handled in the following manner:

(a) Within 24 hours of the request, the Technical Secretariat shall 
notify the Party to be inspected and designate an inspection team in 
accordance with paragraph 4 of this Article; and

(b) Within 24 hours after the receipt of such notification, the Party 
to be inspected shall provide the inspection team unimpeded access to 
the location or facility.

3. Each Party may solicit from any member of the Fact-Finding 
Panel a request for an inspection of any other Party under this Article.

4. Any special on-site inspection requested through the Technical 
Secretariat shall be carried out by inspectors designated from among 
the full-time inspectors of the Secretariat. Each inspection team shall 
consist of one inspector from each member State of the Fact-Finding 
Panel, except that if the Party to be inspected is a member State of the 
Panel, the team shall not include any inspector from that State. The 
team shall promptly provide a written report to the requesting Party, 
the inspected Party, and the Fact-Finding Panel. Each inspector shall 
have the right to have his individual views included in the report.
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A rticle XI 

A d  H o c  O n - S ite In spec t io n

1. In accordance with the provisions of this Article and Annex II, 
each Party shall have the right to request, at any time, the Consulta
tive Committee to conduct an ad hoc on-site inspection, to clarify and 
resolve any matter which may cause doubts about compliance or gives 
rise to concerns about a related matter which may be considered 
ambiguous, of any location or facility not subject to Article X.

2. A request shall be handled in the following manner:

(a) The Fact-Finding Panel shall meet within 24 hours to determine 
whether to request such an ad hoc on-site inspection using the guide
lines in Section H of Annex II.

(b) If the Fact-Finding Panel decides to request an ad hoc inspection, 
the Party to be inspected shall, except for the most exceptional rea
sons, provide access within 24 hours of the Panel's request.

(c) If the Party to be inspected refuses such a request it shall pro
vide a full explanation of the reasons for the refusal and a detailed, 
concrete proposal for an alternative means of resolving the concerns 
which gave rise to the request. The Fact-Finding Panel shall assess the 
explanation and alternative submitted, and may send another request, 
taking into account all relevant elements, including possible new ele
ments received by the Panel after the original request.

(d) If the request is again rejected, the Chairman shall immediately 
inform the Security Council of the United Nations.

A rticle XII 

D o m estic  Im pl em en ta tio n  M easures

Each Party shall:

(a) take any measures necessary in accordance with its constitutional 
processes to implement this Convention and, in particular, to prohibit 
and prevent any activity that a Party is prohibited from conducting by 
this Convention anywhere under its jurisdiction or control, and

(b) inform the Consultative Committee of the measures it has taken 
to implement the Convention.

A rticle XIII

A ssistance  t o  P a rties  E n d a n g e r ed  by C h em ica l  W ea po n s

Each Party undertakes, to the extent it deems appropriate, to render 
assistance to any Party to this Convention that the Security Council of 
the United Nations decides has been exposed to danger as a result of a 
violation of the Convention.

A rticle XIV 

N o n - I n terference w it h  O th er  A g reem ents

1. Nothing in this Convention shall be interpreted as in any way 
limiting or detracting from the obligations assumed by any State under
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the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, 
Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, 
signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925, or under the Convention on the 
Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacte
riological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction, 
signed at Washington, London and Moscow on 10 April 1972.

2. Each Party to this Convention that is also a Party to the Protocol 
for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or 
Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed at 
Geneva on 17 June 1925, affirms that the obligation set forth in 
subparagraph (c) of Article I supplements its obligations under the 
Protocol.

A rticle  XV

A m en d m en ts

Any Party may propose amendments to this Convention. Amend
ments shall enter into force for Parties ratifying or acceding to them 
on the thirtieth day following the deposit of instruments of ratifica
tion or accession by a majority of the Parties to the Convention and 
thereafter for each remaining Party on the thirtieth day following the 
deposit of its instrument of ratification or accession.

A rticle  XVI 

D u r a t io n ; W it h d r a w a l

1. This Convention shall be of unlimited duration.
2. Every Party to this Convention shall, 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 the supreme interests of its country. It 
shall give notice of such withdrawal to all other Parties to the Con
vention, to the Depositary and to the Security Council of the United 
Nations three months in advance. Such notice shall include a state
ment of the extraordinary events it regards as having jeopardized its 
supreme interests.

A rticle  XVII 

S ig n a tu r e ; R a t if ic a t io n ; E n try  in to  F orce

1. This Convention shall be open to all States for signature.
2. Any State which does not sign the Convention before its entry 

into force in accordance with paragraph 4 of this Article may accede to 
it at any time.

3. This Convention and its Annexes, which form an integral part 
thereof, shall be subject to ratification by signatory States. Instruments 
of ratification and instruments of accession shall be deposited with the 
Secretary-General of the United Nations, hereby designated as the 
Depositary.
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4. This Convention shall enter into force 30 days after the date of 
deposit of the (fortieth) instrument of ratification.

5. For each State ratifying or acceding after the deposit of the 
(fortieth) instrument of ratification or accession, the Convention shall 
enter into force on the thirtieth day following the deposit of the 
instrument of ratification or accession.

6. The Depositary shall promptly inform all signatory and acceding 
States of the date of each signature, the date of deposit of each 
instrument of ratification or of accession and the date of the entry into 
force of this Convention, and of the receipt of other notices. The 
Depositary shall immediately upon receipt transmit any notices re
quired by this Convention to every Party.

7. This Convention shall be registered by the Depositary pursuant 
to Article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations.

A rticle  XVIII

L a ng u ag es

This Convention, the English, Arabic, Chinese, French, Russian and 
Spanish texts of which are equally authentic, shall be deposited with 
the Secretary-General of the United Nations.

D etailed  U n ited  S tates V iew s  o n  th e  C o n t en ts  o f th e  A nnexes to  the

C o n v e n t io n  ^

Annex I

co n su lta tiv e  co m m ittee

Provisions should be included along the following lines:

Section A. General Provisions

1. The Consultative Committee established pursuant to Article VII 
should convene in {venue) not later than 30 days after the Convention 
enters into force.

2. The Consultative Committee should subsequently meet in regular 
sessions annually for the first 10 years after the Convention enters 
into force, and annually thereafter unless a majority of Parties agrees 
that a meeting is unnecessary. A special meeting may be convened at 
the request of any Party or of the Executive Council.

3. In order to assist it in carrying out its functions, the Consultative 
Committee should establish an Executive Council, as provided in Sec
tion B of this Annex, as well as a Fact-Finding Panel, a Technical 
Secretariat and such other subsidiary bodies as may be necessary for 
its work.

 ̂This paper presents current United States views on the contents of the annexes of a 
chemical weapons convention. It is subject to further modification, elaboration and 
refinement. [Footnote in original.]
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4. The Executive Council should be responsible for carrying out the 
functions of the Consultative Committee specified in paragraph 2 of 
Article VII during the period when the latter is not in session. In 
particular, it shall be responsible for the activities in paragraph 1 of 
Section B of this Annex.

5. Except as specified elsewhere, the Committee and its subordinate 
bodies should take decisions where possible by consensus. If consen
sus cannot be reached within 24 hours, a decision may be taken by a 
majority of those present and voting. The report on a fact-finding 
inquiry should not be put to a vote, nor should any decision be taken 
as to whether a Party is complying with the provisions of the Conven
tion.

6. The chairman of the Committee should be chosen by the Com
mittee itself.

7. The Committee should present an annual report on its activities 
to the Parties.

8. The expenses of the Committee should be met by (---------------).
9. The question of international legal personality of the Committee 

and its subsidiary organs should be addressed.

Section B. Executive Council

1. In carrying out its responsibilities, the Executive Council should, 
in particular, be responsible for:

(a) carrying out systematic international on-site verification;
(b) ensuring the implementation of, and compliance with, the Con

vention;
(c) obtaining, keeping and disseminating information submitted by 

parties regarding matters pertaining to the Convention;
(d) rendering services to Parties and facilitating consultations among 

them;
(e) receiving requests from Parties, including requests for fact-find

ing;
(f) deciding and overseeing specific action to be taken regarding 

such requests;
(g) overseeing the activities of the other subordinate bodies of the 

Consultative Committee, including ensuring the proper execution of 
the functions of the Technical Secretariat, including the carrying out 
of systematic international on-site verification pursuant to Articles III, 
V, the carrying out of special on-site inspections pursuant to Arti
cle X; and the carrying out of ad hoc on-site inspections pursuant to 
Article XI;

(h) reporting to the Consultative Committee; and
(i) requesting, when it deems necessary, a special meeting of the 

Consultative Committee.

2. (a) The Executive Council should be established within 45 days 
after entry into force of the Convention and should be composed of 
one representative from each of not more than 15 Parties, plus a non- 
voting chairman.
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(b) Ten members should be elected by the Consultative Committee 
after nominations by the chairman based on consultation with the 
Parties. In selecting these members, due regard should be given to 
ensuring an appropriate geographic balance. These members should 
serve for a two-year period, with five of these members replaced each 
year.

(c) In addition, those permanent members of the Security Council of 
the United Nations who are Parties to the Convention should be 
represented.

(d) Each member may be assisted at meetings by one or more 
technical or other advisers.

(e) The chairman of the Consultative Committee should serve as 
chairman of the Executive Council.

Section C. Fact-Finding Panel

1. Within 45 days after entry into force of the Convention, the 
Consultative Committee should establish a Fact-Finding Panel subor
dinate to the Executive Council, which should be responsible for 
conducting fact-finding inquiries pursuant to Article IX, considering 
reports on special on-site inspections pursuant to Article X, and over
seeing ad hoc inspections pursuant to Article XI.

2. (a) The Fact-Finding Panel should consist of diplomatic represent
atives of five Parties, plus a non-voting chairman.

(b) Three Parties should be selected by the Consultative Committee 
by a four-fifths vote after nominations by the chairman based on 
consultations with Parties. These member States should serve for a 
six-year period, with one Party being replaced every other year. Of 
these three Parties, one should represent the (Western group), one the 
(Eastern group), and one the (neutral/non-aligned group).

(c) In addition there should be one diplomatic representative each 
from the United States and the Soviet Union.

(d) The chairman of the Executive Council should serve as chairman 
of the Fact-Finding Panel.

3. (a) The Panel should convene within 10 days after receipt of a 
request from a Party for a fact-finding inquiry, within 24 hours after a 
request for an ad hoc on-site inspection pursuant to Article XI, or 
immediately on completion of a special on-site inspection by inspec
tors from the Technical Secretariat pursuant to Article X, to review the 
information available, conduct necessary inquiries, and make appropri
ate findings of fact.

(b) The work of the Fact-Finding Panel should be organized in such 
a way as to permit it to perform its functions.

(c) The Panel should transmit to the chairman of the Executive 
Council its findings of fact, whether interim or final, within two 
months of the date of the convening of the Panel. Reports of the 
Panel's findings should include all views and information presented 
during the Panel's proceedings.
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(d) Each member should have the right, through the chairman, to 
request from Parties and from international organizations such infor
mation and assistance as the member considers desirable for the ac
complishment of the work of the Panel.

(e) The first meeting of the Panel should be held not later than 60 
days after entry into force of the Convention to agree on its organiza
tion and rules of procedure. At this meeting the chairman should 
submit recommendations, based on consultations with Parties and 
signatories.

Section D. Technical Secretariat

1. The Technical Secretariat should:

(a) conduct on-site inspections pursuant to Articles III, V, VI, X, and 
XI;

(b) provide the necessary administrative support to the Consultative 
Committee, the Executive Council, the Fact-Finding Panel and such 
other subsidiary bodies as may be established;

(c) render appropriate technical assistance to Parties and to the Exec
utive Council in implementing the provisions of the Convention, such 
as reviewing Schedules A, B, C, and D, developing technical proce
dures, and improving the effectiveness of verification methods;

(d) receive from Parties and distribute to them data relevant to the 
implementation of the Convention;

(e) negotiate the subsidiary arrangements for systematic internation
al on-site inspections provided for in Annex II, section B, subsection
A, paragraph 3; and

(f) assist the Executive Council on such other tasks as may be 
agreed.

2. The composition of the Technical Secretariat should be elaborated 
by the Preparatory Commission.

3. All inspectors should be technically qualified and acceptable to 
their governments.

Section E. Special Meeting of the Consultative Committee

1. The special meeting of the Consultative Committee provided for 
in Article IX should undertake to solve any problem which may be 
raised by the Party requesting the meeting. For this purpose, the
assembled Parties should be entitled to request and receive any infor
mation which a Party is in a position to communicate.

2. The work of the special meeting should be organized in such a 
way as to permit it to perform its functions.

3. Any Party should be able to participate in the meeting. The
meeting should be chaired by the chairman of the Committee.

4. Each Party should have the right, through the chairman, to 
request from States and from international organizations such infor
mation and assistance as the Party considers desirable for the accom
plishment of the work of the meeting.
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5. A summary of the meeting, incorporating all views and informa
tion presented during the meeting, should be prepared promptly and 
distributed to all Parties.

Annex II

VERIFICATION

Provisions along the following lines should be included:

Section A. Declarations

A. General Provisions
1. Unless otherwise stipulated, information required to be provided 

should be submitted to the Depositary until the Consultative Commit
tee is established and thereafter to the Committee. The information 
should be provided according to a standard format, which should be 
specified by the Depositary, after consultation with signatories, for 
information submitted before establishment of the Committee, or 
specified by the Committee for information submitted after its estab
lishment. The information should be made available to Parties.

2. Locations should be specified with sufficient precision to permit 
unambiguous identification of sites and facilities. For this reason all 
locations should be specified by geographical place name and co
ordinates, as well as by any other official or commonly used designa
tion, and should be clearly marked on maps of a suitable scale. For 
facilities within complexes, the exact position within the complex 
should be specified.

3. The accuracy and completeness of all declarations should be 
subject to the procedures specified in Articles IX, X and XI. As speci
fied in subsections B and C, declarations should also be subject to 
systematic international on-site verification.

B. Contents of the declarations required by Articles IV, V and VI
1. Chemicals should be declared by scientific chemical name, chemi

cal structural formula, toxicity and weight. The fraction in munitions 
and devices should be given. Munitions and devices should be de
clared by type and quantity. "'Specifically-designed" equipment and 
chemicals, referred to in Article II, subparagraph 1(c), should be de
clared by type and quantity.

2. The exact location of chemical weapons within a site and form of 
storage (bulk, cylinder, etc.) should be declared, and storage standards 
should be provided.

3. The general plan for destruction of chemical weapons should 
include the type of operation, schedules of quantities and types of 
chemical weapons to be destroyed, and products.

4. Chemical weapons production facilities should be declared even if 
they have been destroyed; are now being used for other purposes; or 
were or are dual-purpose facilities designed or used in any degree for 
civilian production. The declaration should specify the chemical name
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of any chemicals, including civilian products, if any, ever produced at 
the facility, whether the facility still exists; and, if not, its disposition.

5. The information regarding existing chemical weapons production 
facilities should include information about the chemical process used, 
precisely what equipment and structures are at the facility, including 
any old or replacement equipment not in use, as well as equipment 
and spare parts stored at the facility; the methods that will be used to 
close and eventually to destroy the equipment and structures; the 
general methods that will be used to dispose of the debris left from 
the destruction process; and the time periods (i.e., the months or 
years) when specific production facilities will be destroyed, respective-
ly-

6. The declaration regarding a single specialized production facility 
for super-toxic lethal chemicals and key precursors for protective pur
poses should include a detailed description of the equipment at the 
facility.

7. The capacity of a chemical weapons production facility, or of a 
single speciidzed facility for production of super-toxic lethal chemicals 
or key precursors for protective purposes, should be expressed in 
terms of the quantity of end product that can be produced in {period), 
assuming that the facility operates (schedule). The capacity of a chemical 
weapons production facility used for filling chemical weapons should 
be expressed as the quantity of chemical that can be filled into muni
tions or other chemical weapons in {period), assuming that the facility 
operates {schedule).

8. With respect to past transfers. Parties should be required to make 
a declaration covering activities since {date). The declaration should 
specify the supplier and recipient countries, the timing and nature of 
the transfer and the current location of the transferred items, if 
known. The following should be declared:

(a) transfer of any militarily significant quantities (e.g., one ton) of 
toxic chemicals, munitions, devices or equipment for chemical weap
ons purposes; and

(b) transfers of equipment specifically designed or constructed for 
production of chemicals, munitions, devices or equipment for chemical 
weapons purposes.

C Contents of Other Declarations
1. A declaration should be made annually regarding activities for 

protective purposes. It should cover activities actually conducted in the 
past year and those planned for the coming year. Information should 
be provided on:

(a) operations of any single specialized facility for production of 
super-toxic lethal chemicals and key precursors, including the schedule 
and names and quantities of chemicals involved;

(b) the scientific chemical name, chemical structural formula, quan
tity and use of each key precursor devoted to protective purposes and 
each toxic chemical that can be used as a chemical weapon but is de
voted to protective purposes;
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(c) (other protective activities to be agreed).

2. As specified in Article III and Annex III, a declaration should be 
made annually regarding the chemicals listed in Schedules A, B, and 
C.

3. Thirty days prior to the transfer to another Party of any super
toxic lethal chemical or key precursor for protective purposes, infor
mation should be provided on the recipient, and on the scientific 
chemical name, chemical structural formula, quantity, and end use, of 
the chemical transferred.

4. The detailed plan for destruction of chemical weapons, to be 
provided pursuant to Article V, should be submitted six months 
before destruction operations are to begin and should contain agreed 
information necessary for the planning and carrying out of systematic 
international on-site verification.

5. The detailed plan for destruction of any chemical weapons pro
duction facility, to be provided pursuant to Article VI, should be 
submitted six months before destruction operations are to begin and 
should contain agreed information necessary for the planning and 
carrying out of systematic international on-site verification.

6. As specified in Articles V and VI, notifications should be provid
ed annually regarding the implementation of plans for destruction of 
chemical weapons and chemical weapons production facilities, respec
tively. These notifications should contain agreed information on ac
tivities actually conducted in the past year and those planned for the 
coming year. Information should also be provided on any changes in 
the detailed plans for destruction.

7. Should any Party discover or retrieve any old chemical weapons 
{e,g., weapons found on World War I battlefields or dumped at sea 
after World War II) anywhere under its jurisdiction or control after 
the declarations required by Articles IV and V have been filed it 
should:

(a) notify the Consultative Committee promptly of the approximate 
quantity and type of the chemical weapons found. The notification 
should also specify how, where, and when the chemical weapons were 
found, why they were previously undeclared, and where they are lo
cated. The notification should be filed within 45 days of the discov
ery. In the case of multiple and frequent discoveries of small quanti
ties, a notification may cover a one-month period; such a notification 
should be made within 30 days of the end of the reporting month; and

(b) notify the Consultative Committee, within five months of the 
first notification, regarding the exact quantity and type of chemical 
weapon found, including the scientific chemical name and chemical 
structural formula of any toxic chemical found and its quantity. The 
notification should specify plans for the destruction of the chemical 
weapons.

(c) In the event that some of the information stipulated under sub- 
paragraphs (a) and (b) of this paragraph cannot be provided within the 
periods speciried, submit as much information as possible, specify the
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reasons the remainder is unavailable, and give an estimate of when 
such information might be provided.

Section B. On-Site Verification

A. General Provisions
1. All on-site verification, whether systematic international verifica

tion, special on-site inspection or ad hoc on-site inspection, under the 
auspices of the Consultative Committee should be carried out accord
ing to procedures which are agreed in advance and based on this 
Annex.

2. On-site verification should make use of both on-site inspectors 
and on-site instruments.

3. The Executive Council and the host Party should promptly agree 
upon subsidiary arrangements which specify in detail, to the extent 
necessary to permit the Committee to fulfill its verification responsi
bilities in an effective and efficient manner, how the on-site verifica
tion provisions will be implemented at each of the locations subject to 
systematic international on-site verification.

4. The privileges and immunities which should be granted to inspec
tors to ensure that they can discharge their functions effectively 
should be specified. The steps that a Party should take to ensure that 
inspectors can effectively discharge their functions in its territory 
should also be specified.

5. Certain rights of a Party with respect to the conduct of verifica
tion in its territory should be specified. For example, although it 
should not be required, host Party representatives should be allowed 
to accompany international inspectors during on-site inspections.

6. Pursuant to the obligation in Article VIII not to interfere in any 
manner with the conduct of verification activities:

(a) entry visas for inspectors should be issued promptly;
(b) host Party representatives should be ready to accompany the in

spectors immediately. No delays in carrying out the inspections should 
be allowed to occur under the guise of the unavailability of appropri
ate host Party representation;

(c) no bureaucratic constraints {e.g., governmental travel approval) 
should be imposed which would interfere with the inspection or pro
vide the host Party with sufficient advance notification of the site to 
be inspected that the host Party could cover up possible prohibited ac
tivities prior to the inspection.

7. The Consultative Committee and the Party concerned should be 
required to co-operate to facilitate the implementation of the verifica
tion measures specified by the Convention.

8. Verification measures should be implemented in a manner de
signed:

(a) to avoid hampering the economic and technological activities of 
Parties; and

(b) to be consistent with management practices required for the safe 
conduct of the activities subject to verification.
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9. On-site instruments should incorporate a capability for remote 
monitoring. They should also incorporate data protection and tamper- 
detecting devices and be serviced only by international inspectors.

10. Full account should be taken of technological developments in 
order to ensure optimum effectiveness of verification.

11. An agreed timetable for destruction activities should be included 
to facilitate verification and to ensure that no Party gains military 
advantage during the destruction period.

B. Inspection and Interim Monitoring of Stocks
1. After a Party has filed its declarations pursuant to Articles IV and

V, chemical weapons should be subject to inspection immediately, 
under agreed procedures, to confirm the accuracy of the declarations. 
These inspections should be completed within {number) days after the 
filing of the declarations.

2. To ensure that a Party does not move chemical weapons to a 
deployment site or to a clandestine site prior to destruction, the stor
age facilities should be equipped with monitoring instruments by 
international inspectors immediately following the confirmatory in
spection.

3. During confirmatory inspection of chemical weapons, an on-site 
survey of each location should be made to determine what preagreed 
types of instruments would be emplaced to monitor the chemical 
weapons there prior to removal for destruction. The instruments 
should be installed and tested by the inspecting team, in the presence 
of host Party personnel, before the site and facility are declared secure. 
After emplacement of instruments is complete, on-site inspection 
should be repeated to confirm that no chemical weapons had been 
removed from that location since the initial confirmatory inspection. 
An additional set of agreed procedures should be developed for the 
removal of chemical weapons from each storage site for transfer to a 
destruction facility. Until all chemical weapons have been removed for 
destruction, the storage site should be visited periodically by an inter
national inspection team for routine monitoring and maintenance pur
poses, e.g., testing the system of instruments.

C Verification of the Destruction of Chemical Weapons
1. The verification procedures should be designed to confirm that 

chemical weapons are not diverted during transport or any phase of 
the destruction process and to confirm that the type and quantity of 
materials destroyed correspond to the declarations and that all materi
als are actually destroyed.

2. Transport of chemical weapons from storage sites and their de
struction should be verified by systematic, international on-site proce
dures. International inspectors should be present at the storage facility 
when chemical weapons are removed for shipment to declared de
struction facilities. The inspectors should verify the chemical weapons 
being moved and resecure the storage facility once they have been 
loaded on transports. (However, inspectors would not need to accom
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pany the shipments.) Inspectors should verify that the chemical weap
ons are received at the destruction facility and placed in interim 
storage there. On-site instruments, as well as inspectors, should be 
utilized for verification of destruction. Inspectors should be present in 
the destruction facility continuously when the facility is operating.

3. The destruction procedures should permit systematic international 
on-site verification. The following procedures should not be used for 
the destruction of chemical weapons: dumping in any body of water, 
land burial, or open-air burning. The destruction process should, for 
practical purposes, be irreversible.

D. Closure, Inspection, and Interim Monitoring of Chemical Weapons Production 
Facilities

1. After a Party has filed its declarations pursuant to Articles IV and
VI, chemical weapons production facilities should be immediately sub
ject to inspection to confirm the accuracy of the declaration, and to 
confirm the implementation of agreed procedures for closure. These 
inspections should be completed within {number) days after the filing 
of the declaration. Subsequent verification procedures should be im
plemented to confirm that Parties have not resumed production or 
filling at the facility and to confirm that equipment has not been 
removed.

2. An inventory of key equipment should be prepared, and its 
accuracy verified by international inspectors during confirmatory in
spection. At the same time, the inspector should survey the facility to 
determine which of the pre-agreed types of instruments should be 
emplaced to monitor the facility until it is destroyed. The instruments 
should be installed and tested by the inspecting team, in the presence 
of host Party personnel, before the facility is declared secure. During 
the interim between securing the facility and actually destroying it, 
the facility should be visited periodically by an international inspec
tion team for routine monitoring and maintenance purposes, e.g., test
ing the system of instruments.

£  Verification of the Destruction of Chemical Weapons Production Facilities

1. The verification procedures should be designed to confirm that 
chemical weapons production facilities have been destroyed.

2. International inspectors should be present at the facility to be 
destroyed prior to beginning destruction to verify that the inventory 
of structures, equipment, parts, etc., at the facility is consistent with 
the inventory prepared when the facility was secured. During destruc
tion, inspectors need not be present continuously, provided agreed 
procedures, including the use of on-site instnmients, are implemented 
to ensure that the facility remains inoperative during the destruction 
phases. On-site inspections would be conducted periodically through
out the destruction process.

3. Equipment specifically designed for chemical weapons production 
should be destroyed. All items to be destroyed should be destroyed 
according to agreed procedures which permit systematic international
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on-site verification. No equipment may be removed from the site prior 
to check-off from the original inventory by the inspectors. Structures 
should be destroyed completely, by razing, and a final international 
inspection performed.

F. Inspection and Monitoring of the Permitted Single Specialized Production Facility
1. The verification procedures should be designed to confirm that 

the production of super-toxic lethal chemicals and key precursors in 
quantities significantly in excess of one ton does not occur at the 
single specialized production facility.

2. The precise location of the facility should be declared and the 
facility should be inspected by international inspectors before it is 
used to ensure that its capacity will not permit the production, on an 
annual basis, of quantities significantly in excess of one ton. On-site 
instruments should be installed which will signal whether the facility 
is active or inactive. An annual declaration should be made about 
planned production activities. International inspectors should have the 
right to visit the facility periodically to enable them to monitor pro
duction activities, as well as inactive periods, through on-site inspec
tion.

G. Verification Measures Applicable to Production for Permitted Purposes of 
Chemicals Listed in Schedule C

1. The verification procedures should be designed to confirm that 
these facilities are not used to produce chemical weapons.

2. Inspections should occur periodically on a random basis. Such 
inspections should be conducted under agreed procedures which pro
vide protection for proprietary information.

3. During an inspection, international inspectors should have the 
right to review certain agreed plant records and interview personnel 
under agreed procedures. Inspectors should be allowed to view agreed 
areas; take samples from agreed points, such as finished product stor
age containers and waste treatment areas; and analyse them using 
agreed methods. Inspectors would not have the right to interfere with 
plant operations more than necessary to carry out their agreed func
tions.

4. Use of special instruments {e.g., end product samplers) between 
inspections should be permitted when deemed necessary by the in
spectors.

5. Plans to change the end product of the facility or substantially 
change its capacity should be reported in advance to international 
authorities. Details of process modification need not be disclosed; 
however, final products and estimated time for completing the work 
should be provided. International inspectors should be permitted to 
view agreed areas soon after completion of the modifications. At that 
time, new or altered instruments should be installed, as required.
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H. Ori'Site Inspections under Articles X and XI
I. Agreed procedures for conducting on-site inspections under Arti

cles X and XI should be specified in this Annex, including:

(a) a requirement for definition of the area to be inspected;
(b) time limits for providing access to the area to be inspected;
(c) the maximum number of personnel on an inspection team;
(d) length of service requirements for designation of inspectors;
(e) routes of access and means of transportation;
(f) types of experimental and support equipment which may be em

ployed and who shall furnish specific types of equipment;
(g) procedures for making observations and measurements, including 

collecting samples and taking photographs;
(h) protection of proprietary and confidential information including 

liability for unauthorized disclosure of such information;
(i) services to be furnished by the host Party;
(j) rights of inspection personnel, including privileges and immimi- 

ties;
(k) certain rights of the host Party;
(1) allocation of expenses;
(m) preparation of reports;
(n) dissemination of findings;
(o) additional rights to be exercised in specific situations; and
(p) duration of an inspection.

2. With regard to ''locations or facilities controlled by the Govern
ment of a Party/' referred to in Article X, subparagraph 1(b), this 
Annex should provide the means of specifying those categories of 
locations or facilities which shall be subject to special on-site inspec
tions, including the relevant facilities used for the provision of goods 
and services to the Government of a Party. It is intended that this 
provision reach any location or facility that in the future might be 
suspected of being used for activities in violation of this Convention. 
The specification of such locations and facilities should be a reasona
ble one.

3. The Committee should use the following guidelines in determin
ing whether to request a Party to permit an ad hoc inspection pursuant 
to Article XI:

(a) whether the information available to it causes any doubts about 
compliance with the Convention or gives rise to any concerns about a 
related matter which may be considered ambiguous;

(b) whether the proposed inspection would assist in determining the 
facts;

(c) whether the locations to be inspected are clearly defined and 
limited to places relevant to determination of the facts; and

(d) whether the proposed arrangements will limit intrusion to the 
level necessary to determine the facts.

4. The Technical Secretariat should ensure that sufficient inspectors 
will always be readily available to carry out special on-site inspections
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pursuant to Article X and ad hoc on-site inspections pursuant to Article 
XL

Annex III

SCHEDULES: CHEMICALS SUBJECT TO SPECIAL MEASURES; METHODS FOR MEASURING
TOXICITY

Provisions along the following lines should be included:
Schedule A should contain super-toxic lethal chemicals, key precur

sors, and other particularly dangerous chemicals, which have been 
stockpiled as chemical weapons or which pose particular risk of such 
stockpiling. Information on the persons authorized to possess such 
chemicals, the quantity produced and used at each location and the 
end uses should be reported annually.

2. Schedule B should contain chemicals which are produced in large 
quantities for permitted purposes but which pose a particular risk of 
diversion to chemical weapons purposes. In respect of each chemical in 
Schedule B, every Party should report annually the location of each 
production facility and statistical data on the aggregate quantities 
produced, imported, and exported, and on the end uses of the chemi
cal.

3. Schedule C should contain chemicals whose production for per
mitted purposes should be subject to systematic international on-site 
verification, including key precursors. In respect of each chemical 
listed in Schedule C, every Party should report annually, for each 
chemical which is produced, imported or exported in an aggregate 
amount greater than {quantih/), the location of each production facility 
and statistical data on the aggregate quantities produced, imported, 
and exported, and on the end uses of the chemical. Plans to establish a 
new production facility or to change substantially the capacity of an 
existing production facility should be reported ninety days in advance. 
Production facilities should be subject to systematic international on
site inspection, pursuant to Article III.

4. Schedule D should contain agreed methods for measuring lethal 
toxicity.

5. If a Party has information which in its opinion may require a 
revision of Schedules A, B, C, or D, it should provide the information 
to the Chairman of the Consultative Committee who should transmit 
the information to all Parties. The Technical Secretariat should also 
submit any such information to the Committee.

6. The Executive Council should promptly examine, in the light of 
all information available to it, whether the Schedule in question 
should be revised. The Council may recommend that the Schedule be 
revised or it may recommend that no revision be made. Any recom
mendation should be communicated promptly to all Parties.

7. Any recommendation by the Executive Council should be re
viewed by the Consultative Committee at its next regularly scheduled
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meeting. The Committee may decide to accept the recommendation as 
stated, or in revised form, or it may decide to reject the recommenda
tion. If requested by five or more Parties, a special meeting of the 
Committee should be held to review the recommendation. A two- 
thirds vote of the Committee should be required to revise a Schedule.

SCHEDULE A

1. Ethyl S-2-diisopropylaminoethyl methylphosphonothioate (VX)

2. Ethyl N,N-dimethylphosphoramidocyanidate (Tabun)
3.. iso-Propyl methylphosphonofluoridate (Sarin) Vs
4. 1,2,2-Trimethylpropyl methylphosphonofluoridate (Soman)
5. ^/5(2-chloroethyl)sulphide (Mustard gas)
6. 3-Quinuclidinyl benzilate (BZ)
7. Saxitoxin
8. 3,3-Dimethylbutanol-2 (Pinacolyl alcohol)
9. Methylphosphonyl difluoride

SCHEDULE B

1. Carbonyl chloride (phosgene)
2. Cyanogen chloride
3. Hydrogen cyanide
4. Phosphorus oxychloride
5. Phosphorus trichloride
6. Trichloronitromethane (chloropicrin)
7. Triodiglycol

SCHEDULE C

Key precursors for super-toxic lethal chemicals

1. Chemicals containing the P-methyl, P-ethyl or P-propyl bond

2. Methyl and/or ethyl esters of phosphorous acid
3. 3,3-dimethyl butanol-2 (pinacolyl alcohol)
4. N,N disubstituted-B-amino ethanols
5. N,N disubstituted-B-amino ethane thiols
6. N,N disubstituted-B-aminoethyl halides (halide =  Cl, Br or I)

Key Precursors for other toxic chemicals

1. Phenyl-, alkyl- or cycloalkyl-substituted glycolic acids
2. 3- or 4-hydroxypiperidine and their derivatives

Toxic chemicals 

(To be discussed)
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SCHEDULE D

Lethal toxicity should be measured by the procedures specified 
below:

(text of procedures contained in document CD/CW/WP.30, An
nexes III and IV; 22 March 1982)

ANNEX III

R ec o m m e n d ed  S ta n d a r d ized  O per a tin g  P ro ced ures  for  A cute 

S u bc utan eo u s  T o xicity  D et er m in a tio n s

1. Introduction

Three categories of agents were defined on the basis of their toxici
ty:

(i) super-toxic lethal chemicals;
(ii) other lethal chemicals;
(iii) other harmful chemicals.

Lethality limits in terms of LDso for subcutaneous administration 
were established to separate three toxic categories at 0.5 mg/kg and 10 
mg/kg.

2. Principles of the test method

The test substance is administered to a group of animals in doses 
corresponding exactly to the category limits (0.5 or 10 mg/kg respec
tively). If in an actual test the death rate was greater than 50 per cent, 
then the material would fall into the higher toxicity category; if it was 
lower than 50 per cent the material would fall into the lower toxicity 
category.

3. Description of the test procedure

3.1 Experimental animal Healthy young adult male albino rats of 
Wistar strain weighing 200 ±20 g should be used. The animals should 
be acclimatized to the laboratory conditions for at least five days prior 
to the test. The temperature of the animal room before and during the 
test should be 22 ± 3  °C and the relative humidity should be 50-70 
per cent. With artificial lighting, the sequence should be 12 hours 
light, 12 hours dark. Conventional laboratory diets may be used for 
feeding with an unlimited supply of drinking water. The animals 
should be group-caged but the number of animals per cage should not 
interfere with proper observation of each animal. Prior to the test, the 
animals are randomized and divided into two groups; twenty animals 
in each group.

3.2 Test substance Each test substance should be appropriately identi
fied (chemical composition, origin, batch number, purity, solubility, 
stability etc.) and stored under conditions ensuring its stability. The 
stability of the substance under the test conditions should also be 
known. A solution of the test substance should be prepared just
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before the test. Solutions with concentrations of 0.5 mg/ml and 10 
mg/ml should be prepared. The preferable solvent is 0.85 per cent 
saline. Where the solubility of the test substance is a problem, a 
minimum amount of an organic solvent such as ethanol, propylene 
glycol or polyethylene glycol may be used to achieve solution.

3.3 Test method Twenty animals receive in the back region 1 ml/kg 
of the solution containing 0.5 mg/ml of the test substance. The 
number of dead animals is determined within 48 hours and again after 
seven days. If the death rate is lower than ten animals, another group 
of twenty animals should be injected by the same way with 1 ml/kg 
of the solution containing 10 mg/ml of the test substance. The 
number of dead animals should be determined within 48 hours and 
again after seven days. If the result is doubtful (e.g. death rate =  10), 
the test should be repeated.

3.4 Evaluation of the results If the death rate in the first group of 
animals (receiving a solution containing 0.5 mg/ml) is equal to or 
higher than 50 per cent, the test substance will fall into the ''super- 
toxic lethal chemical" category. If the death rate in the second group 
(receiving a solution containing 10 mg/ml) is equal to or higher than 
50 per cent, the test substance will fall into the "other lethal chemical" 
category; if lower than 50 per cent, the test substance will fall into the 
"other harmful chemical".

4. Data reporting

A test report should include the following information:

(i) test conditions: date and hour of the test, air temperature and hu
midity;

(ii) animal data: strain, weight and origin of the animals;
(iii) test substance characterization: chemical composition, origin, batch 

number and purity (or impurities) of the substance; date of receipt, 
quantities received and used in the test; conditions of storage, solvent 
used in the test;

(iv) results: the number of dead animals in each group, evaluation of 
results.

ANNEX IV

R ec o m m e n d ed  S ta n d a r d ized  O per a tin g  P ro ced u res  for  A cute In h a la tio n

T oxicity  C rite r ia

1. In the assessment and evaluation of the toxic characteristics of 
chemicals in a vapour state determination of acute inhalation toxicity 
is necessary. In every case, when it is possible, this test should be 
preceded by subcutaneous toxicity determination. Data from these 
studies constitute the initial steps in the establishing of a dosage 
regimen in subchronic and other studies and may provide additional 
information on the mode of toxic action of a substance.

Three categories of agents were defined on the basis of their toxici
ty:
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(i) super-toxic lethal chemicals;
(ii) other lethal chemicals;
(iii) other harmful chemicals.

Lethality limits in terms of LCtso for inhalatory application were 
established to separate three toxic categories at 2,000 mg min/m^ and
20,000 mg min/m®.

2. Principles of the test method

A group of animals is exposed for a defined period to the test 
substance in concentration corresponding exactly to the category limits 
(2,000 mg min/m^ or 20,000 mg min/m^ respectively). If in an actual 
test the death rate was greater than 50 per cent, then the material 
would fall into the higher toxicity category; if it was lower than 50 
per cent, the material would fall into the lower toxicity category.

3. Description of the test procedure

3.1 Experimental animal Healthy young adult male albino rats of 
Wistar strain weighing 200 ± 20 g should be used. The animals should 
be acclimatized to the laboratory conditions for at least five days prior 
to the test. The temperature of the animal room before and during the 
test should be 22 ± 3  °C and the relative humidity should be 50-70 
per cent. With artificial lighting, the sequence should be 12 hours 
light, 12 hours dark. Conventional laboratory diets may be used for 
feeding with an unlimited supply of drinking water. The animals 
should be group-caged but the number of animals per cage should not 
interfere with proper observation of each animal. Prior to the test the 
animals are randomized and divided into two groups, twenty animals 
in each group.

3.2 Test substance. Each test substance should be appropriately identi
fied (chemical composition, origin, batch number, purity, solubility, 
stability, boiling point, flash point, vapour pressure etc.) and stored 
under conditions ensuring its stability. The stability of the substance 
under the test conditions should also be known.

3.3 Equipment. A  constant vapour concentration may be produced by 
one of several methods.

(i) by means of an automatic syringe which drops the material onto 
a suitable heating system (e.g. hot plate),

(ii) by sending airstream through a solution containing the material 
(e.g. bubbling chamber),

(iii) by diffusion of the agent through a suitable material (e.g. diffu
sion chamber).

A dynamic inhalation system with a suitable analytical concentra
tion control system should be used. The rate of air flow should be 
adjusted to ensure that conditions throughout the equipment are es
sentially the same. Both a whole body individual chamber exposure or 
head only exposure may be used.

3.4 Physical measurements. Measurements or monitoring should be con
ducted of the following parameters:
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(i) the rate of air flow (preferably continuously),
(ii) the actual concentration of the test substance during the exposed 

period,
(iii) temperature and humidity.

3.5 Test method. Twenty animals are exposed for 10 minutes to the 
concentration of 200 mg/m® and then removed from the chamber. The 
number of dead animals is determined within 48 hours and again after 
7 days. If the death rate is lower than 10 animals, another group of 
twenty animals should be exposed for 10 minutes to the concentration 
of 2,000 mg/m®. The number of dead animals should be determined 
within 48 hours and again after 7 days. If the result is doubtful (e.g. 
death rate =  10), the test should be repeated.

3.6 Evaluation of results. If the death rate in the first group of animals 
(exposed to the concentration of 200 mg/m®) is equal to or higher 
than 50 per cent, the test substance will fall into the '"super-toxic 
lethal chemical" category. If the death rate in the second group (ex
posed to the concentration of 2,000 mg/m®) is equal to or higher than 
50 per cent, the test substance will fall into the ''other lethal chemical" 
category; if it is lower than 50 per cent, the test substance will fall 
into the "other harmful chemical".

4. Data reporting

A test report should include the following information:

(i) Test conditions: date and hour of the test, description of exposure 
chamber (type, dimensions, source of air, system for generating the 
test substance, method of conditioning air, treatment of exhaust air 
etc.) and equipment for measuring temperature, humidity, air flow and 
concentration of the test substance.

(ii) Exposure data: air flow rate, temperature and humidity of air, 
nominal concentration (total amount of test substance fed into the 
equipment divided by volume of air), actual concentration in test 
breathing zone.

(iii) Animal data: strain, weight and origin of animals.
(iv) Test substance characterization: chemical composition, origin, batch 

number and purity (or impurities) of the substance; boiling point, 
flash point, vapour pressure; date of receipt, quantities received and 
used in the test; condition of storage, solvent used in the test.

(v) Results: number of dead animals in each group, evaluation of re
sults.

Document Regarding Action Prior to Entry into Force of the Convention: Detailed 
Views

A document containing the following should be associated with the 
Convention:

1. When signing the Convention, every State should declare wheth
er chemical weapons stocks or chemical weapons production facilities 
are under its control anywhere or located within its territory.

2. Not less than 90 days after the Convention is opened for signa
ture a Preparatory Commission, composed of representatives of all
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signatory States, should be convened for the purpose of carrying out 
necessary preparations for the coming into force of the Convention's 
provisions, including preparing the first session of the Consultative 
Committee.

3. The Commission should include one representative from each 
signatory. All decisions should be made by consensus. The Preparatory 
Commission should remain in existence until the Convention comes 
into force and thereafter until the first meeting of the Consultative 
Committee. Its actions must be consistent v îth the provisions of the 
Convention.

4. The expenses of the Preparatory Commission should be met as 
follows {details).

5. The Preparatory Commission should:

(a) elect its own officers, adopt its own rules of procedure, meet as 
often as necessary, determine its own place of meeting and establish 
such committees as it deems necessary;

(b) appoint an executive secretary and staff, who shall exercise 
powers and perform such duties as the Commission determines;

(c) make arrangements for the first session of the Consultative 
Committee, including preparing a provisional agenda, drafting rules of 
procedure, and choosing the site; and

(d) make studies, reports, and recommendations for the consider
ation of the Consultative Committee at its first meeting on procedural 
matters of concern to the Committee which would require immediate 
attention, including:

(1) financing of the activities for which the Committee is re
sponsible;

(2) the programs and budget for the first year of the Commit
tee's activities;

(3) staffing of the Secretariat; and
(4) the location of the permanent offices of the Committee.

6. The Preparatory Commission should submit a comprehensive 
report on its activities to the Consultative Committee at the Commit
tee's first session.

76. A ddress by  Vice President Bush to  the  Conference on 
Disarmament: Chemical W eapons  Convention, April 
18, 1984 ^

Let me just first thank and pay my respects to those in the United 
Nations Organization, the Director-General and others, for the ar
rangements, for their wonderful way of receiving guests who put such 
inordinate pressures on the normal proceedings of this important Con
ference, and to you, Mr. President. I understand that there has been

1 CD/PV.260, pp. 8-15.
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some accommodation of schedule to make it easier for me to come 
here and I am most grateful for that. And, I should like to express to 
the Secretary-General of the Conference, my appreciation. And let me 
say that I regret that my schedule is such that, although I flew here 
last night, that when this is over I must leave for a press conference 
and fly right back to the United States. But that should in no way be 
interpreted as less than interest in the proceedings of this important 
Conference, but rather that the schedule dictates it. Our very able 
Ambassador, Ambassador Fields, and others will be here to follow-up 
and to discuss at the Conference's convenience some of the matters 
that I raise. You very generously mentioned, Mr. President, my having 
been here in February a year ago,^ and it is an honour to come before 
this Conference again today, on behalf of our President, to reaffirm 
our strong commitment to arms control.

And I have come to reaffirm, as well, a resolve that has dominated 
the American position in all arms control discussions over the last 
year: the resolve that the growth in the number of the most dreaded 
weapons of modern warfare must not simply be slowed; it must 
indeed be reversed. In the matter before us—chemical weapons—they 
must be totally banned.

I have brought with me today the latest expression of the firm 
United States resolve—a draft treaty banning entirely the possession, 
production, acquisition, retention or transfer of chemical weapons.^

This draft treaty includes an entirely new concept for overcoming 
the great obstacle that has impeded progress in the past toward a full 
chemical weapons ban, namely, the obstacle of verification. This new 
concept is part of a package of sound and reasonable procedures to 
verify compliance with all the draft treaty's terms.

Except on close inspection, chemical weapons, these insidious chem
ical weapons, are virtually identical in appearance to ordinary weap
ons; plants for producing chemical weapons are difficult to distinguish 
from plants producing chemicals for industry and, in fact, some 
chemicals with peaceful utility are structurally similar to some chemi
cals that are used in warfare. So verification is particularly difficult 
with chemical weapons.

Our new concept is an arms control verification procedure that we 
call ''open invitation". But before I outline this unprecedented proce
dure, let me review some of the concerns that have led the United 
States to propose such a step.

When I appeared before you in February last year, I quoted Franklin 
Roosevelt's comment that the use of chemical weapons "has been 
outlawed by the general opinion of civilized mankind".

Unfortunately, despite the horror that these weapons evoke in all 
decent men and women; despite specific prohibitions such as the 
Geneva Protocol of 1925  ̂ and the 1972 Biological and Toxin Weap

2 For the Vice President's address see Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 82-89.
 ̂Supra.
 ̂ Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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ons Convention,® there have been repeated instances of use over the 
past six decades, against combatants and innocent civilians alike— 
always, I might note, against those least able to defend themselves, 
those least able to retaliate against such an attack.

In the last three years alone the world has heard of frequent viola
tions of these agreements from such places as South-East Asia, Af
ghanistan and the Middle East, and one important reason that chemi
cal weapons use continues is that neither the 1925 Geneva Protocol 
nor the 1972 Convention include any form of effective verification or 
enforcement.

Parties signed a piece of paper, attached some stamps and some 
seals of their own. Arsenals remained, ready for use against any who 
lacked a deterrent.

The United States has advocated reinforcement of the existing 
agreements. We, together with other countries, have long supported 
proposals to direct the Secretary-General of the United Nations to 
initiate investigations of reported violations.

We regret that some United Nations Members States have disputed 
the need for such investigations and have, to date, prevented or 
impeded enquiries. We believe that international investigations of this 
sort could serve as a step toward the kind of openness required for a 
comprehensive chemical weapons treaty that would work.

Surely the consequences of the absence of effective verification, as 
seen in the reports of continued use of chemical weapons, can only 
provoke profound concern among all of us today:

First, there is this unspeakable horror visited upon the victims of 
such weapons, many of them innocents simply caught up in the path 
of war.

Second, the use of chemical weapons violates existing international 
agreements, and so undermines the arms control process.

Finally, and perhaps most disturbing, there is the chance that, as 
reports of use continue, the world might actually get callous, act 
hardened to this news. It might come numbly to accept these weapons 
and to abandon efforts to rid future generations of this peril.

We owe it to ourselves and to our children to prevent this from 
happening.

For more than a decade, the United States has exercised restraint in 
the field of chemical weapons, and we will continue to do so. We 
desire an arms control solution to the chemical weapons threat. But 
our restraint has not induced all other States to exercise comparable 
restraint, and this is why we are taking steps to prepare for the 
possibility that modern chemical weapons might have to be produced 
in the absence of a comprehensive ban. However, we must and we 
will do all we can to achieve a treaty that eliminates any need for new 
production.

5 Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
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The President asked me to come here again this year to stress the 
urgency of this issue. He believes that we must do all we can to 
eliminate the existing stocks of chemical weapons and the facilities 
that produce them. He wants to ensure that such weapons will never 
be developed or used again.

Now, to that end, the President has asked me to present to this 
Conference today the United States draft text of a comprehensive 
treaty banning chemical weapons, and I ask that this draft be circulat
ed as an official document of the Conference on Disarmament.

The provisions of the draft treaty closely follow the '^detailed 
views'  ̂ that my Government presented to this Conference last year,® 
and they also incorporate the views of many other delegations which 
have given us the benefit of their thoughts.

This treaty would prohibit the development, the production, the 
stockpiling, the acquisition, the retention or the transfer of chemical 
weapons. The principal criterion for distinguishing between permitted 
and banned activities would be the purpose for which an activity is 
being conducted.

In recognition of the need for confidence in such an agreement, the 
draft also contains sound and reasonable procedures—among these, 
'"open invitation" inspections—for verifying compliance with all its 
provisions.

For a chemical weapons ban to work, each party must have confi
dence that the other parties are abiding by it. This elementary, com- 
monsense principle is the essence of what we mean by verification. No 
sensible Government enters into those international contracts known 
as treaties unless it can ascertain—or verify—that it is getting what it 
contracted for.

Lack of effective verification and compliance mechanisms has been a 
major obstacle to achieving a true and effective ban on these weapons.

As I mentioned at the beginning, the technical similarities between 
chemical weapons production facilities and commercial production fa
cilities, the similarity between chemical weapons agents and chemicals 
for peaceful uses, and the similarity between chemical munitions and 
conventional munitions makes discrimination impossible without very, 
very close observation.

And, perhaps most importantly, strict verification is needed to pro
tect those who do not possess chemical weapons, or are willing to give 
them up, from those who might maintain possession surreptitiously.

The goal of our proposal is a treaty to require States to declare the 
sizes and locations of their chemical weapons stocks and their produc
tion facilities, to destroy the stocks and facilities and to foreswear 
creating any new chemical weapons.

If they are to sign such a contract. States must have confidence, in 
particular, that they can know:

6 Ibid., 1983, pp. 95-107.
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First, that all stocks have been destroyed;
Second, that all declared production facilities have been destroyed;
Third, that the declared stocks really do constitute all the stocks;
And fourthly, that the declared facilities are all the facilities.

Without such firm assurance we cannot—and I think everybody 
here knows this—we cannot claim to have banned chemical weapons. 
In this regard, the United States Government has taken note of the 
Soviet Union's announced willingness to consider accepting the con
tinuous stationing of international inspection teams at the locations 
where declared stockpiles are to be destroyed, and we welcome that.

We are encouraged by this recognition of the indispensability of on
site inspection, a matter that was tabled right here in this room, I 
think by Ambassador Issraelyan. The Soviet Union's announcement 
has advanced the negotiations toward establishing confidence in the 
first of the four critical requirements, that is, that all declared stocks 
be destroyed.

To address the second of the four criteria—that all declared produc
tion facilities be destroyed—we propose a similar continuous, on-site 
monitoring and periodic inspection.

The verification difficulties inherent in the problem of undeclared 
sites—determining that there are no hidden stocks and no clandestine 
production facilities—remain our most formidable challenge. It is for
midable because the problem of undeclared sites can be resolved only 
if States commit themselves to a new, but absolutely necessary degree 
of openness.

Let us face reality. Chemical weapons are not difficult to hide and 
are not difficult to produce in a clandestine manner. Many States have 
the capacity to do this. We can rid the world of these weapons only if 
we all make it difficult for anyone, for ourselves to do such things 
without detection.

The opportunity for undetected violations is the undoing of arms 
control. If that opportunity persists, it would render whatever chemi
cal weapons ban we conclude illusory and really would set back the 
cause of peace.

And so, for that reason, the United States Government is putting 
forward the unprecedented ''open invitation" verification proposal to 
which I referred earlier. As part of a chemical weapons ban, the 
United States is willing to join other parties in a mutual obligation to 
open for international inspection on short notice all of its military or 
government-owned or government-controlled facilities.

This pledge to an "open invitation" for inspections is not made 
lightly. We make it because it is indispensable to an effective chemical 
weapons ban. The essence of verification is deterrence of violations 
through the risk of detection. The "open invitation" procedures will 
increase the chances that violations will be detected and the chances 
that, in the event of violations, the evidence necessary for an appro
priate international response can be collected. That is the heart of 
deterring violations.
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If the international community recognizes that such a provision is 
the sine qua non of an effective chemical weapons ban and joins us in 
subscribing to it, we will not only have realized the noble longing for 
a treaty that actually bans chemical weapons, but we will have 
changed in an altogether salutory manner the way governments do 
business.

We will have set a bold example for overcoming barriers that 
impede effective arms control in other areas. And we will have engen
dered the kind of openness among nations that dissipates these un
grounded suspicions and allows peace to breathe and thrive.

We recognize that all governments have secrets. Some speak as if 
openness and effective verification cut against their interests alone. 
But openness entails burdens for every State, every single State, in
cluding the United States of America. Openness of the kind we are 
proposing for the chemical weapons ban would come at a price.

But an effective ban on chemical weapons requires this kind of 
''open invitation" inspections we propose. We, our President, the 
United States Government, are willing to pay the price of such open
ness. The enormous value of an effective ban warrants our doing so.

I know that the United States delegation to this body is eager for 
the process of negotiating a chemical weapons ban to begin to unfold. 
We hope and trust that the seriousness of this work, its urgency and 
perhaps most of all, the humane aspirations of the peoples represented 
here, will spur all in this Conference towards an early and successful 
agreement.

We do not underestimate the difficulties that this task presents. I 
have said that the key to an effective convention—a convention that 
could eliminate the possibility of chemical warfare forever—is enforce
ment of compliance through effective verification.

Our emphasis on this point (and our "open invitation" verification 
proposal) springs from a desire that the ban work permanently and 
effectively, to provide the security that all of us seek.

The United States is encouraged that these negotiations to ban 
chemical weapons have already achieved broad international support. 
It is significant as well that the work on this treaty is widely recog
nized to offer a promising opportunity for enhancing not only East- 
West co-operation, but also co-operation among all nations.

Our delegation looks forward to serious consultations with the 
Soviet delegation, and to detailed discussions with all other partici
pants, on the elaboration of these provisions and other necessary 
aspects of an effective agreement. Our aim in these negotiations will 
be a practical one—to work hard and in good faith; to build a mutual 
confidence—that, frankly, is lacking right now—and to achieve real 
results.

The President has asked me and I saw him just before I left for 
Geneva, to assure you again that the American commitment to work 
for effective arms control extends to all of the work of this Confer
ence and to reassure you that it extends to the work beyond this
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Conference as well. We are pleased to be making progress in the 
multilateral negotiations in Stockholm on confidence-building meas
ures in Europe pleased to have resumed East-West talks in Vienna on 
reducing conventional forces in Europe.

Our commitment to results is equally strong on the all-important 
issue of nuclear arms control, where the United States believes it is 
essential to accelerate effective, verifiable agreements, and as I think 
most people here know, we also seek deep reductions in the world's 
nuclear arsenals and the greater international stability that would 
follow.

Here, today, I again invite the Soviet Union to return to the two 
nuclear arms negotiations it suspended five months ago and to resume 
with us the crucial task of reducing nuclear arms. The United States 
remains ready to explore all ideas, without preconditions, at any time 
that the Soviet Union chooses to renew the dialogue.

We feel strongly about it, and in this Conference whose day-to-day 
work is dedicated in a multilateral way to arms reduction, I feel that I 
had to make that point—we are ready, here, bilaterally or whatever 
the form it takes.

As the President said in his 16 January address on United States- 
Soviet relations,*  ̂ ''co-operation begins with communications". This 
concept is part of our entire approach to East-West relations and to all 
issues on the East-West agenda—be it arms control, or regional prob
lems, or human rights or an improvement in mutual understanding. 
We are ready—as the President has made clear in word and action—to 
tackle the difficult work of genuine co-operation. The United States 
has in fact reduced the over-all size of its own nuclear arsenals over 
the last two decades, but, we are ready to work for solutions and 
results— în Geneva, in Vienna, in Stockholm or indeed in any place 
where men and women of good faith are willing to sit down and 
negotiate in earnest.

Since my visit here last year, the United States has laboured long 
and thought very carefully about the contents of this treaty. We really 
are hopeful that other countries will carefully study it and join us in 
serious negotiations.

I am saddened and disappointed that some—without even seeing a 
draft—have chosen to issue statements charging that the introduction 
of this treaty text here today is the result of some simple political 
motivation.

I hope that we can convince those who have those reservations, who 
have made those statements, that we are sincere and that they will 
come to see, through the negotiations, our sincerity. Isn't it time that 
we focused on the concrete, open and universal desire of all people for 
reducing the weapons and the risks of war?

Docum ent 7.
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The United States has repeatedly over the last several years demon
strated its determination not simply to slow the rate of growth of the 
world's arsenals, but to reduce these arsenals.

I mentioned that we have reduced the over-all size of our own 
nuclear arsenals over the last two decades I don't think a lot of people 
even in my own country understand this, but the number of nuclear 
weapons in the American inventory was one-third higher in 1967 than 
in 1983; while from 1960 to last year. United States nuclear megaton
nage dropped by 75 per cent.

In the last year, we've heard a lot of talk about the NATO modern
ization programme. In 1979, the NATO countries decided to seek arms 
control negotiations, but in the absence of an arms control agreement, 
to deploy 572 Pershing II and Ground-Launched Cruise Missiles.®

But agreement or no agreement, the NATO countries decided at the 
same time to remove 1,000 nuclear weapons from Europe, and these
1,000 weapons are now gone. Last year at Montebello, the NATO 
allies decided to reduce their arsenal by another 1,400 nuclear weap
ons. And whenever a Pershing-2 or Ground-Launched Cruise Missile 
is put in place, an existing weapon will be taken out of service.

The result of all this is that, in the absence of a treaty, NATO will 
deploy the entire 572 new missiles. NATO will still have removed five 
nuclear weapons for every one that has been added.

In the nuclear arms control talks over the last several years, the 
United States has sought multilateral agreements that would make 
even deeper cuts possible.

In the Intermediate Nuclear Force talks two and a half years ago, we 
proposed the "zero option". The "zero option" would eliminate the 
entire class of land-based INF missiles, and later, we indicated our 
willingness to agree to an interim step involving more limited reduc
tions.

In the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks which you are all familiar 
with, we proposed, nearly two years ago, a one-third reduction in the 
number of warheads on Soviet and American ballistic missiles. We 
subsequently also proposed alternative paths of "building-down" and 
of "trading-off" in order to move the negotiations forward.

We regret profoundly that the Soviet Union chose to leave, to walk 
out of the START and the INF negotiations, even while their unprece
dented, and, unparalleled deployment of strategic and INF systems 
continued. We know that we are joined by others here at the Confer
ence on Disarmament in urging the Soviet leaders to resume these 
important negotiations on which the world's hopes depend so much.

At the same time, we look forward to genuine progress in the 
Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions negotiations in Vienna, and in 
Stockholm at those important talks in the Conference on Confidence- 
and Security-Building Measures and Disarmament in Europe.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 814-816.
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We seek effective and equitable cuts in the world's nuclear, conven
tional and chemical forces. We want to prevent their use and that is 
our goal and the determination to which we shall continue to dedicate 
ourselves.

We are determined that future generations will not look back on 
these and the other arms control negotiations of our time, as we look 
back on those of generations past, and shrug and say: ''Of course all 
they did was, perhaps, to slow the pace of the arms race of that 
period. They didn't stop it, or reverse it—and they probably couldn't 
have". We want to do better than that.

In conclusion, let me just say something about chemical weapons. 
There is a need, as I said in these comments, to reduce tension. If ever 
in the history of mankind there was something on which people from 
every single country agreed, not us. Government officials. Excellencies 
or all of that, but let us put it in terms of the people. In my view, as a 
father and grandfather who is getting older, (I served with many of 
you around this table when I was a father but not a grandfather) in 
my view there is no difference between a family walking along the 
streets of Vladivostok or Leningrad, Peoria, Illinois, or Paris or 
London, Caracas, Belgrade or anywhere else—every single family, 
every child, if they know about it, is scared to death of chemical 
weapons. And we have come here today with a proposal that is very 
very broad. It reaches way out, goes way beyond what I would have 
believed my own country (we pride ourselves on openness), way 
beyond what we would have done a few years ago. A lot of that is in 
response to the feeling of people. I have travelled to Africa, people 
mentioned it there, in all these different continents there is concern 
about all kinds of things, East-West relations, nuclear weapons and all 
of this, but everywhere there is agreement on chemical weapons. That 
is why I personally sound like I do. But as the second highest official 
in the United States of America, I came to this Conference today. We 
are not suggesting there will be no criticism of what we have suggest
ed. We are not saying that we are perfect, that everything must be 
exactly the way, and will end up exactly the way, that that treaty is 
diafted. But I just didn't want to leave here without telling some 
former colleagues, some new friends, some with whom my country 
may have differences, that we come here in a spirit of goodwill, and 
we came here trying to address ourselves to perhaps the most funda
mental question on arms existing in the world today, that is, how do 
we, as civilized rational people, eliminate, ban in entirety, in a verifia
ble way, all chemical weapons from the face of the Earth?
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77. S ta tem en t by  the  Soviet R epresen ta tive  (Issrae lyan ) 
to  the  Conference on Disarmament: Verification of 
Arms Control A greem en ts  [Extract], April 18, 1984 ^

• • • • • • •

One of the measures to strengthen mutual confidence in compliance 
with disarmament agreements, and thus international confidence, is 
verification, as is well known, and we would like to dwell on this in 
particular today. The Soviet concept of verification is based on the 
jfollowing: the main function of the system assuring compliance with 
the disarmament agreements, an integral part of which is verification, 
consists in ensuring confidence in their implementation by all parties 
to the agreements, and through certain forms of co-operation facilitat
ing the settlement of disputes, thus providing for honest implementa
tion by all States parties of their undertakings, and building confi
dence between them. The forms and conditions of verification or 
control envisaged in any specific agreement depend upon the pur
poses, scope and nature of a given agreement and are determined by 
them.

We approach the questions of verification concretely and not in 
terms of general declarations or abstract views. This approach of ours 
has been enshrined in the strategic arms limitation agreements, as well 
as in other existing agreements in the field of disarmament. Our policy 
on questions of verification is far-reaching.

As Comrade K.U. Chernenko stressed recently, ''considering the 
policy and practice of the United States we are interested not less but 
probably more than the United States in reliable verification, in ade
quate concrete measures of arms limitation and disarmament".^

The Soviet Union has made recently many far-reaching proposals on 
the verification problems concerning compliance with various arms 
limitation agreements. As an example let us take the negotiations on a 
chemical-weapon ban. During those negotiations we propose agree
ment on a whole range of different verification methods. These in
clude national control, control with the employment of different na
tional technical means, based on the latest scientific achievements, 
mandatory systematic or permanent international on-site verification, 
and finally the "challenge" inspections. Of course, the selection of any 
particular verification method is entirely determined by the goals of 
the chemical-weapon ban which it is intended to further. There is no 
universal system of control: each verification method must be linked 
to a specific activity prohibited or permitted under the convention. We 
have no unjustified leaning in favour of any single verification 
method, and we do not play with verification in order in fact to block

1 CD/PV.260, pp. 16- 18.
2 April 9, Document 67.
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the negotiations. The complex approach of the USSR to the questions 
of verification of a chemical-weapon ban completely ensures, we are 
deeply convinced, the effective implementation of the future conven
tion.

Experience of international negotiations confirms that the basis for 
the solution of verification problems always consists in whether or not 
different sides taking part in the negotiations have the political will to 
conclude an appropriate agreement. In spite of the great difficulties 
connected with the solution of complex verification problems, includ
ing technical problems, it turned out to be possible to conclude, for 
example, the strategic arms limitation treaties between the USSR and 
the United States, as well as the agreements on the limitation of 
underground tests of nuclear weapons, on underground nuclear explo
sions for peaceful purposes and the whole set of multilateral interna
tional agreements containing the relevant provisions on verification.

"I wish to emphasize most firmly" stated A.A. Gromyko at a press 
conference on 2 April 1983—that for the Soviet Union verification has 
never been a stumbling block for the implementation of agreements or 
negotiations in the course of agreements, though we have heard from 
the other side a great deal of demagogy on that score, particularly 
away from the negotiating table.

However, verification is impossible without appropriate agreements 
on the limitation of the arms race and disarmament. Just as disarma
ment is hardly probable without control, likewise there cannot be 
control without disarmament. It cannot be considered feasible, on the 
one hand, to block the elaboration of appropriate agreements in the 
field of disarmament, oppose negotiations and block appropriate man
dates for subsidiary bodies, and, on the other, achieve agreements on 
verification measures.

The course pursued by the United States and the United Kingdom 
on the question of a nuclear-weapon-test ban can serve as an example 
of such a distorted approach to the verification problem. These coun
tries continue to block negotiations aimed at achieving an agreement 
on a nuclear-test ban, while insisting at the same time on the continu
ation of the discussion of verification.

They tell us that the time for negotiations has not come, not every
thing is clear in the field of verification. We decisively disagree with 
this manner of approaching the question. We are convinced, and this 
is confirmed by many reports from various sources, including United 
States ones, that behind it there are plans for expanded nuclear- 
weapon testing with a view to the development of new types of 
nuclear arms. In our opinion all problems of verification, without 
exception, could be solved during appropriate negotiations if all sides 
display political will to achieve an agreement. In order to show once 
again our goodwill, the Soviet delegation would like today to state the 
following.

In the event that the mandate of the Conference's subsidiary body 
on a nuclear-test ban is revised and the elaboration of a draft treaty
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on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests is 
begun, the Soviet Union would be ready to consider the possibility of 
organizing, as has been proposed by Sweden, the exchange of data on 
the radioactivity of air masses with the establishment of appropriate 
international data centres on the same basis as is envisaged in respect 
of the seismic data exchange.^ We could speak about this in detail 
within the framework of the subsidiary body.

It is not by chance that today we refer to the problem of a nuclear- 
test ban. Its solution will seriously hinder the qualitative nuclear-arms 
race, in particular the appearance of the most destabilizing types of 
such weapons, designed to carry out a first strike. One can therefore 
say that the cessation of tests without delay also reflects the military 
and political intentions of States, a kind of material expression of the 
readiness to renounce preparing for a nuclear attack. Finally, the re
nunciation of tests is also tantamount to verification of adherence to 
the non-proliferation regime, since conducting nuclear explosions rep
resents a necessary link in the development of nuclear weapons. Under 
current conditions, the question of a nuclear-weapon-test ban has 
acquired particular importance and urgency.

• • • • • • •

78. S ta tem ent by President R eagan: Mutual and  Balanced 
Force Reductions Talks, April 19, 1984 ^

I am very pleased to announce another major initiative in arms 
control. Earlier today in Vienna, the U.S. and our NATO allies tabled 
a new proposal aimed at breaking the impasse that has long stalled the 
negotiations between NATO and the Warsaw Pact on reducing con
ventional forces in Europe. This important initiative in the talks on 
Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions—known as MBFR—was devel
oped in close consultations with our allies, and it reflects their signifi
cant contributions.

Since the MBFR talks began in 1973, we have sought an agreement 
to reduce to equal, verifiable levels the conventional force personnel of 
the two sides which face each other in Central Europe. Although the 
Warsaw Pact has a significant manpower advantage in Europe, it has 
been unwilling to acknowledge the imbalance. Without agreement on 
the total number of forces on each side, there can be no agreement on 
the number that must be reduced to obtain equal levels.

This data issue is one major unresolved problem in the MBFR 
negotiations. The other issue is the continuing unwillingness of the 
Eastern side to agree on effective verification provisions. Today's pro
posal is designed to move the talks forward in both areas.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 468-478.
 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, April 30, 1984, pp. 584-585. 
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This new proposal in the MBFR negotiations comes just a day after 
the American initiative for a comprehensive worldwide ban on chemi
cal weapons. This was presented personally by Vice President Bush 
yesterday in Geneva to the 40-nation Committee on Disarmament. ̂  I 
hope these twin initiatives will lead to real progress in both negotia
tions.

We are bargaining in good faith. With equal willingness on the
other side, real progress can be achieved quickly. I have no higher
priority than reducing arms to equal and more stable levels and, where 
we can, banning them altogether.

Having made these significant new moves this week in chemical and 
conventional arms control, I want to emphasize once again my strong 
desire to get on with the urgent business of reducing nuclear arms. We 
call upon the Soviet Union to respond to the repeatedly expressed 
desire of the world community by returning to the two nuclear negoti
ating tables, START and INF, which they left 5 months ago. When
they do this, they will find the United States to be an accommodating 
and creative partner in seeking nuclear reductions, just as we and our 
allies have shown ourselves to be in the negotiations on chemical and 
conventional forces.

79. Administration Report on Soviet Charges of U.S. Arms 
Control Noncompliance, April 19, 1984 ^

On January 23, 1984, the U.S. Government, in response to a Con
gressional mandate, delivered a report to the Congress on seven seri
ous Soviet arms control violations and probable violations with respect 
to a number of Soviet legal obligations and political commitments in 
the arms control field. ̂  The findings of that report were reached after 
a careful review of many months and numerous diplomatic exchanges 
with the Soviet Union.

On January 30, 1984, the Soviet Union made public an aide-me- 
moire which had been delivered a few days earlier by its embassy in 
Washington to the U.S. Department of State and which contained a 
long list of varied allegations concerning U.S. adherence to existing 
arms control agreements.® The Soviet charges of U.S. arms control 
violations are baseless. As President Reagan stated on January 23, 
1984, in providing the report to the Congress on Soviet noncompliance 
with arms control agreements, ''the U.S. is continuing to carry out its 
own obligations and commitments under relevant agreements." ^

2 See Documents 75 and 76, both dated April 18.
1 ACDA files.
2 The White House fact sheet on this report is dated January 23, Document 11. 
® Dated January 27, Document 16.
 ̂Document 10.
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The U.S. Government hopes this initial reaction by the Soviet Union 
to the President's report is not its last word, and that the Soviet Union 
will discuss seriously and in detail the issues we have raised on 
compliance, by providing explanations and clarifications, and under
taking corrective actions, where necessary.

This report addresses Soviet allegations and provides a summary of 
the facts for each allegation.

1. SALTII: The Protocol

Soviet allegations: The Soviet Union asserts that, by its refusal to 
ratify the SALT II Treaty,® the United States has not implemented the 
agreement in the associated joint statement of principles to pursue 
negotiations to resolve the SALT II Protocol issues concerning the 
development of solutions for long-range sea- and land-based cruise 
missiles. The Soviet Union further claims that the U.S. refusal to ratify 
SALT II occurred, in part, in order that the U.S. would ''have a free 
hand for the massive deployment of long-range cruise missiles."

The facts: The Soviet assertions are groundless. In 1979, NATO 
decided both to deploy land-based, longer-range INF (LRINF) missiles 
in Europe in response to a specific and growing Soviet nuclear threat, 
highlighted by the appearance of the SS-20, and, at the same time, to 
seek an arms control agreement limiting LRINF systems on both 
sides.® U.S. willingness to enter into those negotiations was fully 
consistent with provisions of the joint statement of principles concern
ing negotiations or follow-on limitations on cruise missiles. The U.S. 
remains willing to return to negotiations on LRINF systems, including 
ground-launched cruise missiles (GLCMs), at any time. It is the Soviet 
Union which has broken off the INF talks and thereby impeded 
efforts to negotiate an agreement involving GLCMs. Thus the nonrati
fication of SALT II is completely irrelevant, since the U.S. is willing to 
discuss the issues in the Protocol, in any case. Furthermore, the U.S. is 
prepared, without any preconditions or reservations, to return immedi
ately to the INF negotiations and to the START negotiations in which, 
as we have stated many times, everything is on the table. The U.S. 
made clear during the SALT II negotiations and later publicly, howev
er, that the limitations in the Protocol, which was to expire in 1981, 
would not serve as a precedent for any future limitations. The decision 
by the Carter Administration in January 1980 to request a delay in 
Senate consideration of the SALT II Treaty*  ̂ was a direct result of the 
Soviet Union's own actions, specifically its invasion of Afghanistan in 
December 1979. Subsequently, in May 1982, the Reagan Administra
tion noted, in a statement made by Secretary of State Haig before the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, that the treaty was essentially 
rejected by the United States Senate in hearings held in July and

® Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
® Ibid., pp. 814-816. This is know n as the NA TO '"dual-track'' decision.

Ih il, 1980, p. 1.
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August of 1979 and that it considered the treaty to be dead, a treaty 
the Administration, in any case, considered fatally flawed and inad
equate to protect U.S. national security.® About the same time, the 
President stated that the U.S. will refrain from actions that undercut 
existing strategic arms agreements, as long as the Soviet Union shows 
equal restraint.®

2. SAL TII: Noncircumvention and International Commitments

Soviet allegation: The Soviet Union asserts that by initiating the 
deployment of Pershing II ballistic missiles and longer-range, land- 
based cruise missiles in Europe, the United States . . has proceeded 
to violate the SALT II Treaty provisions against circumventing the 
treaty through any other state or states, or in any other manner, as 
well as against assuming any international obligations which would 
conflict with that treaty." The Soviet Union concludes that the de
ployment of these systems ""in no way corresponds to the U.S. com
mitment to refrain from actions undercutting the SALT II Treaty."

The facts: NATO's Pershing II and GLCM programs do not circum
vent the provisions of the SALT II Treaty. Two points pertain. First, 
the Pershing II missile falls outside the SALT II Treaty since its range 
is less than the 5,500 km minimum set for intercontinental ballistic 
missiles, as defined by SALT II.

Second, the only provision of SALT II which would have applied to 
LRINF systems was contained in its Protocol which prohibited deploy
ment of ground-launched and sea-launched cruise missiles (GLCMs 
and SLCMs) capable of a range in excess of 600 km. The Protocol, 
however, would have expired on December 31, 1981, by its own 
terms, and the U.S. made clear at the time SALT II was signed that the 
Protocol would not be extended beyond that date. The U.S. also made 
clear to the Soviets during the SALT II negotiations, and subsequently 
stated publicly following signature of the treaty, that the SALT II 
noncircumvention provision would not alter existing patterns of coop
eration with our allies or preclude transfer of systems and weapons 
technology. Consequently, deployment of these systems, which falls 
entirely outside the limits of the treaty, which is a treaty on strategic 
offensive arms, does not constitute circumvention. The Soviet asser
tion is merely an attempt to provide the treaty with an interpretation 
which it clearly has never had, in an effort apparently designed to 
discredit NATO LRINF deployments and U.S. compliance with SALT
II.

The U.S. stated publicly that any future limitations on U.S. interme- 
diate-range systems would have to be accompanied by appropriate 
limitations on comparable Soviet systems. The Pershing II and GLCM 
are intermediate-range nuclear forces being deployed to counter the 
threat to U.S. allies posed by the SS-20 and other Soviet INF systems.

8 Ih il ,  1982, pp. 289-293.
® Ibid., p. 332.
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It was the growing Soviet INF threat, our desire to reduce (or counter) 
that threat, and the absence of coverage of INF systems in the SALT II 
Treaty that led NATO to propose the INF negotiations.

The deployment of these systems is fully consistent with the under
takings of the SALT II Treaty, and thus with the U.S. commitment to 
refrain from actions which would undercut the treaty.

3, SALT II and the Interim Agreement: Use of Shelters

Soviet allegation: The Soviet Union asserts that the U.S. use of 
shelters over Minuteman II and Titan II ICBM launchers raises doubts 
about U.S. compliance with the SALT I Interim Agreement's verifica
tion provisions. The Soviet Union also asserts that, since the con
verted Minuteman II launchers over which shelters were used are 
practically indistinguishable from Minuteman III launchers, it may be 
assumed that these converted silos contain MIRVed Minuteman III 
ICBMS. The Soviet Union concludes that, if this is the case, it consti
tutes ''direct and glaring noncompliance'' with both the Interim Agree
ment's provisions on verification as well as the SALT II MIRV subli
mits.

The facts: The Soviet assertions are false. Although the U.S. has 
used shelters over ICBM silos for environmental protection, such use 
has not impeded Soviet verification by national technical means of 
U.S. compliance with the provisions of either the SALT I Interim 
Agreement or the SALT II Treaty, nor were shelters used to conceal 
conversion of Minuteman II launchers to Minuteman III launchers.

During initial Minuteman construction, as well as during the Min
uteman modernization and silo hardening program in the mid-1970s, 
environmental shelters were used to protect the construction and the 
workers at the silos from the weather. In the case of the one Titan II 
silo at which a shelter was used, a cover was used in 1981 to protect it 
from the weather during repair work on damage due to an accident: it 
was specifically designed to avoid any impediment to national techni
cal means of verification, was significantly smaller than the dimen
sions of many covers used by the Soviet Union, and was removed 
promptly after the need for it ended. The facts concerning the activi
ties being carried out at these launchers were provided and explained 
in full detail to the Soviet Union several years ago, and were also 
available in the public domain. Both sides have recognized that certain 
activities associated with work at launch sites, including permitted 
modernization, can be performed more easily with protection from the 
elements. The U.S. made clear to the Soviet Union that the use of 
these shelters was for environmental protection only and that it was 
not a deliberate concealment measure.

In response to Soviet expressions of concern regarding the use of 
shelters at Minuteman silos, the U.S. in early 1977, decided to modify 
the use of environmental shelters over Minuteman silos, and reduced

Ibid., 1972, pp. 202-204.
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their size by almost 50 percent. Subsequently, in 1979, the U.S. dis
continued use of environmental shelters over ICBM silos. In a 
common understanding associated with the SALT II Treaty, the U.S. 
and Soviet Union agreed that no shelters which impede verification by 
national technical means of compliance with the provisions of the 
SALT II Treaty should be used over ICBM silo launchers. This demon
strates U.S. willingness to be responsive to Soviet concerns.

It is clear that the only reason the Soviet Union has raised the 
subject of the U.S. use of shelters is to enable it to charge a U.S. 
violation of the SALT II MIRV sublimits. The Minuteman II silos were 
not converted to Minuteman III launchers, and this fact is well known 
to the Soviet side. Indeed, the Soviets essentially acknowledged this 
when they agreed to the SALT II data base of 550 Minuteman III 
launchers, after the use of shelters was discontinued. If any launchers 
of Minuteman II ICBMs are converted to launchers of Minuteman III 
ICBMs, as some in Congress have proposed, they would be made 
distinguishable on the basis of externally observable design features, 
as required by the provisions of the SALT II Treaty.

4. SAL TII: New types

Soviet allegation: The Soviet Union asserts that the intention of the 
U.S. to develop two new types of ICBMs, the MX and the Midget- 
man, does not meet the "'tasks of limiting strategic arms'' reflected in 
existing agreements.

The facts: The Soviet assertion iŝ  false. Under the provisions of the 
SALT II Treaty, the parties undertake not to flight-test or deploy more 
than one new type ICBM per side. The U.S. has informed the Soviet 
Union that the MX missile will be its one permitted new type ICBM. 
The SALT II Treaty does not prohibit research and development prior 
to flight-testing. The Soviet Union has many missiles, including 
ICBMs, in the research and development stage, but the U.S. has not 
accused them of violations on this account. The planned new, small 
U.S. ICBM is in the early research stages only; it is not constrained by 
SALT II provisions, since it will not be ready for flight-testing until 
after December 31, 1984, when the SALT II Treaty would have ex
pired. The Soviet SS-X-25 ICBM, in contrast, began flight-testing on 
February 8, 1983, and, while the evidence is somewhat ambiguous, as 
the President stated in his report to the Congress, is a probable 
violation of the Soviet Union's political commitment to observe the 
SALT II provision limiting each party to one new type of ICBM, since 
the Soviet Union has informed U.S. that the SS-X-24 will be its one 
new type of ICBM. Even if the SS-X-25 were not a new type under 
SALT II, it would violate the modernization rules for existing types.

U.S. need for a small, single-warhead ICBM was prompted by con
cerns that the Soviet ICBM force poses a threat to the survivability 
and, thus, to the deterrent value of the U.S. ICBM force. As a conse
quence of these concerns, and of substantial Congressional support for 
this option, the President's Commission on Strategic Forces (the Scow-
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croft Commission), in April 1983, recommended that the U.S. initiate 
research immediately on a new small ICBM as a way to enhance 
stability and solve the problem of the long-term survivability of the 
U.S. ICBM force. The U.S. decision to initiate such research occurred 
after the first Soviet flight-test of the SS-X-25 ICBM. We have at
tempted in START to engage the Soviets in a discussion of ways in 
which modernization could be channeled so as to improve stability, 
for instance by developing a single-warhead ICBM, as the Scowcroft 
Commission has recommended. The Soviets have resisted such discus
sions.

5. The A B M  Treaty

Soviet allegations: The Soviet Union asserts that, ''in clear conflict" 
with the ABM Treaty, the U.S.:

—has deployed a radar on Shemya Island built with the use of 
ABM radar components;

—has used shelters over ABM interceptor missile silos;
—has undertaken to develop mobile ABM radars and space-based 

ABM systems;
—is testing Minuteman I ICBMs to provide them with ABM capa

bilities; and
—is developing multiple warheads for ABM interceptor missiles.

The facts: These multiple charges are false. They include U.S. ac
tions which are not in conflict with the provisions of the treaty, as 
well as false accusations about the kinds of activities the U.S. has 
undertaken.

—The function of the radar on Shemya Island in the Aleutians is as 
a national technical means (NTM) of verification, as its location and 
orientation make clear. It also has an inherent secondary capability for 
space tracking and for early warning of the strategic ballistic missile 
attack (BMEW). Like any large phased-array radar, it utilizes technol
ogy and some sub-components which are applicable to phased-array 
radars generally (including ABM radars), but it is not an ABM radar. 
Even though its primary purpose is NTM and its location, therefore, is 
not restricted under the ABM Treaty, we would note with regard to 
its secondary BMEW role that, in conformity with treaty limitations 
on BMEWs, it is located on the periphery of the U.S. and oriented 
outward. It is on an isolated island approximately 1,500 km from the 
Alaska mainland and approximately 4,200 km from the northwest por
tion of the contiguous 48 states, a location that would be inexplicable 
if the radar were intended for an ABM mission.

—There were construction shelters over ABM silo launchers under 
construction in 1973-1974. Since these shelters were over silos ac
knowledged to be for ABM interceptor missiles, they did not impede 
Soviet verification by national technical means of compliance with the 
numerical limitations of the ABM Treaty. In any case, their use was 
strictly for protection from the environment, hence did not constitute

Ibid., 1983, pp. 273-300. 
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deliberate concealment, and it was discontinued in 1974 when con
struction was completed. The Soviet Union has been aware of these 
facts for a number of years. (In 1976, the U.S. deactivated its only 
ABM system, located at Grand Forks, North Dakota.)

—The reference to mobile ABM radars may refer to concepts dis
cussed earlier during consideration of various MX ICBM basing 
modes. Since the U*S. decided to place the MX in Minuteman III silos, 
such concepts never even reached the research stage, and no develop
ment of mobile ABM radars has occurred. Concepts for space-based 
systems have been discussed, but no development of these concepts 
has occurred; the Soviet Union itself has for a number of years con
ducted far more intensive research and development on such systems 
than has the U.S. The ABM Treaty contains a provision for further 
discussion and agreement regarding restrictions on ""ABM systems 
based on other physical principles," should they be '"created."

—Two stages of the Minuteman I ICBM, but not the whole missile, 
were tested as part of a research program conducted in full conformity 
with the ABM Treaty. The test missile in question was observably 
different from Minuteman I, as were its performance characteristics. In 
any case, the Minuteman I is no longer deployed by the U.S.

—The U.S. is not developing ABM interceptors with multiple war
heads and has never pursued such a program.

6. The A B M  Treaty: PA VE PA WS radars

Soviet allegation: The Soviet Union asserts that the U.S. is deploy
ing new, large PAVE PAWS radars on the Atlantic and Pacific coasts 
and in the south. It asserts that these radars have characteristics of the 
sort required for ABM radars and capabilities to provide a base for 
ABM radar coverage of U.S. territory, and thus are contrary to the 
obligation in the ABM Treaty not to deploy ABM systems for defense 
of the territory of the country and not to create the base for such a 
defense.

The facts: There is no merit whatsoever in the charge that U.S. 
deployment of new, large, PAVE PAWS radars is contrary to the ABM 
Treaty. The U.S. has two PAVE PAWS radars, one in California (Beale 
AFB) and one in Massachusetts (Otis AFB). Two more are being 
constructed, one each in Georgia (Robbins AFB) and Texas (SW of 
Goodfellow AFB). All of these radars are for early warning of strategic 
ballistic missile attack (BMEW). As required by the treaty, they are 
located on the periphery of our national territory and are oriented 
outward. Soviet radars deployed for the same function are far more 
powerful and capable.

7. A B M  Treaty: Strategic Defense Initiative

Soviet allegation: The Soviet Union asserts that the ""large-scale 
ABM system," which the U.S. announced it plans to develop, ""if 
deployed, would go beyond the bounds" of the ABM Treaty and 
""would, in essence, work to undercut that treaty."

The facts: The Soviet assertion is false. The ABM Treaty does not 
prohibit research, and both sides have had research programs since the
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signing of the treaty; and, indeed, for a number of years, the Soviet 
effort has been far more intensive than that of the U.S. The President 
stated in his March 23, 1983, speech that U.S. activities in this area 
would be consistent with U.S. Treaty obligations.^  ̂ We have assured 
the Soviet Union both publicly and privately that the strategic defense 
initiative involves only a research effort which will be carried out 
within the constraints of the ABM Treaty. This research effort will 
permit an informed decision in the early 1990s on whether to proceed 
with full-scale engineering development. If any of the concepts being 
researched proves feasible, if a viable option results, and if the U.S. 
then decides to go ahead with engineering design and development, 
then the pertinent provisions of the ABM Treaty will be fully taken 
into account. In the longer view, if both the U.S. and the Soviet Union 
find that technology provides sufficient assurance that defensive capa
bilities can provide for our own mutual security, it would be advanta
geous for both sides to enter into a new arms control regime. The 
ABM Treaty contains a provision for further discussion and agreement 
regarding restrictions on ''ABM Systems based on other physical prin
ciples," should these be ''created."

8. The Standing Consultative Commission (SCC): Confidentiality

Soviet allegation: The Soviet Union asserts that the U.S. "system- 
ically violates" the agreed principle of confidentiality in discussing 
questions concerning fulfillment of obligations on the limitation of 
strategic arms.

The facts: The Soviet assertion is false. The US continues properly 
to discharge its obligations and responsibilities under the regulations 
of the Standing Consultative Commission. The U.S. Government has 
remained committed to the agreed principle of confidentiality concern
ing the proceedings of the commission and has not made public the 
proceedings of the commission. The appearance of stories in the press 
about the SCC and possible subjects under discussion there does not 
reflect a U.S. Government decision to violate the principle of confi
dentiality; rather it is merely a reflection of the operation of a free 
press.

P. Nuclear Testing: TTBT

Soviet allegation: The Soviet Union asserts that the U.S. on numer
ous occasions, has conducted nuclear tests which have exceeded the 
limit established by the unratified Threshold Test Ban Treaty and 
the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty and that the U.S. is con
tinuing to conduct such tests.

The facts: There is no truth in the Soviet assertion. Since 1976, the 
year when the threshold provisions of the TTBT and PNET would

Ibid., pp. 199-201.
Ibid., 1974, pp. 225-229. 

^'^Ibid., 1976, pp. 328-332.
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have become effective, the U.S. has conducted no nuclear tests having 
yields which exceed the 150 kiloton threshold of these treaties.

10. Nuclear Testing: LTBT

Soviet allegation: The Soviet Union asserts that radioactive fallout 
from U.S. nuclear tests has spread beyond national boundaries, in 
violation of the 1963 Limited Test Ban Treaty.^®

The facts: Both the U.S. and the Soviet Union have encountered 
some difficulty in totally containing all their underground nuclear 
tests. The U.S. has had only a few problems in the past with the 
accidental venting of radioactive debris from underground tests at the 
Nevada test site (NTS). As more experience was gained with the 
containment of underground tests, venting from U.S. tests became 
even more rare. Over the past decade, there has been only one inci
dent of local, minor venting at NTS. Until now, the Soviet Union had 
not raised its concerns about U.S. venting with us since 1976. In 
contrast, there continue to be numerous Soviet ventings involving 
dispersal of radioactive materials beyond Soviet borders and numerous 
U.S. demarches to the Soviet Union protesting this practice.

11. Chemical Weapons

Soviet allegation: The Soviet Union asserts that the U.S. has avoided 
CW bilaterals, obstructed Conference on Disarmament (CD) negotia
tions, ahd refused to respond to the proposal for a European CW free- 
zone,^® all to enable the U.S. to produce binary chemical agents and 
increase its CW stockpile '̂twofold."

The facts: This Soviet assertion does not charge the U.S. with 
noncompliance, perhaps because the U.S., in fact, is abiding by all 
obligations in this regard. The U.S. has produced no chemical weapons 
for 15 years and the proposed U.S. binary chemical weapons program 
represents merely a belated attempt to be prepared to counter the 
Soviet CW capability so that we can deter Soviet use of these weap
ons. The CW bilaterals lapsed in 1980, due to Soviet intransigence on 
verification issues; U.S. concern regarding the verification issue and 
insistence that it be addressed has been amply justified by evidence of 
illegal Soviet use of CW weapons since the late 1970s.

Since then the U.S. has consistently left open the possibility of their 
resumption, pending Soviet demonstration that genuine progress on 
verification and other outstanding issues is possible.

The U.S. is widely recognized in the CD and elsewhere as making 
vigorous and constructive efforts to promote progress in the CD nego
tiations, and recently tabled a U.S. draft treaty there. The U.S. is 
committed to the elimination of all CW and to the conclusion of a 
complete, effective, and verifiable global CW ban. This commitment

Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293. 
January 10, Document 5.

 ̂̂  Dated April 18, Document 75.
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and U.S. efforts to promote genuine progress toward such a ban in the 
CD negotiations are widely recognized and supported by our Allies, 
the other members of the CD, and the international community.

The U.S. views the Soviet proposal for a European CW-free zone as 
a possible indication of renewed Soviet interest in concluding the 
global CW ban, which we are convinced is the only truly effective 
way to eliminate the worldwide CW threat. U.S. CW modernization 
efforts are aimed at assuring U.S. and allied security in the interim 
until a global CW ban is concluded, and as an important incentive to 
the Soviet Union to undertake negotiations for such a comprehensive 
global ban. These efforts will not increase U.S. stocks "'twofold,"' as 
the Soviet Union has charged, but instead will give us a smaller and 
safer stockpile in the event we should ever have to retaliate against a 
Soviet chemical attack. It is the Soviet Union which must take con
crete steps to convince the world that it is truly serious about CW 
arms control by working with the U.S. and the CD to develop effec
tive and mutually acceptable approaches to banning CW worldwide. 
In this regard, Soviet involvement in the use of toxins and chemical 
warfare agents in Laos, Kampuchea, and Afghanistan does not inspire 
confidence that expressed Soviet interest in CW arms control is genu
ine or sincere.

12. Helsinki Final A d

Soviet allegation: The Soviet Union asserts that, while the U.S., 
under the Helsinki Final Act,^® "assumed an obligation to participate 
in efforts aimed at reducing military confrontation and at facilitating 
disarmament," it has "in practice, in recent years . . undertaken a 
whole series of actions which led to a sharp increase in the war danger 
in Europe. This, above all, concerns the deployment of new American 
first-strike nuclear missiles there, the creation of conditions for a 
substantial build-up of U.S. forces in Europe, and the continued 
equipping of those forces with weapons of mass destruction—nuclear, 
chemical and others."

The facts: The Soviet Union is falsely asserting that we have en
gaged in behavior of which it itself is guilty. The Soviet Union first 
initiated the modernization of intermediate-range nuclear forces in 
Europe in 1977 by beginning its sustained SS-20 missile deployments, 
and it, unlike the U.S., has greatly increased the number of nuclear 
warheads maintained there.

The Soviet Union apparently is referring to the deployment of U.S. 
Pershing II and ground-launched cruise missiles which began late last 
year. (The 1979 NATO dual-track decision recognized the requirement 
to redress the imbalance in overall nuclear forces highlighted by the 
growing Soviet force of triple-warhead SS-20 missiles, either through 
deployment of U.S. LRINF missiles or through a concrete arms control

The Act may be found in the Department of State Bulletin, September 1, 1975, pp. 323 
ff. The arms control portions are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304-308.
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result.) The U.S. sought during the INF negotiations which began in 
1981 to reduce substantially, or, preferably, to eliminate all land- 
based, longer-range INF missiles on a global basis. Pending unilateral 
Soviet reductions in LRINF deployments or a negotiated solution, 
NATO counter-deployments strengthen deterrence and hence reduce 
rather than increase the danger of war. The Soviet Union broke off the 
INF negotiations last year and has refused to return to Geneva.

The NATO force modernization programs envisioned for the Euro
pean theater are in response to an unprecedented buildup and mod
ernization of Soviet conventional and nuclear forces. The deployment 
of U.S. Pershing II and GLCMs is in particular a response to that 
unprecedented buildup of which the most obvious example is the 
deployment of Soviet SS-20 missiles. The Soviet Union began deploy
ing SS-20s in 1977 and to date has deployed 378 missiles (over 100 
missiles during the course of the INF negotiations) with over 1,100 
warheads, or almost double the potential NATO deployment total of 
572.

Moreover, the Soviet charge obviously lacks credibility in light of 
the large reductions in the total NATO nuclear stockpile in Europe. 
The U.S. will withdraw 1,400 nuclear warheads over the next five 
years, in addition to the 1,000 warheads already withdrawn as a result 
of NATO's 1979 decision. Additionally, for each Pershing II and 
GLCM which is deployed to Europe, the U.S. will withdraw one 
nuclear warhead from its European stockpile.

The United States limited chemical weapons retaliatory capability in 
Europe is intended to deter the use of the extensive arsenal of Soviet 
chemical weapons until an effective and verifiable global ban on all 
chemical weapons can be achieved.

13, Helsinki Final A d: Exercise

Soviet allegation: The Soviet Union asserts that the U.S. every year 
stages ""enormous" exercises, and that ""mere notifications of those 
exercises without reducing their scope do not eliminate the dangerous 
character of such actions.'"

The facts: The United States military activities are completely in 
accordance with the provisions of the Final Act.

We and our Allies notify all exercises which exceed the threshold of
25,000 troops established by the Final Act, and often notify smaller- 
scale military maneuvers, as a voluntary effort to strengthen mutual 
confidence.

We regret that the Soviet Union has not always reciprocated. Not 
only have the Warsaw Pact nations generally declined to provide 
voluntary notification of any exercise which did not reach the 25,000 
troop threshold, as the President's report to Congress on Soviet non- 
compliance indicated, but the Soviet Union, in a clear cut failure to 
comply with the Final Act, did not adequately notify the exercise 
Zapad 81, which involved some 100,000 troops.
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80. N ews Conference S ta tem en t by the  C anadian  Repre
sen ta tiv e  (H am m ond) to  the  Mutual and  Balanced 
Force Reductions Talks, April 19, 1984 ^

In today's (19 April) Plenary Session, the Western participants pre
sented a major new proposal aimed at breaking the logjam in Vienna 
and advancing our negotiations towards an agreement on the reduc
tion and limitation of military manpower in Central Europe.^ This 
initiative represents a substantial change in the Western position. It 
alters the Western requirement for formal agreement on the precise 
numbers of all Eastern military personnel in Central Europe before 
Western reductions.

The East has blocked progress in these talks for years by its unwill
ingness to co-operate in reaching agreement on the size of Eastern 
forces in Central Europe. The Eastern proposals of 1983 did not deal 
with the well-known data discrepancy; they simply put it aside. 
Moreover, the Eastern proposals did not go far enough to satisfy a 
basic requirement of any arms control agreement—effective verifica
tion. Against this background, the West has now introduced a new 
proposal that represents an effort to revitalize the negotiations and to 
provide a way of slicing through the data problem. It is a clear 
demonstration of flexibility by the West.

Let me explain in summary form how our proposal would work. 
First on data.

—This initiative changes our requirement for prior data agreement 
on all forces in the area. We now ask for an exchange of data 
before any reductions take place only on a portion of the 
ground forces of both sides—the combat and combat support 
forces. Thus, in this new approach to initial data exchange, we 
set aside the service support forces, where we believe much of 
the discrepancy has been, and air forces as well.

—The exchange we are proposing would be preceded by agree
ment between the sides on the definitions of new categories 
under which data would be broken down. This new method of 
dealing with data opens the way to resolving previous ambigu
ities regarding counting rules which have contributed to earlier 
disagreement. It will, furthermore, allow the sides the opportu
nity to table official figures in a wholly new way, with no 
direct connection with figures tabled earlier in the negotiations; 
this should facilitate a successful data exchange.

—Rather than asking for formal agreement on data exchanged, we 
stand ready to accept figures that fall within an acceptable 
range of our estimates.

—This new departure on data has been developed in the light of 
our previous data discussions and has been carefully designed 
to try to avoid returning to the unproductive dispute of the

 ̂NATO Review, vol. 32, No. 2 (April 1984), p. 32.
2 A NATO statement on the proposal, dated May 24, is printed as Document 108.
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past. It offers a way out of the data impasse provided the East 
is prepared to co-operate in the types of data exchange we are 
proposing.

The Western proposal also contains a new approach to the reduc
tions and limitations process. Let me briefly elaborate.

—The only reductions which will be specified before Treaty sig
nature are for United States and Soviet forces, and only the 
combat and combat support forces of those countries. United 
States and Soviet reductions will take place in three stages. In 
the first, the United States will withdraw 13,000 troops and the 
Soviet Union 30,000 troops from their combat and combat sup
port forces. At the end of the reduction period, there would 
remain an overall ceiling on US and Soviet ground forces.

—Our initiative makes a substantial concession to the Eastern po
sition by agreeing that both US and Soviet forces would be 
withdrawn mainly in units, with up to 10 per cent as individ
uals.

—Immediately after the first stage of US-Soviet reductions, verifi
able and collective no-increase commitment would go into 
effect covering the overall level of ground forces of all direct 
participants. This represents an important move to meet the 
Eastern proposal for a freeze following initial United States and 
Soviet reductions.

—Reduction amounts by the direct participants other than the 
United States and the Soviet Union will not be specified in the 
Treaty, but will be determined through an exchange of infor
mation on the overall forces of all participants in the second 
year of the Treaty, and the verification of that information 
during the same year. These reductions would be taken collec
tively by each Alliance during the third and fifth years of the 
Treaty. They would be taken from among the total ground 
forces of these participants. The sides would decide for them
selves the form and type of reductions.

—In another move toward the Eastern position, the overall reduc
tion process under our initiative would be shortened to five 
years, rather than the seven years in the 1982 Western proposal. 
In view of our flexibility on data, we require improvements to 
make verification more effective. These include an exchange of 
more detailed information on the forces in the area and im
proved co-operative observation and inspection measures by 
both sides. Our verification approach is strictly reciprocal and 
would increase confidence that all provisions of the agreement 
would be properly carried out.

The agreed reductions objective of the talks of course remains— 
namely, a collective ceiling of 700,000 ground forces personnel for 
each side and a combined ceiling of 900,000 for both ground and air 
force personnel. The new proposal we have tabled today constitutes a 
determined effort by the West to resolve some of the most basic issues 
standing in the way of progress in our negotiations. It is to achieve 
this kind of breakthrough that we have decided to alter substantially a
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requirement which has been a primary element in the Western posi
tion. And it is to this end that we have also built on constructive 
elements in the Eastern position and moved to accommodate Eastern 
concerns on important issues.

81. News C onference S ta tem ent by  the  Soviet Spokes
man (S tep an o v )  a t  the  Mutual and  Balanced Force 
Reductions Talks, April 19, 1984^

Ambassador V. Mikhailov, Head of the USSR delegation, speaking 
at the 364th plenary meeting of the Vienna talks, pointed out, that the 
present round of the talks was held in an unfavourable international 
situation. Fully unjustified deployment of Pershing 2 and cruise mis
siles, carried out along with accelerated build-up of conventional ar
maments by the NATO states in Western Europe, including territories 
of some countries—direct participants in the Vienna negotiations, 
leads to a further dangerous aggravation of international tension.

Ambassador V. Mikhailov said, that the peaceful policy of the 
Warsaw Treaty states aimed at averting military catastrophe was not 
of an expedient nature but constituted a consistent foreign policy 
course. Following it, the socialist countries have been undertaking for 
the whole period of talks active efforts to reach a mutually acceptable 
agreement. Last year initiatives allowing to overcome existing differ
ences between both sides and really to embark on the road to an 
agreement are another proof of it. The socialist countries have made 
everything needed to lead the Vienna talks out of impasse.

After many months of keeping silent the West has submitted today 
its proposals which it has defined as allegedly facilitating the progress 
of negotiations.2 It is not true.

As Ambassador V. Mikhailov pointed out in his statement, the 
Western representatives have not heeded the new simple and mutually 
acceptable approach proposed by the socialist states. The NATO pro
posals do not disentangle data disputes but revive them, though in a 
modified form. As experience of the Vienna talks shows such disputes 
have no prospect.

The Western proposals keep silent about key issues pertinent to the 
implementation of the mandate of the Vienna talks as a whole. For 
example, reductions of armaments are not mentioned there, though it 
is obvious, that without this problem being resolved it would be 
impossible to reach a real lowering of the level of military confronta
tion in Central Europe. In this connection Ambassador V. Mikhailov 
recalled that reduction of armaments was an integral part of the agreed 
mandate of the talks.

1 ACDA files.
2 For statements on these proposals, see supra and Document 108, May 24.
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Without proposing any realistic way to solve dispute questions, first 
of all data problem, the West seeks at the same time to reinforce 
verification measures of its frozen package of 1979 which already have 
been exaggerated up to the limits unacceptable to the other side from 
the very beginning.

Thus, the first acquaintance with the Western proposals leads to a 
conclusion that they do not resolve questions barring progress at the 
negotiations. That is why they can not be defined as a satisfactory 
response to the package of constructive proposals by the socialist 
countries.

At the same time the questions dividing now both sides at the talks 
can be reasonably resolved on the basis of proposals package submit
ted by the Warsaw Treaty countries last year. These proposals still 
remain in force.

82. Communique of the  Committee of Foreign Ministers of 
the  W arsaw  Pact, April 20, 1984 ^

The Committee of Foreign Ministers of the States Parties to the 
Warsaw Treaty of Friendship, Co-operation and Mutual Assistance, 
held a regular meeting in Budapest on 19 and 20 April 1984.

The meeting was attended by: P. Mladenov, Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of the People's Republic of Bulgaria; P. Varkonyi, Minister for 
Foreign Affairs of the Hungarian People's Republic; O. Fischer, Minis
ter for Foreign Affairs of the German Democratic Republic; S. Ols- 
zowski. Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Polish People's Republic; S. 
Andrei, Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Socialist Republic of Ro
mania; A.A. Gromyko, First Deputy Chairman of the USSR Council of 
Ministers and Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics; and B. Chnoupek, Minister for Foreign Affairs of 
the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic.

1. The Ministers undertook a thorough examination of questions 
connected with the situation in Europe in the wider context of the 
general international situation.

It was noted that the assessments and conclusions concerning the 
dangerous development of events contained in the Prague Political 
Declaration of 5 January 1983  ̂ and the Moscow joint statement of 28 
June 1983® are fully borne out by the recent course of events. An 
already tense situation became still more acute owing to the deploy
ment of United States medium-range nuclear missiles which has begun 
in certain NATO countries, initiating a new and particularly dangerous 
stage in the nuclear-arms race on the continent of Europe. This forced

1 CD/501.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 2-18. 
^ m i ,  pp. 507-511.
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the Soviet Union to undertake a number of countermeasures. Negotia
tions on nuclear weapons in Europe were discontinued.

As a result of the escalation of the nuclear-arms race which is taking 
place and which is consistently opposed by the States Parties to the 
Warsaw Treaty, the threat of nuclear war with all its catastrophic 
consequences for mankind and for life on earth itself has rapidly 
increased. Serious damage has been done to European security. Confi
dence in relations between States has been undermined.

The putting forward of concepts dangerous to peace which call into 
question existing frontiers between European States and are aimed 
against their social structure and other territorial and political realities 
in Europe, is giving grounds for concern. Relations between States are 
also rendered more difficult by the introduction of discriminatory 
limitations on economic links and attempts at external interference in 
the internal affairs of States.

The increasingly dangerous course of events on the European conti
nent and throughout the world is intensifying the alarm felt among 
broad strata of the population and reflected in mass anti-war cam
paigns and movements, as well as among political figures, scholars and 
doctors. They demand the cessation of the arms race and the imple
mentation of disarmament, particularly nuclear disarmament, co-oper
ation between States in the interests of peace and stability, and a 
return to a policy of international detente. Leading statesmen from 
various countries are also speaking out against the policy of confronta
tion, for the curbing of the arms race and against its intensification.

The peoples of Europe and the whole world are protesting against 
imperialist policies and insisting that relations between States should 
be based on respect of independence and sovereignty, the non-use of 
force or threat of force, the inviolability of frontiers, territorial integri
ty, non-interference in the internal affairs of other States, equality of 
rights, and other fundamental principles of inter-State relations.

2. Emphasis was placed at the meeting on the conviction of the 
States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty that an improvement of the 
situation and a return to detente call for a dialogue between States on 
fundamental problems of the preservation and strengthening of 
peace—a serious and equitable dialogue permeated with a sense of 
responsibility.

The participants in the meeting also expressed the firm conviction 
that there are no questions which could not be resolved by negotia
tions, provided these were conducted on the basis of a constructive 
approach and of political will to achieve positive results, taking full 
account of the vital interests of peoples, the interests of peace and 
international security. This is also borne out by experience of interna
tional relations.

The States represented at the meeting are prepared to conduct such 
negotiations on all questions of ensuring peace in Europe which are of 
common interest. The negotiations should have as their aim the
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achievement of agreements based on the principle of equality and 
equal security.

As the States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty have repeatedly said in 
the past, they do not seek military superiority and will not allow 
military superiority over themselves; they are resolutely in favour of 
ensuring a balance of forces at the lowest levels.

3. The States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty proceed from the fact 
that questions pertaining to the elimination of the threat of nuclear 
war and the search of practical ways of putting an end to the arms 
race and proceeding to disarmament, particularly nuclear disarmament, 
should occupy the most important place in the present-day political 
dialogue.

Not considering the present course of events to be irreversible, they 
emphasize that the question of the reduction of both intermediate- 
range and tactical nuclear weapons in Europe until their complete 
elimination can be resolved by constructive and productive negotia
tions.

The vital requirement for peace and security in Europe under 
today's conditions is the cessation of the accumulation of new nuclear 
weapons on the continent. In this connection, the States represented at 
the meeting insist on the cessation of the deployment in Western 
Europe of United States intermediate-range nuclear missiles and de
clare that if such measures, leading to the withdrawal of missiles 
already deployed, are adopted, steps for the cancellation of counter
measures will be put into effect simultaneously. This will create a 
basis for the renewal of negotiations with the aim of reaching appro
priate agreements to free Europe from nuclear weapons, both interme
diate-range and tactical. Not a single possibility, not a single chance 
must be missed for a resumption of negotiations.

At the same time, participants in the meeting noted the great re
sponsibility of those States in whose territory the deployment of 
intermediate-range nuclear missiles has begun or is to take place— 
responsibility for the fate of their own and all European peoples, for 
European and universal peace. It is essential that these States in par
ticular should immediately take steps that will ensure the cessation of 
the deployment of intermediate-range nuclear missiles in their terri
tory and the withdrawal of those missiles.

Inasmuch as the accumulation of nuclear weapons in Europe touches 
upon interests of the life and existence of all European peoples, the 
States represented at the meeting consider it exceptionally important 
that all European States should consistently speak out for the removal 
of the threat of nuclear war and should actively assist the attainment 
of this goal. The way to nuclear war in Europe must be barred, and all 
European States must contribute towards this in some form.

In this connection, the States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty address a 
special appeal to the States members of NATO to co-operate in the 
interests of stopping the deployment of new intermediate-range nucle
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ar missiles, the withdrawal of those already deployed, and the imple
mentation of effective nuclear disarmament measures in Europe.

4. Proceeding from the fact that the cessation of the arms race and 
the transition to disarmament are the fundamental issues of our time, 
the States represented at the meeting declare their unchanging readi
ness to conduct negotiations on a wide range of questions which have 
come to maturity in connection with the curbing of the arms race and 
the reduction of armaments.

In this context, the participants in the meeting consider it necessary 
once more to draw attention to the proposal put forward in the Prague 
Political Declaration of 5 January 1983 for the conclusion of a treaty 
on the mutual non-use of military force and the maintenance of 
peaceful relations between the States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty 
and the States Parties to the North Atlantic Treaty. They also recall 
the appeals addressed recently by their States to the States members 
of NATO concerning direct negotiations on the question of freeing 
Europe from chemical weapons and on the question of the non- 
increase and reduction of military expenditures.®

The States represented at the meeting are ready to embark at any 
time upon a preliminary discussion with the States members of NATO 
on questions relating to the preparation and holding of negotiations on 
all these proposals. They expect a positive and, if possible, prompt 
reaction to these appeals from the States members of NATO.

They also stress that it has become indispensable for the nuclear- 
weapon Powers which have not yet done so to undertake to renounce 
the first use of nuclear weapons. They are in favour of embarking 
more rapidly upon the businesslike consideration and solution of such 
important issues as the complete and general prohibition of nuclear- 
weapon tests; a quantitative and qualitative freeze of nuclear weapons; 
prohibition of the militarization of outer space and of the use of force 
in outer space and from space against the Earth; and the complete 
prohibition and elimination of chemical weapons on a global scale. All 
the proposals and initiatives on this score put forward jointly or 
individually by the States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty remain in 
force. A positive response to these proposals by the NATO countries 
would represent a concrete manifestation of their interest in ensuring 
constructive relations, as stated in their Brussels Declaration of 9 
December 1983.®

The States represented at the meeting also reaffirmed their readiness 
to study attentively, in a positive spirit, proposals by other countries 
aimed at reducing and eliminating the threat of nuclear war, halting 
the arms race, proceeding to disarmament and consolidating interna
tional security, and to exchange views on such proposals with all 
interested States.

See Document 5, January 10.
® See Document 42, March 5.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 1030-1031.
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In examining the situation at the Vienna talks on the mutual reduc
tion of forces and armaments in Central Europe, the participants in the 
meeting again drew attention to the new approach proposed by the 
socialist countries directly participating in the talks, according to 
which lack of agreement on the question of the present numbers of 
armed forces would not stand in the way of reaching agreement on 
their reduction. Taking due account of this approach, and provided 
efforts are made by all participants in the talks, agreement on a 
substantial reduction of armed forces and armaments in Central 
Europe can and must be reached without further delay. The achieve
ment of such agreement under present conditions would exercise a 
positive effect on the situation in Europe and on prospects of moving 
towards the curbing of the arms race and the transition to disarma
ment.

Considering the creation of nuclear-free zones to be a significant 
step forward towards freeing Europe of nuclear weapons and strength
ening confidence, the participants in the meeting reaffirmed their 
States' position in favour of the creation of such zones in the Balkans, 
Northern Europe and other parts of the continent. They actively sup
port efforts undertaken in this direction.

The conviction was expressed at the meeting that agreements of 
importance to international security can be reached at the Conference 
on Disarmament at Geneva if all participants work towards this end in 
a persistent and purpose-oriented manner.

5. Considerable attention was devoted at the meeting to the work of 
the Stockholm Conference on Confidence- and Security-Building 
Measures and Disarmament in Europe. It was noted with satisfaction 
that the opening of the Conference, towards v/hose convening the 
States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty had made a substantial contribu
tion, had taken place at an appropriate political level commensurate 
with its importance.

It was further noted that at the first session of the Stockholm 
Conference an exchange of views was begun on the substance of the 
problems upon whose solution the work of the Conference should be 
concentrated, and that proposals and initiatives were put forward. It is 
important that all participants in the Conference should now make 
efforts to deepen mutual understanding with regard to those problems 
and negotiate on specific issues with the aim of reaching effective 
results. Political will and mutual understanding of this kind are needed 
if the negotiations are to be as productive as possible.

The States represented at the meeting consider that the Conference 
should elaborate mutually complementary confidence- and security- 
building measures which should meet the most acute and urgent needs 
of present-day Europe and should be directed towards allaying the 
threat of war and reducing military confrontation. Guided by this, 
they will, in the course of the work of the Stockholm Conference and 
in negotiations at the Conference, assist the reaching of agreement on 
such measures.
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They also consider that, following the completion of work on confi
dence- and security-building measures, the Conference, in accordance 
with the Final Document of the Madrid Meeting, should proceed 
without delay to the consideration of measures of disarmament in 
Europe.

6. The participants in the meeting stressed the unchanging nature of 
their States' principled course towards the elimination of existing cen
tres of tension and armed conflicts throughout the world and the 
prevention of new such centres towards the settlement of all interna
tional disputes by peaceful means through negotiations. Solidarity was 
expressed once more with peoples fighting for freedom, independence 
and social progress, for economic development and against policies of 
imperialist aggression, colonialism and racism.

* * *

The meeting of the Committee of Ministers for Foreign Affairs of 
the States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty took place in an atmosphere 
of comradely mutual understanding and desire to contribute towards a 
turn for the better in the development of international events.

The next regular meeting of the Committee of Ministers for Foreign 
Affairs of the States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty will be held in 
November 1984 in Berlin.

83. S ta tem ent by the  Swedish R epresen ta tive  (Theorin) 
to  the  Conference on Disarmament: Radiological 
W eapons  [Extract], April 24, 1984^

Five years ago the United States and the Soviet Union submitted 
identical draft treaties on Radiological Weapons entitled '̂Joint USSR- 
USA proposal on major elements of a treaty prohibiting the develop
ment, production, stockpiling and use of radiological weapons". ̂

Since 1979 the deliberations on a treaty prohibiting radiological 
warfare are being carried out at the Conference on Disarmament.

Last year exploratory discussions and negotiations were carried out 
in the A d Hoc Working Group both on prohibiting development and 
production of radiological weapons and on the prohibition of radiolog
ical warfare in the form of attacks on nuclear energy facilities.

Sweden is prepared to participate actively in negotiations on both 
tracks.

Ihil, pp. 791-793.
1 CD/PV.261, pp. 11-13.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 357-361.
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Radiological weapons as such do not exist in the present. This fact 
provides us with an opportunity to negotiate a model convention on 
the prohibition of possible future means of warfare. Such a convention 
should contain provisions on concrete measures to halt research and 
development of new weapon systems and even weapon concepts. Our 
goal should be to reach provisions that are more ambitious than those 
developed in the Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any 
Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques 
(ENMOD).3

My delegation would, in a spirit to facilitate the work on track A, 
like to reiterate a proposal, presented in the A d Hoc Working Group in 
June last year for a formula for a positive definition on the concept of 
radiological weapons that in our view solves the problem of not 
legitimizing nuclear weapons.

Sweden is working on the problem of delimiting the concept of 
radiological weapons from that of particle-beam weapons not having 
mass destruction effects and based on the principle of accelerated 
radioactivity.

As to track A verification, we think that safeguarding the relatively 
few deposits of radioactive material that are large enough to be signif
icant as potential sources for production of radiological weapons, 
should such weapons ever be produced, would be a relatively simple 
one. The experience gained regarding international safeguards aimed at 
preventing diversion of material from peaceful uses to weapons is 
considerable.

The most powerful means of conducting radiological warfare is an 
attack on nuclear facilities. Let me give you a few examples.

The radioactive effects of an attack on an ordinary power reactor 
could cause immediate effects comparable to the fall-out from a 20 kT 
nuclear-weapon surface explosion, while the long-term radioactive ef
fects could be in orders of magnitude more severe than those for a 
nuclear explosion. It would 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.

Although only rather modest amounts of short-lived compounds 
would emanate from the burnt out reactor a substantial amount of 
long-lived compounds would be released, which would contaminate 
and render uninhabitable a considerable area for decades.

If an attack is carried out with a nuclear weapon the effects will be 
disastrous. Immense driving force for dispersal of radioactive sub
stances would be added by the nuclear explosion. The radioactivity 
contained in the reactor would also be added to the radioactivity 
produced by the bomb itself.

3 Ibid., 1977, pp. 322-326.
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The reactor contains relatively small amounts of short-lived radioac
tivity and would only contribute modestly to the total dose rate 
during the first week after the detonation. However, the amounts of 
the more long-lived compounds are very substantial in the reactor and 
after only one week the radioactivity that emanates from the burnt- 
out reactor would overshadow the radioactivity of the bomb itself.

If a one-megaton bomb is detonated, the area affected by a radi
ation dose exceeding 100 rads would be some 2,000 square kilometres. 
If the same bomb hits a nuclear reactor of 1,000 megawatts—a 
common size—the area affected by the same radiation dose of 100 
rads perimeter would encompass an [area] about 20 times larger area 
or about 30 to 40,000 square kilometres! The consequences of a nucle
ar bomb explosion on a storage tank could be even more disastrous 
and result in doses exceeding 100 rads in an area of more than 50,000 
square kilometres.

It is thus quite obvious that the damage inflicted on countries where 
many reactors are in operation and many more are being built or 
planned would be disastrous indeed. Attacks on nuclear facilities 
would make practically the whole of these and neighbouring countries 
uninhabitable for years or decades.

Attacks on nuclear facilities involve risks for mass destruction in 
many countries where such facilities exist and in neighbouring coun
tries as well. These risks exist right now. I do not have to remind 
anyone here that this is a means of warfare that does not necessarily 
require the possession of nuclear weapons on the part of the attacking 
side.

An agreement on the prohibition of attacks, including nuclear at
tacks on nuclear facilities, should be simple and straightforward. At
tacks on nuclear reactors, reprocessing facilities, spent fuel storages 
and waste deposits on land should be prohibited. My delegation will 
present a concrete proposal in these terms.

On the question of the link between tracks A and B, the Swedish 
position is rather flexible. Originally the Swedish delegation consid
ered the track B proposal as a specification to draft article III in the 
United States/USSR proposal of 1979. But other solutions to secure 
the link are possible. Substance is more important than form.

• • • • • • •
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84. S ta tem en t by  the  Chinese R ep resen ta tive  (Q ian J ia- 
dong ) to  the  Conference on Disarmament: O uter 
Space, April 24, 1984 ^

In the past few weeks, a number of delegations have made state
ments on agenda item 5, '"Prevention of an arms race in outer space", 
which is an issue of real importance. Although the spring session is 
now drawing to its conclusion, the Chinese delegation still wishes to 
offer some of its views on this issue.

The importance of the issue of outer space is twofold: on the one 
hand, it is opening up an entirely new and bright prospect for man
kind; and on the other hand, it may bring about to mankind a horrible 
disaster with unimaginable consequences.

Over the centuries, in ancient mythology and legends, outer space 
has been described as a beautiful and harmonious paradise. With the 
development of science and technology, man has eventually freed 
himself from the bondage of gravitation, broken through the atmos
phere and entered this mysterious world. In the 1950s, the first man- 
made earth satellite was successfully launched. Later, man set foot on 
the moon and space exploration extended almost to the edges of the 
solar system. Man is even now able to stroll in outer space as leisurely 
as in a courtyard. It is a remarkable achievement that man's ability to 
conquer and utilize the universe has been enhanced so rapidly in the 
short span of 30 years. Space technology has already been broadly and 
effectively applied to many aspects of human life, including communi
cation, broadcasting, weather forecasting and earth resources surveys, 
etc. Yet, its great potential for the promotion of social progress is just 
starting to manifest itself. With such a bright future in perspective, 
how can one help feeling exulted and encouraged?

Unfortunately, however, the tranquillity of outer space is not 
exempt from the impact of the current turbulent and tense interna
tional situation; and it is overshadowed by the arms race too. Guided 
by the doctrine of ''He who controls outer space dominates the earth", 
military activities in outer space are intensifying, with contending 
development of various kinds of space weapons. One system of space 
weapons has already become operational, another has entered the 
testing stage, and programmes for even more sophisticated weapon 
systems are being planned. If this trend is left unchecked, outer space, 
following land, sea and air, will before long very likely become the 
fourth fratricidal battlefield of mankind. Should this scenario come 
true, the paradise of our imaginations would then be turned into a 
hell, a fact about which people cannot but be concerned.

1 CD/PV .261, pp. 30-33.
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I think I would not be exaggerating in saying that we are at a 
crossroads with regard to outer space: either measures must be taken 
immediately to stop an arms race in outer space so that it may serve 
exclusively peaceful purposes for the benefit of mankind, or no meas
ures will be taken at all, and outer space will turn into an arena for 
the arms race threatening mankind with an unprecedented holocaust. 
A false step here may lead to major failure. We can by no means take 
lightly an issue so vitally important to the future of mankind.

This is the third time that the issue of the prevention of an arms 
race in outer space has been included in the agenda of the Conference 
on Disarmament. Since as early as the 1960s, the principles and pur
poses of ''non-militarization of outer space" and "the use of outer 
space exclusively for peaceful purposes" have already been widely 
accepted by States and enshrined in more than one international legal 
instrument. Yet, to date, the tendency of expanding the arms race into 
outer space has not only been unchecked but even increasingly exacer
bated. If this issue was not yet crucially urgent a few years ago, now 
we must say that it has become so urgent that it brooks no delay. It 
was not by accident that the First Committee of the General Assembly 
§t its thirty-eighth session succeeded in combining three draft resolu
tions and adopted almost by consensus a single resolution requesting 
the Conference on Disarmament to consider as a priority item the 
issue of the prevention of an arms race in outer space. ̂  This indicates 
the great importance States have attached to this issue.

The Chinese delegation shares the view underlined by many dele
gates and by you, Mr. President, that once a weapon comes into being, 
it will be very difficult to eliminate it from arsenals, and that it is 
much easier to prevent militarization than to demilitarize. In his state
ment of 18 April, the distinguished representative of Australia said: 
"An opportunity lost, or not recognized in time, can be an opportunity 
lost forever".  ̂ In China we have a similar saying: "Do not let slip an 
opportunity, for it may never come again". Ambassador Butler was 
referring to the elaboration of a convention on a comprehensive ban 
on chemical weapons. But I feel his words are also relevant to the 
issue of preventing an arms race in outer space. The question has 
indeed come to a critical juncture. If we are unable to do anything 
now, it will be even more difficult for us to do anything in the future. 
And although the use of outer space exclusively for peaceful purposes 
has almost become a platitude, we still have to defend it vigorously. 
We must seize the opportunity before it is too late to make correct 
decisions, so as to save this common heritage of mankind—outer 
space.

In this area, as in many other areas of disarmament, we cannot but 
emphasize the role of the super-Powers. No one can deny that these 
two countries, especially their scientists, engineers and technicians

2 G. A. res. 38/70, January 17, 1984; adopted December 15, 1984.
3 CD/PV. 260, p. 25.
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have made indelible contributions to the exploration and utilization of 
outer space. But it is equally undeniable that the same two countries 
are embarking on a dangerous path in outer space. They are the only 
two space Powers of today. It is fully justified to ask them to use the 
scientific achievement which embodies human wisdom and labour 
only for the benefit of mankind and not to abuse it for military 
purposes. They bear an unshirkable and special responsibility for pre
venting an arms race in outer space. In the common interest of man
kind, including their own, they should not merely utter words of 
peace, but fulfil their responsibility by concrete deeds.

While emphasizing the importance and urgency of the prevention of 
an arms race in outer space, we do not in the least underestimate the 
complexity of the question. The systematic analysis of various existing 
space weapon systems, as well as those in the development stage, 
made by the distinguished Swedish Ambassador, Mr. Ekeus, in his 
statement of 22 March,  ̂ and by Ambassador Theorin in her statement 
today,® can be termed exemplary. The complexity of the question 
should serve all the more as a reason for us to start negotiations as 
early as possible and not a pretext for procrastination.

In our view, the primary task at present should be the prohibition 
of all space weapons, including anti-satellite weapons, which impair 
the stability of outer space. This should include a ban on the develop
ment, testing, production, deployment and use of such weapons and 
the destruction of existing space weapon systems. Admittedly, this can 
be achieved only through many concrete measures. In this connection, 
the series of measures which should and can be taken, as proposed by 
Ambassador Ekeus, merits our serious study and exploration.

We are aware that it is difficult to carry on a comprehensive discus
sion of the relevant issues all at once. However, we can at least begin 
with the most fundamental and least controversial ones. In our view, 
the definition of space weapons is one such fundamental question. A 
breakthrough on this question will give impetus to the whole process 
of negotiations on the prevention of an arms race in outer space.

The definition of space weapons is not a new subject. Proposals 
have been put forward by some delegations in the past. The Chinese 
delegation would also like to make an attempt here, and tentatively 
proposed the following:

Space weapons are devices or installations, either space-, land-, sea-, 
or atmosphere-based, which are specially designed to attack or destroy 
spacecraft in outer space or damage and disturb their normal function
ing or change their flight trajectory, and devices or installations based 
in space (including on the moon and other celestial bodies) specially 
designed to attack, damage or disturb the normal functioning of ob
jects in the atmosphere as well as on land and sea.

 ̂CD/PV. 252, pp. 15-20.
® CD/PV. 261, pp. 9-14, an extract of which is printed supra, but it hardly mentions 

outer space weapons.
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We do not regard this definition as perfect. Further thought and 
reflection may be needed for it to denote the characteristics of space 
weapons in concise and precise terms. Our aim is to draw attention to 
the matter and to facilitate joint exploration.

The prevention of an arms race in outer space is indeed a difficult 
task. However, we must not lose sight of a more favourable aspect. 
Not a few delegations have enumerated and analysed the existing 
treaties, agreements and other international legal documents concern
ing or relevant to outer space. In spite of the shortcomings and loop
holes, those documents have on the whole affirmed the fundamental 
principle that outer space should be used for peaceful purposes. The 
Treaty on Principles Governing State Activities in the Exploration and 
Utilization of Outer Space Including the Moon and Other Celestial 
Bodies of 1967 ® provides further that the activities of States in outer 
space should be carried out in accordance with international law and 
the United Nations Charter. These are achievements resulting from the 
endeavours of countries for many years. With such a basis, it should 
be possible to elaborate through negotiations an international legal 
instrument on the comprehensive prohibition of space weapons.

In the course of this month, under your leadership, further consulta
tions on the establishment of a subsidiary body on this subject have 
been held; but regrettably, agreement still eludes us so far. As the 
spring part of our session is drawing to its conclusion, the Chinese 
delegation sincerely hopes that all delegations will, in the same spirit 
in which the First Committee of the United Nations General Assembly 
adopted at its thirty-eighth session the resolution on the prevention of 
an arms race in outer space, seek common ground while reserving 
minor differences, so as to reach an agreement on the establishment of 
the said subsidiary body as early as possible during the summer part 
of the session, if not at the last moment of the present part of the 
session. The people of the world have entrusted this Conference with 
the important task of preventing an arms race in outer space. We must 
not let them down.

85. S ta tem ent by  the  Science A dviser to  the  President 
(K eyw orth) Before the  S enate  Committee on Foreign 
Relations: Strategic D efense Initiative, April 25, 
1984 1

Thank you for inviting us to discuss the President's Strategic De
fense Initiative and its relationship within our arms control efforts. I 
hope we can, together, clarify some of the doubts and concerns that 
you have raised.

® Documents on Disarmament 1967, pp. 38-43.
*■ Strategic Defense and Anti'Satellite Weapons: Hearing . . , pp. 7-12.
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I believe the Strategic Defense Initiative is, in fact, key to these 
efforts, and a means by which we can provide hope, not only to 
America and her allies, but to a world which is watching us as well.

This hope is one which the President challenged both the scientific 
and arms control communities to bring to fruition. I would remind this 
distinguished audience that he linked the two inexorably together in 
his oft misquoted March 23 speech of last year. I quote: "I am 
directing a comprehensive and intensive effort to define a long-term 
research and development program to begin to achieve our ultimate 
goal of eliminating the threat posed by strategic nuclear missiles. This 
could pave the way for arms control measures to eliminate the weap
ons themselves." ^

It is, therefore, imperative that you understand from the onset that 
the Strategic Defense Initiative is not a search for a technical panacea. 
It is a search for a technical tool by which different peoples, with 
different political bonds and cultures, can find a common ground to 
negotiate a common peace.

With all the rhetoric that has passed back and forth over the last 
year, one might ask, 'Ts there much left to say?"

In fact, what has been said from various quarters has confused 
things more than clarified them.

But, as with any issue that touches on nuclear arms control, the 
prospect of strategic defense has produced strongly polarized camps. 
One side says that we can produce technological marvels that will 
make us safe from nuclear weapons—and today—at incredibly low 
prices. The other side rejects the technological ability to ever do 
anything which will substantively affect the outcome one way or 
another, and claims that the price of demonstrating that failure will 
cost perhaps trillions.

Now, I don't want to get into either extreme today, other than to 
reject both of them as exposing our real national capabilities to undue 
criticism.

Instead, I want to focus on the real question: where are we going 
with this program?

If I were forced to a single sentence answer, it would be: "We see 
the investigation of strategic defense options as an absolutely vital 
catalyst to real arms control."

To see why, I refer to the conclusions of the gentlemen most often 
identified with this effort. They are the President, who issued the 
challenge, and Dr. Jim Fletcher, who chaired the first response to that 
challenge. The Fletcher team's first formal conclusion sets the stage. It 
is, in my opinion, a most eloquent summation of our capabilities and 
objectives. I quote: "Powerful new technologies are becoming available 
that justify a major technology development effort to provide future 
technical options to implement a technical strategy."

2 Documents on Disarmament 1983, pp. 199-201.
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It is an authoritative conclusion, as much for what it does not say, 
as for what it does say. After 5 months reviewing our complete 
technology base, more than 50 nationally ranked scientists and engi
neers concluded that these capabilities are on the horizon.

No, they are not here now, especially if defense against long-term 
unconstrained Soviet threats and countermeasures is specified as our 
immediate goal. But even those defensive capabilities are coming, and 
are foreseeable, which is a major difference between the mid-1980's 
versus the mid- to late-1960's. They are coming. Whether we like it or 
not, those technical advances are occurring.

The advance of knowledge is one area in which national institutions 
have been singularly unsuccessful in attempting to repress or control. 
It has sometimes been slowed down, but history is replete with exam
ples where such knowledge finally bursts through the seams and goes 
its way, inevitably favoring those who have had the foresight to 
accept change and mold it to their benefit.

This is especially true in the case of those technologies associated 
with defense. It is not so much that we deliberately tried to develop 
defensive capabilities. In fact, such specific development has been 
severely hampered by our own self-imposed restrictions. Rather, these 
capabilities are a natural byproduct of our civilian industries and 
universities, as they are to a somewhat lesser extent in the Soviet 
Union.

It has been the incredible leaps in data processing, as much as any 
single area, which has fueled this explosion. And it is not just that we 
no longer need mammoth warehouses to contain the radars and com
puters necessary to the ABM of the 1960's. The very existence of 
today's and tomorrow's ability to solve complex problems on incred
ibly small machines, and fast, has opened up the development of our 
entire national technical base.

What is more, the availability of these machines has made this 
capability accessible to hundreds of thousands of institutions, indus
tries, small companies, and individuals.

It was data processing which overcame John von Neuman's skepti
cism of ever making the ICBM work in the first place. It was data 
processing at the heart of the move to MIRVing. It was data process
ing which tied ICBM fleets together for coordinated execution. It was 
data processing which has provided the ICBM accuracy necessary for 
preemptive strikes. And it is data processing which will be at the heart 
of any defense against ballistic missiles.

Therefore, whether he intends to or not, man is rapidly moving 
toward the technologies necessary for strategic defense. The movement 
is widespread, and pervades every aspect of even our daily life. "Pow
erful new technologies," I quote again, "are becoming available," as 
the Fletcher panel noted.

The plausibility of such technologies makes it imperative that we 
investigate the development of these defensive capabilities. It does not 
yet mean we must commit to their deployment.
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Neither our technology nor our policy is sufficiently mature to 
immediately take such a step, and we have not advocated such a 
move. We need to answer vital questions on the survivability of any 
space-based assets we may find necessary.

We need to dramatically improve the performance of our directed- 
energy— l̂asers and particle beams—as well as conventional and other 
high velocity nonnuclear defensive technologies. We also need to 
further develop our surveillance/acquisition and tracking capabilities, 
and determine the levels of confidence we could place in such technol
ogies.

In short, we need to know what our future technical options are.
We also need to explore our policy options. There is no intent to 

suddenly shift our policy deterrent posture in relation to either our 
allies or our adversaries. We have neither the capabilities nor the 
information on which to base such a move. At the same time, to cast 
into concrete for all time the incredible scale of destruction now facing 
us is intolerable.

We seek a solution which eventually enables us to realistically 
discuss—not deep—but drastic cuts in the offensive nuclear arsenals. 
The decision to implement effective defenses as part of that solution 
will be that of our successors and will have to combine arms control 
and gradual shifts in offensive weapons types and postures on the part 
of ourselves, our allies, and the Soviets. Such decisions can only come 
as the result of informed consultation between the executive and 
legislative branches, and we cannot leave our successors informed 
choices if we do not move rapidly to develop these options.

We have had relatively few strategic options for more than a decade 
now. Ever since the early 1970's, both sides have concentrated on 
improving and increasing existing offensive technologies. At the same 
time, neither side has had much luck in negotiating meaningful arms 
control. I don't find this hard to understand at all. An unobstructed 
view down your adversary's gun barrel does tend to limit your vision.

I, therefore, have been desperately searching for a way, along with 
many others, to make a mutually verifiable build-down process really 
work. I say this because the Soviets' last 10 years of constant modern
ization have left them with an enviable legacy. Most of their systems 
are fairly up-to-date; conversely, most U.S. strategic systems are not. I 
say this because I do not believe any present or future nuclear power 
will ever voluntarily reduce their arsenals to zero, and it will take a 
verifiably near-zero arsenal, in the absence of effective defenses, to 
make a real difference in the hopelessness our children feel today.

At the same time, there is a vast difference in perception between 
the United States and the Soviet Union of what these arsenals are for. 
The United States has built a balanced triad of forces, ICBM's, 
SLBM's, and bombers. We have structured this force since the 1960's 
on the basis of peacetime deterrence to prevent war.

The Soviets, on the other hand, have apparently structured their 
force almost exclusively as a war fighting machine in the event of war.
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Their reliance on otherwise vulnerable ballistic missiles, their massive 
investment in civil and military passive defenses, their posture state
ments, and their exercise data all point to an abiding belief that they 
must always be able to preemptively strike U.S. forces and thereby 
prevent their use. Because of the same balance in both force structure 
and vulnerability, however, both sides perceive the other as striving 
for a first-strike disarming capability. In light of this I am not sur
prised that we have had a very difficult time trying to find a common 
negotiating ground.

I am also not surprised that the Soviets have been working extreme
ly hard on the very defensive technologies the President's critics have 
labeled "fantasy." Some have gone so far as to state the Soviets are far 
ahead of us in these areas. I believe, in fact, it is more the case of the 
tortoise and the hare. The Soviet tortoise, slow but sure, may have in 
fact passed the dozing U.S. hare in some areas, particularly in the 
large-scale demonstrations of directed energy and particle beam work. 
But the hare still owns the basic technological muscle of manufactur
ing and materials technology, high-energy, physics, aiming/point/and 
tracking—and that all-important area—data processing.

If only he will get up and move.
This is the President's greatest worry. In his March 23 speech of last 

year, he expressed his concern that defensive systems, coupled with 
offensive systems, could be perceived as aggressive in nature. He has 
elaborated on that theme several times since, in that regardless of the 
moral issues at stake, he recognizes an inevitability to the arrival of 
defensive technologies. They are becoming available, like it or not.

We can, therefore, take either an optimistic or a pessimistic view 
here. An optimist would have the United States leading the develop
ment of such defensive capabilities. This provides future options for 
future Presidents and the Congress.

Options to approach the Soviets and, if warranted, negotiate very 
carefully phased development of mutual defensive capabilities.

Options to begin disarming the perception, if not the fact, of each 
other's first-strike capability.

Options to begin reducing the arsenals which would then realistical
ly have only retaliatory capability.

Options to step in and break the cycle which has produced a 
standoff in meaningful offensive arms negotiations for more than a 
decade.

The pessimist, on the other hand, would have the Soviets march 
inexorably ahead and produce the first series of demonstrable defen
sive capabilities. I personally have little doubt as to whether the 
Soviets would then offer us a similar set of options.

I do not offer this scenario lightly. Moving out from under the 
nuclear umbrella is a serious and most expensive prospect. Neither our 
military structure and organization, nor our technology is ready for it 
now. The Strategic Defensive Initiative is not the end-all answer, but 
it is the catalyst.

Document 85



KEYWORTH STATEMENT, APRIL 25 341

So far, I have dwelt primarily on defending against ballistic missiles. 
Please do not infer that we consider submarine, air-breathing, or tactical 
nuclear weapons any less deadly. They are also to be addressed within 
the Defense Initiative. But the ICBM, as it has now evolved, is by far 
and away the most dangerous to stability in a crisis, and it seems to 
generate the most hysteria, whether the subject is defense or offense.

The ICBM is now the strategic weapon of choice for the Soviet 
Union and is predicted to remain so by all of our intelligence projec
tions. If we are to have any hope of affecting real arms control, we 
must first address the ICBM. We have begun that process with the 
strategic modernization program. It alone faces the Soviets with the 
evidence that their ICBM's must begin to evolve to more survivable 
designs, and these designs preclude monster missiles like the liquid- 
fueled SS-18.

The prospect of effective boost-phase defenses subsequently shuts 
off the option of leaving those heavily MIRV'd missiles in their 
vulnerable silos and using them preemptively, and the anticipation of 
layered defenses cripples realistic thought of moving en masse toward 
those light-weight, fast-burn, heavily armored generations of respon
sive Soviet ICBM's projected by some critics.

I therefore have three summary observations on such responsive 
moves by the Soviets:

First, any such move may have to be accompanied by as much as a 
tenfold decrease in their warhead payload.

Second, it could mean complete rebuilding of their entire interconti
nental ballistic missile fleet—75 percent of the Soviet strategic invest
ment.

Third, I invite you to ask the people who build ICBM's for a 
living—that is, the Boeings, the Martins, the Rockwells, the aerospace 
corporations— ĵust how simple and cheap it would be to rebuild such 
an ICBM fleet to an unknown specification and from scratch.

The immediate requirement for the Defense Initiative management 
is then to reorganize the divergent programs which now exist within 
two Cabinet-level departments, three military services, two agencies, 
three Federal labs, and a host of university and industrial concerns. 
Their immediate task is to ask themselves, as I did, where are we 
going, and then get set for the long haul.

Last week. Secretary Weinberger centralized his management with 
the appointment of Lieutenant General Abrahamson as its Director. 
General Abrahamson is already well known in the space community, 
as I am sure he is to many of you. He is also a superb technical 
manager of national, visible state-of-the-art enterprises with a very 
low tolerance for failure.
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He and I both agree that one of his earliest responsibilities is to 
develop congressional understanding that our defensive technology 
development is a responsible part and parcel of overall arms control 
strategy. I would expect him to also develop his program along several 
technical criteria essential for any realistic strategic defense; that is, 
such a defense would not itself be vulnerable to sudden destruction. 
Its technical feasibility would be demonstrated before any decision is 
made to proceed beyond research and development. It need not neces
sarily be nuclear. It would be relatively insensitive to simple prolifera
tion or MIRV-related decoying. It would not depend on any one silver 
bullet. And, finally, its cost would be comparable to offensive coun
termeasures or attempts to rebuild the Soviet ICBM fleet.

I see these characteristics as our immediate goals, and I have listed 
them in what I think is their approximate order or urgency. I do not 
believe it is important now to discuss specific technologies; that time 
will certainly come. That is what the first phase of the program is all 
about. It is more important now that we demonstrate to decision
makers, such as yourselves and the Americans who will pay the bills, 
that we know what we are about, not so much that we know exactly 
which widget will go where.

But in order to leave our successors any options at all, we cannot tie 
our hands now. While I see absolutely no need to violate any provi
sions on existing treaties while we investigate these options, I am very 
leery of entangling ourselves in further constraints until we know 
more. Then I want a comprehensive, broadly thoughtout, planned 
course of action which is not blocked by a previous patchwork of 
obligations whose provisions have been implemented independent of 
each other.

I would simply ask the Congress, Mr. Chairman, not to resolve itself 
too early to such limited sets of options that it removes all future 
options from the next generation. Rather, when that future genera
tion's leaders have the information they need for a decision, we want 
commitment to positive actions on the part of both the United States 
and the Soviet Union, actions that are mutually verifiable, self-stabi
lizing, resistent to the consequences should cheating occur, and put us 
on the road to build-down.
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86. P repared  S ta tem ent by the  Director of the  Strategic 
D efense Initiative O rgan iza tion  (A braham son) Before 
the  S enate  Committee on Foreign Relations: Strategic 
D efense Initiative, April 25, 1984 ^

In tr o d u c tio n

In a speech to the American people a year ago. President Reagan 
offered the hope of a world made safe from the threat of ballistic 
missiles. More specifically, he stated, ''Our ultimate goal . . . (is) 
eliminating the threat posed by strategic nuclear missiles," and ''our 
only purpose . . is to search for ways to reduce the danger of nuclear 
war/' 2

President Reagan based this goal on recent technological advances 
which, he believes, offer us, for the first time in history, the opportu
nity to strengthen deterrence through effective defenses, rather than 
only through the threat of retaliation. He is determined that we 
exploit fully this opportunity. I am convinced he is right.

Secretary Weinberger recently selected me to be the program's di
rector. I began acting in this capacity on April 16, and I am pleased to 
be here today to testify before this committee. I would like to give 
you a general overview of the program, including its purpose, the 
funds we are requesting, and a summary description of the research 
and technology efforts we propose to pursue.

T h e  G o a l  o f  t h e  SDI

We are frequently asked whether the purpose of the Strategic De
fense Initiative (SDI) is to defend people or military forces. Accom
plishment of both missions is essential to the ultimate goal, which is 
to provide security for the people of the United States and our allies. 
The immediate objective is to conduct research on those technologies 
which might enable the development of defensive systems capable of 
intercepting ballistic missiles after they have been launched and pre
venting them from hitting their targets.

Once proven, these technologies could be used for the design and 
development of an appropriate system of defenses. The highly effec
tive defenses that we envision have three attributes which, we believe, 
would contribute to the ultimate objective. First and foremost, an 
effective defense against ballistic missiles would improve stability and 
reduce the likelihood of war by eliminating the military utility of a 
preemptive nuclear strike. Second, in the unlikely event—whether 
planned or accidental—that nuclear weapons would be used in the 
face of effective ballistic missiles and other defenses, such defenses 
would save lives and limit damage. Third, by reducing the value of

 ̂Strategic Defense and Anti-Satellite Weapons: Hearing . . , pp. 16-25.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 199-201.
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offensive nuclear forces, both military and economic incentives would 
be created for negotiated offensive force reductions.

I want to make a special point of the fact that our research is 
focusing on defenses against ballistic missiles of all ranges, including 
tactical and theater range systems as well as ICBM's and SLBM's. We 
are not seeking only to build defenses for the United States. As Secre
tary Weinberger has indicated, our concept of an ^'effective" defense is 
one which protects our Allies as well as the United States.

I must underscore Soviet efforts in the ballistic missile defense area. 
The evidence of massive Soviet investments and programs is over
whelming. Were they to deploy the fruits of their programs unilateral
ly, the consequences to our national security would be exceedingly 
grave. However, a U.S. program capable of responding to Soviet de
ployments could lead to a safer world, with deterrence increasingly 
based on effective defenses for all sides.

F u n d in g

We plan an aggressive, adequately funded program to pursue the 
relevant technologies at the maximum reasonable rate. For fiscal year 
1985 we are requesting approximately $2 billion (total for DoD and 
DoE). We anticipate that during the fiscal year 1986-89 period, ap
proximately $24 billion will be required.

The program is not a "new start'' in the usual sense. Substantially 
all of the relevant technologies have been funded in previous years, 
but not all have been specifically related to defending against ballistic 
missiles. To implement the President's Stratetic Defense Initiative, we 
have focused these previously existing related research efforts into a 
single program, and augmented the previously planned level of DoD 
funding for fiscal year 1985, $1,527 million, by $250 million, for a 
total request of $1,777 million. The DoD request is for 71% real 
growth in relevant technologies from fiscal year 84 to 85, and 16% 
relative to pre-SDI plans for fiscal year 1985. Part of the initiative 
includes technologies involving nuclear devices, which are developed 
by the Department of Energy. Their work in direct support of this 
initiative in fiscal year 1985 is a portion of their nuclear research, 
development, and test funding. It is estimated at $210 million (It is not 
a separate, specific line item.) for a total program of $2 billion.

The DoD portion of the program has been divided into five techni
cal areas, and a new program element has been established for each of 
them. These program elements are:

1. Surveillance, acquisition, and tracking,
2. Directed energy weapons,
3. Kinetic energy weapons,
4. Systems analyses and battle management, and
5. Support programs.
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These are Defense level program elements. Their descriptions are 
found in the Defense Agencies book of RDT&E descriptive summa
ries.

T he  C o n c e pt  of  D efense

The flight of a ballistic missile can be considered in four phases. 
The first is the boost phase, in which the first and second stage rocket 
engines of the missile are burning. They produce an intense and 
unique infrared signature. In the second, or post-boost phase, the bus 
separates from the main engines, and the multiple warheads are de
ployed from the bus, along with any penetration aids such as decoys 
and chaff. In the third, or mid-course phase, the multiple warheads 
and penetration aids travel on ballistic trajectories through space, 
above the earth's atmosphere. In the fourth, terminal phase, the war
heads and penetration aids reenter the earth's atmosphere, where they 
are affected by atmospheric conditions.

Our program seeks to explore technologies enabling the engagement 
of attacking missiles in all four phases of their flight. This would 
require a number of capabilities, including global, full-time surveil
lance to warn of an attack. There is leverage in engaging the missiles 
in the boost phase, because the multiple warheads and penetration 
aids have not yet been deployed. After deployment, we must be able 
to discriminate warheads from decoys, so we can target only the real 
threats. We must be prepared for the attacking warheads to be salvage 
fuzed; therefore, our terminal defenses must engage them at as high an 
altitude as possible. And in addition to the individual engagement 
capabilities, we must have a survivable battle management system 
capable of efficient, global control.

The technologies for the terminal defenses are also likely to be 
applicable to defense against the shorter range nuclear ballistic mis
siles, such as submarine launched ballistic missiles and theater range 
ballistic missiles, which may not have trajectories high enough to 
permit their attack with exoatmospheric systems, and which have 
short times-of-flight. Such technologies are important for defense of 
our allies.

T h e  T e c h n o lo g ie s  

Surveillance, acquisiHon, and tracking:

Surveillance, acquisition, tracking and kill assessment (SATKA) in
cludes sensing of information for initiation of the defense engagement 
and for battle management and assessment of the status of forces 
before and during a defense engagement against nuclear ballistic mis
siles. It also includes signal processing and data processing for discrim
ination of threatening reentry vehicles from other objects and back
grounds. A crucial philosophy of design is that surveillance and acqui
sition should be autonomous in each phase of the engagement, but 
that tracking and kill assessment should be consultative through battle
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management. These requirements are necessary so that the contribu
tions to leakage from missed detections remain independent to insure 
very high quality tracking and kill assessment.

The goal of this program is to develop and demonstrate the capabili
ties needed to detect, track, and discriminate objects in all phases of 
the ballistic missile trajectory. The technology developed under this 
program is quite complex, and any eventual system must operate 
reliably even in the presence of disturbances caused by nuclear weap
ons effects or direct enemy attack.

This program has several component technology development pro
grams which culminate in hardware demonstrations. A focused effort 
to study the observables during each phase is the first major element 
of the program. Optical, infrared, and radar signatures of reentry 
vehicles and penetration aids will be measured. The new techniques of 
radar imaging represent another element. Similarly, optical imaging, 
using lasers rather than radar beams, will be pursued. Finally, a sub
stantial effort is included to develop cooled infrared sensors and near 
real-time signal processing.

The technology programs outlined above will lead to a series of 
hardware demonstrations. Four key demonstrations have been identi
fied at this time, with the possibility of more in the 1990s as technolo
gy progresses. One demonstration will be an advanced boost-phase 
detection and tracking system. Another major demonstration is de
signed to track and discriminate attacking objects in mid-course using 
advanced Long Wavelength Infrared (LWIR) sensors. The ability of 
airborne infrared sensors to identify and track reentering objects will 
be demonstrated in the Army's Airborne Optical System (AOS) devel
opment program. Ground radar imaging and tracking demonstrations 
will continue as part of the Army's terminal and midcourse defense 
programs. As other technologies mature, such as radar and optical 
imaging, new demonstrations will be conducted. As these demonstra
tions are completed, we will have obtained the technical information 
required to decide whether defensive systems of the necessary capabil
ity can be built, considering this key element of the defense design.

Directed Energy Weapons:

This program pursues four basic concepts identified as potentially 
capable of meeting a responsive threat—space-based lasers, ground- 
based lasers, space-based particle beams, and nuclear driven directed 
energy weapons. It also provides for establishment of the National 
Tri-Service Laser Test Range at White Sands Missile Range, NM. The 
basic technical thrusts include beam generators (lasers and particle 
accelerators), beam control, large optics, and acquisition, tracking and 
pointing. Our request includes funds to search for technological op
portunities for new and innovative capabilities.

The goal of the directed energy technology program is to bring the 
most promising concepts for boost and post-boost phase intercept to 
an equivalent technical maturity in the early 1990's. At that point we
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expect to be able to demonstrate a readiness for technology validation 
in system level demonstrations of the concepts selected to move into 
that phase. To achieve that goal we plan to demonstrate the feasibility 
of the leading candidate beam generators by the mid 1980's and their 
scalability to weapon performance levels in the late 1980's or early 
1990's. In beam control we will demonstrate by the end of the decade 
a capability to control wavefront errors, maintain beam alignment 
within the system, compensate for atmospheric effects; and provide 
the components necessary to transmit and control the high intensity 
beams. In large optics, we plan by the 1990's to demonstrate several 
approaches for providing the large diameter ground and space-based 
optics required for most directed energy concepts and all surveillance 
systems employing optical and electro-optical sensors. In our acquisi
tion, tracking and pointing efforts, we envision in-space tests that 
verify our capability to point with the necessary precision, to acquire 
and track targets of interest, and to provide early experiments in 
imaging and designation. Finally, we are considering integrated tech
nology experiments to show that we can integrate the weapon subsys
tems with requisite efficiency. With these demonstrations completed 
we will have provided the basis for a decision whether we are ready to 
move into the more complex system level demonstrations required in 
the technology validation phase of R&D.

Kinetic Energy Weapons:

Kinetic energy weapons include interceptor missiles and hyperveloc
ity gun systems. The primary roles for these weapons include (1) 
midcourse engagement of reentry vehicles not destroyed during boost 
or post-boost phases, and of post-boost vehicles that have not dis
pensed all of their RV's, (2) terminal (i.e. endoatmospheric) engage
ment of RV's not destroyed during the previous phases of their flight, 
(3) space platform defense against threats not vulnerable to directed 
energy weapons, and (4) boost-phase engagement of short time-of- 
flight, short range submarine launched ballistic missiles. Additional 
roles for these weapons include (1) boost phase intercept from space- 
based platforms, and (2) midcourse engagement from space-based 
platforms. The kinetic energy weapons will rely on nonnuclear kill 
mechanisms to destroy the intended target. The key technologies re
quired to develop these weapons include (1) fire control, (2) guidance 
and control, (3) warheads and fuzing for guided projectiles capable of 
being launched by missiles or hypervelocity guns, (4) hypervelocity 
launchers, (5) and high performance interceptor missiles.

The goals of the kinetic energy weapons program are: (1) expansion 
of the technology data base to support the development of improved 
and advanced weapons and (2) development and flight demonstration 
of kinetic energy weapons which are designed to satisfy the SDI 
mission needs outlined above. Technology programs are planned for 
endoatmospheric and exoatmospheric interceptor designs, a 
hypervelocity launcher design, and the systems engineering and analy
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sis required to integrate the various advanced subsystems and compo
nents into effective system constructs. Investigations will also be un
dertaken in novel and advanced techniques which have the potential 
for a high payoff in performance and/or cost effectiveness in the 
design of these weapons systems. Hardware development and flight 
test demonstration of a number of kinetic energy weapons system 
designs will also be undertaken as part of this program.

Systems Analyses and Battle Management:

This program has been divided into two technology projects. The 
Battle Management/Command, Control, and Communications tech
nology project will develop the technologies necessary to allow even
tual implementation of a highly responsive, ultra reliable, survivable, 
endurable and cost effective BM/C^ system for a low-leakage defense 
system. This BM/C® system is expected to be quite complex and must 
operate reliably even in the presence of disturbances caused by nuclear 
effects or direct enemy attacks. This program seeks to (1) develop the 
tools, methods, and components necessary for development of the 
BM/C^ system, and (2) quantify the risk and cost of achieving such a 
BM/C^ system to control the complex, multi-tiered SDI system. The 
systems analyses project will provide overall SDI systems guidance to 
weapons, sensors, C®, and supporting technologies. Tasks include 
threat analyses, mission analyses, concept formulation, system concep
tual design, and subsystem requirements definition, system evaluation, 
and technology assessment for all levels of a multi-tiered, low-leakage 
system.

One of our early tasks will be to conduct a ' ŝanity check'' on the 
defense responsibilities allocated to the various phases of the multi
tiered system by the Defensive Technology Study. Even though we 
know that many of our weapons and sensor concepts will require 
orders of magnitude performance improvements to accomplish the 
President's defense objectives, we also know that effective overall 
system guidance will efficiently focus these technology efforts and 
help us avoid "gold plating" and "blind alleys."

Obviously, if such a complex defense system were deployed, it 
would require positive control of its operations. We have to assure 
that we can turn the system on when it is needed and assure that it is 
safe when not needed. Just as importantly, the system must not be 
regarded as a "paper tiger" by the Soviets if it is to serve as an 
effective deterrent to nuclear war. Therefore, its credibility must be 
based on a demonstrated capability to manage the surveillance, track
ing and intercept actions over the multi-tiers of this complex system. 
The information processing capability, specifically the development of 
complex software packages, necessary to associate outputs from multi
ple sensors, performing discrimination and designation, and "birth to 
death" tracking, plus kill assessment is expected to stress software 
development technology.
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Our immediate need is for effective approaches and tools for 
achieving high performance processors and software, and responsive 
communications networks that provide high reliability and fault toler
ance. Evaluation and demonstration of this complex defense system 
and its will largely depend upon simulation. Therefore, develop
ment of effective modeling and simulation tools will also be an early 
priority endeavor.

Support Programs:

This program element funds a collection of essential efforts designed 
to provide timely answers to a variety of critical SDI support related 
questions. The Defensive Technologies Study (the report of the 
Fletcher panel) identified two areas that should receive priority atten
tion in the SDI program.

First, for each weapon concept under consideration, we must devel
op the ability to scientifically predict the minimum energy that will be 
required, in a variety of engagement scenarios, to kill unhardened, 
retrofit hardened, and responsively hardened Soviet systems. These 
data will have a large effect on our choice of candidate system con
cepts. The feasibility of SDI may well hinge on the results of these 
efforts. The Lethality and Target Hardening project of the Support 
Programs effort is structured to provide these data.

Second, the ability of any deployed ballistic missile defense system 
to survive in the face of dedicated attack and to continue to function 
effectively must be established. The concepts, technologies and tactics 
necessary to insure continued system effectiveness will be defined and 
developed under the Survivability element of Support Programs. The 
output from this effort will be fed into all other elements of the SDI— 
particularly into the Systems Concepts and Analyses efforts.

Additionally, support programs will fund development of the tech
nologies necessary for improved space logistics capabilities. These in
clude the advanced orbital transfer vehicle capabilities that SDI will 
likely require. We will also evaluate the technical feasibility and cost 
effectiveness of using extraterrestrial materials for certain SDI applica
tions.

Many SDI system elements (weapons, sensors, etc.) will require 
large amounts of electrical power. The Power and Power Conversion 
element of support programs will fund concept definition and technol
ogy development for multimegawatt power systems. This effort will 
fully exploit the technologies being developed in the joint NASA, 
DoE, DARPA SP-100 program. Both nuclear and non-nuclear systems 
and technologies will be considered.

The Department of Energy's Contribution to the SDI program:

Although funded separately, the Department of Energy (DoE) pro
gram is integral to the overall Strategic Defense Iiutiative program. 
DoE funded efforts include concepts for nuclear driven x-ray lasers, 
survivability and lethality, and support subsystems. Other efforts.
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such as space-based neutral particle beam technology, are being per
formed by the DoE laboratories with DoD funds. A memorandum of 
understanding, to be signed by the Secretaries of Defense and Energy, 
is presently in coordination. It will establish specific relationships 
between the elements of DoD and DoE engaged in planning and 
execution of the SDL In accord with current policy, the DoE will have 
primary responsibility for nuclear source development, and the DoD 
for applications, target acquisition, beam control, and pointing/track
ing. The DoE laboratories have unique facilities and capabilities to 
address many aspects of these difficult problems.

M a n a g em en t

The Defensive Technologies Study (the Fletcher panel report) em
phasized the importance of strong central management for the SDI. 
The Department of Defense is absolutely committed to this principle 
and I would like to outline how we are following this guidance.

We have established a Strategic Defense Initiative Organization to 
manage the SDI program. The Secretary of Defense intends that the 
director will report directly to him and will have overall responsibility 
for managing the program and reporting on its progress. In the next 
few weeks we will organize a highly centralized dedicated staff to 
proceed with this important effort.

We will also work to establish relationships with other agencies and 
organizations, both within and outside the Department of Defense, to 
facilitate progress on the program. The Senior Interagency Group- 
Defense Policy (SIG-DP) has overseen all efforts of the SDI to date. 
This group, chaired by the Deputy Secretary of Defense and including 
senior representatives from all US national security organizations, will 
continue to provide top level coordination and review of both our 
technology work and the political and military implications of strate
gic defense for the US and its allies. An SDI Executive Committee 
(EXCOM) consisting of the senior officers of the Services, Military 
Departments, Defense Agencies and components of the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense, and also chaired by the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense, has coordinated internal DoD efforts on the SDI. The 
EXCOM will continue in this capacity. In order to execute the pro
gram we will establish, in consultation with the Services and Defense 
Agencies, constructive relationships with those Service and Agency 
staffs. The charter further authorizes the establishment of a special 
SDI Advisory Panel consisting of scientific, industrial, and academic 
experts who will assist us and provide important independent assess
ment of our plans and research efforts. We will work with the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff and the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy in 
establishing mechanisms for assessing the strategy and policy implica
tions of defensive capabilities. We will also work closely with the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Research and Engineering to coordi
nate SDI programs with other related DoD programs to avoid duplica
tion of effort. Since a significant portion of the SDI will be conducted
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by the Department of Energy, we have a formal memorandum of 
understanding now in coordination to cover that Department's SDI 
work.

To carry the SDI through for the long-term there are three funda
mental authorities which the director will have:

1. Establishment of streamlined channels of communication and 
direction with the Services and Agencies which will be conducting 
the work. Each Service and Agency will be asked to designate a 
single office of responsibility for its portion of the SDI. This will 
facilitate prompt response on the program.
2. Responsibility to the Secretary of Defense for the SDI plan
ning, programming and budgeting system.
3. In consultation with the Service and Agency staffs, the Director 
will designate lead organizations, responsible for execution of the 
SDI projects and tasks. These projects and tasks have been cen
tralized in five Program Elements which will be managed by the 
SDI staff. He will initiate reprogrammings as required. We will seek 
class Determination and Findings authority for the SDI, as well as 
simplified procedures for rapid and creative means of achieving 
program objectives.

The most important aspect of our management structure is the 
availability of top-notch dedicated people. I am already singularly 
impressed with the people with whom I will be working, both within 
the Office of the Secretary of Defense and within the Services and 
Agencies. I have every reason for confidence that these people will 
meet the challenge the President has set.

C o n c l u sio n

In conclusion, I am pleased to have the opportunity to contribute to 
making the President's vision a reality. He has outlined a strategy of 
hope for people all over the world and for future generations. We 
need your help and commitment to undertake this noble challenge. 
We are dedicated to a program that will provide our future leaders 
with options to enhance deterrence and stability by eliminating the 
threatening role that ballistic missiles play in our world. The mere 
promise of such options may remove the pall of fear and anxiety that 
overshadows our young and provide them with the confidence that 
their future need not be dominated by the overriding fear of nuclear 
destruction.
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87. Join t Declaration by the  Foreign Ministers of Costa 
Rica, Ei Salvador, an d  Honduras: Peace  in Central 
America [Extract], April 25, 1984 ^

• • • • • • •

The Ministers of Foreign Relations, wishing to put an end to the 
acute problems that the current critical situation is causing, resolve to 
promote and achieve security through reestablishment of military 
equilibrium in the region and verification and control of the agree
ments concluded, and, seeking to help create the necessary trust be
tween the parties that will favor negotiation, declare on behalf of their 
respective governments their willingness to accept, and at the same 
time call upon the Government of Nicaragua to accept publicly the 
following reciprocal obligations:

(A) Prohibit the introduction into the region of new types of weap
ons or weapons systems that are not possessed by any of the Central 
American governments;

(B) Reduce the weapons inventory to previously agreed levels that 
do not give any country in the region an advantage over its neighbors 
or permit an offensive capability that could be used against them;

(C) Reduce the number of foreign military and security advisers 
with a view to ending their presence in Central America, and establish 
a schedule for such reductions;

(D) Eliminate trafficking in arms, ammunition, and other supplies 
from or through any country in the region to persons, groups, or orga
nizations that are conducting subversive activities in other countries;

(E) Put an end to the exportation of subversion, terrorism, sabotage, 
and any other means of destabilizing neighboring governments, in
cluding dismantling the command, communication control, and supply 
facilities of guerillas who have a base of operations in any country of 
the region against any other country;

(F) Prohibit the installation of foreign military bases within the ter
ritory of any Central American country;

(G) Reduce the number of military troops to previously agreed 
levels, dismantle and prohibit the organization and direct or indirect 
maintenance of irregular or paramilitary forces by any name inside or 
outside the regular organization of their armed forces;

(H) Prohibit the introduction of nuclear weapons or means of deliv
ery of nuclear, biological, or chemical weapons and, in general, any 
heavy weapons or any other resource that substantially alters the po
tential of current weapon systems;

(I) Establish reliable and practical mechanisms for verification and 
control of the obligations assumed, which necessarily should include 
frequent and expeditious inspections in the field by neutral teams en-

 ̂ACDA files. The declaration was signed at San Salvador by Carlos Jose Gutierrez, 
Minister of Foreign Relations of Costa Rica; Fidel Chavez Mena, Minister of Foreign 
Relations of El Salvador; and Edgardo Paz Bamica, Minister of Foreign Relations of 
Honduras.
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joying free and timely access to the territory of all the countries of the 
region; and

(J) Establish a system for carrying out the obligations that is also 
subject to verification and control.

The Ministers of Foreign Relations of Costa Rica, El Salvador, and 
Honduras, in evidence of the good faith of their governments and 
their desire, by participating in the Contadora activities, to create a 
climate of trust between the Central American States that will facili
tate the attainment of the objectives established in the Document of 
Objectives, dated September 9, 1983,^ and the rules for their immedi
ate implementation, dated January 7 [8], 1984,® undertake, and request 
the Government of Nicaragua to undertake as well, to:

(A) Immediately deliver an inventory of the active and reserve 
combat units and the principal weapons systems to a special commis
sion of the Inter-American Defense Board and invite the Board to 
send a suitable inspection team to verify the statements made in the 
inventories;

(B) Publish all military treaties and agreements with third countries;
(C) Inform the Inter-American Defense Board of arms and muni

tions deliveries from external sources and enable it to verify data con
cerning such deliveries; and

fD) Publish the number and location of all foreign military person
nel in our countries and permit the Inter-American Defense Board to 
verify such number and location.

We request the Government of Nicaragua to demonstrate a similar 
degree of support for the negotiation process sponsored by the Conta
dora Group by making equally frank disclosures of its foreign military 
ties, the strength of its armed forces and weapons systems, and the 
presence in its territory of foreign military and security advisers who 
are lending support to its armed forces

88. S ta tem ent by the  U.S. R epresen ta tive  (Fields) to  the  
Conference on Disarmament: Chemical W eapons  Con
vention , April 26f 1984^

Mr. President, for the United States, the elimination of the threat of 
chemical weapons—and the elimination of the terrible reality of chem
ical warfare—is a paramount objective for strengthening international 
security. To this end, the United States is resolved to pursue a com
plete, effective and verifiable ban on chemical weapons.

2 Documents on Disarmament 1983, pp. 788-791.
3 Document 3.
1 CD/PV. 262, pp. 15-19.
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The history of this effort is well known. In 1977, the United States 
and the Soviet Union began formal bilateral negotiations on chemical 
weapons. In 1980, the United States moved its efforts to ban chemical 
weapons to this body, in recognition that the abolition of chemical 
weapons is an issue that concerns all States. In February 1983, after 
long and intensive discussions both here and in Washington, my 
delegation tabled its detailed views on the content of an 
agreement.^ Since then, we have elaborated our detailed views as we 
participated in the work of this Conference. In July 1983, my delega
tion also presented a comprehensive paper that set forth illustrative 
on-site verification procedures for destruction of chemical weapons.® 
Last Autumn, further to accelerate work in this area, the United States 
invited member and observer delegations to this Conference to visit an 
operating facility for the destruction of our chemical weapons. Partici
pants gained a first-hand look at the actual destruction procedures 
used by the United States and at the verification measures necessary 
to ensure effective verification of that destruction.

Then, last week. President Reagan once again sent Vice-President 
Bush to Geneva. In a new effort to create momentum in the negotiat
ing process, the Vice-President came before this body and presented 
the draft United States convention for a chemical weapons ban.'  ̂ The 
Vice-President emphasized yet again the importance the United States 
attaches to the conclusion of such a ban. The Vice-President also 
spoke of his personal concern, as a father and a grandfather, and 
stated his personal resolve that chemical weapons be effectively elimi
nated for all time. This is a point on which surely we all can agree. In 
this context, I want to make it perfectly clear that the United States 
condemns any use of chemical weapons whenever and wherever it 
occurs.

This history shows a continuing United States effort to work hard 
and work sincerely for an agreement on the effective and verifiable 
ban of chemical weapons, the cornerstone of which effort is the draft 
convention which we presented here last week. Accordingly, I would 
like to take some time now to explain the major provisions of the 
United States draft convention.

The essence of the draft convention is in its first article, which 
contains the basic prohibitions. The parties would agree not to devel
op, produce, otherwise acquire, stockpile, retain or transfer chemical 
weapons. The parties would further agree not to conduct other activi
ties in preparation for the use of chemical weapons, use chemical 
weapons in any armed conflict, or assist others to engage in prohibited 
activities. In including a ban on the use of chemical weapons, the 
United States has been mindful of the importance attached to such a 
provision by many delegations. Taken together, articles I and XIV

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 95-107.
3 Ibid., pp. 524-537.
 ̂ See D ocum ents 75 and 76, both April 18.
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would ensure that the convention would supplement, and not replace, 
the 1925 Geneva Protocol.^

Article II presents the definitions of terms which are necessary for 
the implementation of the convention. Chemicals which could be used 
in weapons are divided into three categories according to the danger 
they pose—'"super-toxic lethal", ''other lethal" and "other harmful". 
The convention would regulate these different categories in different 
ways. The most important of the definitions is that of "chemical 
weapons". We have formulated this definition using the definition 
that was agreed to in document CD/112.® Furthermore, we have 
formulated the definition of "toxic chemicals" to take into account the 
points of view of China and other members of this Conference. The 
definition of "chemical weapons" is drawn very broadly so as to 
include all lethal and incapacitating chemicals and their precursors 
which are not justified for permitted purposes. It does not include 
chemicals which are justified for peaceful purposes, such as those used 
in agriculture, research, medicine and domestic law enforcement.

Permitted uses of toxic chemicals are specifically protected in article 
III, so that peaceful chemical activities will not be significantly hin
dered. In order that any misuse of these chemicals can be detected, 
article III also places limits on the amount of super-toxic lethal chemi
cals and key precursors that any State party may possess for protective 
purposes. Similarly, the draft convention provides that the States par
ties may produce super-toxic chemicals for protective purposes only in 
a single facility, and must annually declare all toxic chemicals for 
protective purposes which could also be used for weapons. The parties 
also would be limited in the extent to which they may transfer super
toxic chemicals and key precursors to other States. Article III also 
provides special measures on certain types of chemicals that are used 
for peaceful purposes, as listed in schedules A, B and C to the conven
tion, to ensure that these chemicals will not be diverted to use in 
weapons.

Once the convention enters into force, each party would file an 
initial declaration of its existing chemical weapons, production facili
ties and past transfers. Articles IV, V and VI stipulate the information 
that must be included in these declarations. The parties would be 
required to destroy any chemical weapons and production facilities 
over a 10-year period, and annually provide information concerning 
such destruction. There would be guaranteed access for on-site verifi
cation to monitor the chemical weapons and production facilities, as 
well as the destruction process. The effect of these various declarations 
and monitoring activities would be to provide confidence in compli
ance by giving the parties comprehensive knowledge of the chemical 
weapons and production facilities in existence, and by confirming their 
eventual destruction.

® Documents on Disarmament 1969, pp. 764-765.
6 Ih il, 1980, pp. 285-289.
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The proposed convention also contains a variety of other provisions 
to aid in its implementation. As suggested by this Conference, a 
Consultative Committee would be established pursuant to article VII 
to oversee the implementation of the convention and promote the 
verification of compliance with it. Through its subordinate bodies this 
Committee would conduct the on-site verification activities required 
by the convention. We have also adopted the concept of an Executive 
Council, as developed by the A d Hoc Working Group on Chemical 
Weapons last year. This body would be delegated the responsibility 
for the continuing work of the Committee.

Articles IX, X and XI provide procedures for resolving compliance 
issues. Under article IX, the parties are required to consult and co
operate on any matter which may be raised relating to the objectives 
of the convention, and to participate in fact-finding inquiries. Any 
party may request that the Consultative Committee conduct appropri
ate fact-finding inquiries, including on-site inspections. The fact-find- 
ing inquiries must be completed within two months, and if any party 
still has concerns about compliance which have not been resolved, it 
may request a special meeting of the Consultative Committee.

In article X, the parties would authorize special on-site inspections, 
whereby each party must consent, on 24-hour notice, to a special 
inspection of one of the sites for which inspection is authorized by 
articles III, V or VI, or of any military or government-owned or 
controlled location or facility. This provision has been the object of 
most of the comments which my delegation has heard during the past 
week. As Vice-President Bush stressed, the United States is offering 
an ''open invitation'' for inspection of many potentially suspect sites 
in its own territory. We recognize that this provision could open 
sensitive United States facilities and activities to international inspec
tion. Nevertheless the United States is fully prepared to accept these 
risks in order to ensure an effective ban of this entire class of weapons 
of mass destruction. We have found no other approach which can 
satisfactorily deal with the problem of possible undeclared chemical 
weapons or clandestine production facilities. In view of the gains in 
relation to the costs involved—that is, the potential of some intrusion 
essential to resolve concerns that the convention is being circumvent
ed—this step is both reasonable and prudent. There are some who 
have objected that the "open invitations" approach is unfair because it 
may place a greater burden on some States than on others. No imbal
ance is either contemplated or desired. The United States delegation is 
ready to work with others to ensure that the "open invitation" ap
proach applies fairly to differing economic and political systems. 
Without this or a comparable measure, no State can rest in the knowl
edge that these weapons have been truly banished.

The next article in the United States draft convention, article XI, 
authorizes ad hoc on-site inspections. Such inspections may be made of 
all locations that are not covered by article X. A party must consent to 
an ad hoc inspection requested by the Consultative Committee except
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for the most exceptional reasons, which must be explained. Upon 
consideration the Committee may send the party another request, and 
if this is also refused, the Security Council would immediately be 
informed.

The convention would also require a number of detailed provisions 
for its implementation, which we propose to place in annexes to the 
main text. These annexes would be integral parts of the convention. 
Accordingly, in addition to the draft convention which was presented 
last week, the United States also presented its detailed views on the 
contents of these annexes.

Annex I provides many details concerning the Consultative Com
mittee, including provisions for the working of that Committee. It also 
contains provisions for the creation of an Executive Council, fact
finding panel, and a technical secretariat, as well as provisions for the 
convening of special meetings of the Committee.

Annex II provides detailed views on verification. Section A of this 
annex stipulates the detailed information that would have to be pro
vided in the various declarations required by the convention, such as 
the declarations concerning chemical weapons, production facilities, 
and destruction activities. Section B of annex II is concerned with 
procedures for on-site verification, including inspections. It provides 
detailed rules for on-site inspections and the use of on-site monitoring 
equipment, and provides rules to protect the rights of both inspectors 
and host States. It also provides for the inspection and monitoring of 
chemical weapons, production facilities, protective activities and de
struction activities. Finally, this section stipulates criteria to be used by 
the Consultative Committee in evaluating requests for ad hoc inspec
tions.

Annex III provides the basis for the three schedules which list the 
chemicals that have legitimate uses but which also pose a risk of 
diversion to chemical weapons purposes. In addition, there is a fourth 
schedule, embodying parts of document CD/CW/WP.30, to specify 
methods for measuring the toxicity of chemicals.

I also wish to draw attention to two actions which should be taken 
before the convention can enter into force. First, upon signature, every 
State should declare whether chemical weapons or production facilities 
are under its control anywhere or located within its territory. In fact, 
many States have already made such statements, including the United 
States. We would urge others to do so as well. Second, there should be 
a preparatory commission convened once the convention is open for 
signature to plan for the implementation of the convention. These 
actions would be agreed in a document associated with the conven
tion, but separate from it.

This has been a brief summary of the contents of the United States 
draft. I would like to point out what has no doubt been obvious in 
your study of our draft: that much of it has been drawn from the 
agreements which we have previously reached in this Conference and 
the discussions we have held over the past several years in the Com-
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mittee on Disarmament. My Government appreciates and recognizes 
the value of the work done in the Committee and the Conference on 
Disarmament, will continue to contribute to it, and has incorporated as 
much as possible into our draft. In view of the length and the com
plexity of the provisions of the draft convention, there will undoubt
edly be many points on which further clarification may be helpful. 
The United States delegation is prepared to undertake this task and 
indeed is willing to do so. We have sponsored one question-and- 
answer session open to all delegations, and we are prepared to provide 
further such clarifications on a delegation-to-delegation basis.

Let me make it clear, the United States draft is not presented on a 
'"take-it-or-leave-it" basis. It does however, illustrate our approach to 
a ban, and it will provide the basis for papers presented by United 
States representatives on specific aspects as they are discussed. But we 
have no monopoly on creativity. We are ready and willing to consider 
alternative approaches and alternative formulations, so long as these 
would provide an effective ban.

As Vice-President Bush emphasized, the United States delegation 
looks forward to close and serious consultations with all delegations in 
these negotiations. We are prepared to take an active and constructive 
role in the full and complete process of negotiation of the text of the 
chemical weapons convention.

It is disturbing that some chose to criticize the draft convention— 
and the motivations of the United States—before the draft was actual
ly presented. Some have charged that this initiative is only a bit of 
political showmanship as part of our Presidential election campaign or 
is part of an effort to win approval for production of binary chemical 
weapons.

These allegations are simply untrue. Our goal is to accelerate the 
negotiations in this body. Four times in a little more than a year the 
United States has made major initiatives toward that end. Twice 
during that period the second highest elected official of my Govern
ment has come to Geneva to emphasize the commitment of President 
Reagan and the United States, the people of the United States, to the 
work of the Conference on Disarmament on a chemical weapons ban. 
The United States is not afraid of criticism. But we hope that before 
others criticize our draft they will read it carefully—and come forward 
with comprehensive proposals of their own.

The United States delegation is encouraged by the evidence that 
most delegations are approaching the negotiations seriously and that 
the work is beginning to intensify. The important Working Paper 
introduced by the delegation of China, CD/443,'^ is being studied with 
careful interest by our experts. We were pleased by the statement of 
the distinguished Soviet representative. Ambassador Issraelyan, on 21 
February regarding inspection of destruction of chemical weapons ®

Dated March 5, Document 43.
® See Document 33.
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and further encouraged by his statement on 18 April that the United 
States draft convention would be carefully studied.^ We have also 
noted a number of constructive suggestions contained in the Working 
Paper submitted by a group of socialist States, CD/435, entitled "'im
proved effectiveness of the work of the Conference on Disarmament 
in the field of prohibition of chemical weapons''. We hope that 
these suggestions will be further explored and, as appropriate, imple
mented. A number of other very useful documents have been intro
duced in 1984, such as the working papers from the delegations of the 
United Kingdom, M the Federal Republic of Germany, the Nether
lands,^^ France,Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia.^® Furthermore, 
the flexibility shown by a number of delegations has led to progress in 
formulating key definitions. Unfortunately, there remain important 
subjects which a few delegations are apparently not ready to discuss 
and resolve—for example, the declaration and elimination of chemical 
weapons production facilities. This is to be deeply regretted. We hope 
that our break will allow sober reflection on the urgent need for 
progress on all fronts in this negotiation.

For its part the United States delegation will do whatever it can, 
under the able leadership of Ambassador Ekeus, to ensure that the 
negotiations can be successfully completed as soon as possible. To 
quote Vice-President Bush ''Our aim in these negotiations will be a 
practical one—to work hard and in good faith; to build mutual confi
dence; to achieve real results".

Humanity demands no less of us. Accomplishing real results will 
not be easy, but my delegation, myself, my Government and the 
people of the United States are committed to the achievement of an 
effective ban of chemical weapons once and for all. I know that the 
members of this Conference are equally dedicated to this goal, and 
with that dedication. Sir, I am convinced that we will succeed.

89. S ta tem ent by the  Soviet R ep resen ta tive  (Issrae iyan) 
to the  C onference on Disarmament: Chemical W ea p 
ons Convention [Extract], April 26, 1984 ^

• • • • • • •

In the first statement made by the Soviet delegation during the 
current session of the Conference on Disarmament on 7 February, ̂  we

® Document 77.
 ̂° Dated February 20, Document 30.
 ̂  ̂Dated February 10, Document 26.

Dated February 24, Document 36, and CD/496.
13 CD/445.

Dated April 3, Document 62.
CD/437, transmitting Warsaw Pact proposal of January 10, Document 5. 

16 CD/482.
1 CD/PV. 262, pp. 21-23.
2 CD/PV. 239, pp. 24-30.
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analysed in detail the international situation and United States policy 
on arms-limitation issues. We noted that, taking the course of trigger
ing off a new spiral in the arms race, the United States and the NATO 
countries thwart negotiations, use them as a cover for their militaristic 
preparations, and recently, as experience shows, also for rhetorics 
aimed inter alia at achieving domestic political goals.

After that statement some delegations of Western States blamed us 
for what they considered an exceedingly gloomy assessment of the 
international situation as a whole and United States policy on arms- 
limitation in particular. However, the deliberations of the first part of 
the 1984 session confirmed that our assessment was correct. The 
United States continues to block any advance in the field of disarma
ment and uses its participation in the negotiations for propaganda 
purposes to camouflage its true course aimed at achieving military 
superiority over the USSR, unleashing the arms race where it did not 
exist before, in outer space, for instance, and spurring it on in those 
areas where it was imposed on the world long ago by the United 
States military-industrial complex.

The latest, I would say, graphic example of this attitude on the part 
of the United States to arms-limitation and disarmament issues is the 
broadly-publicized draft convention on the prohibition of chemical 
weapons submitted by the United States delegation on 18 April 1984.^ 
Contrary to all promises, even if there are some changes in the ob
structionist position of the United States on a chemical-weapons ban, 
they are in no way for the better. Previously, in order to bar the 
conclusion of an agreement on a chemical-weapon ban the United 
States insisted on a verification system under which other States 
should at the first request allow foreign inspectors access to any 
chemical facility regardless of whether or not it has anything to do 
with the production of chemical weapons. Now Washington proposes 
that States should agree in advance and unconditionally to unimpeded 
access of foreign inspectors '"anywhere and at any time".

It hardly requires very keen insight to understand that what is 
involved here is not verification which is really necessary for confi
dence in strict compliance with agreements, in which, incidentally, the 
USSR is no less interested than the United States. The main point is 
the following—putting forward demands on unimpeded access to the 
territories of other States to continue to block the achievement of 
agreement on a chemical-weapon ban.

In reality, the United States draft can only throw the negotiations 
on a chemical-weapons ban many years back. It not only suffers from 
extremism, it not only cancels the efforts of many years made by 
many States with a view to elaborating realistic solutions to verifica-

® Document 75.
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tion problems, but it is built on a blatantly discriminatory basis, and 
places States with different social systems in unequal situations. This 
was also recognized in today's statement by the representative of the 
United States.^ Its implementation would inflict damage to the eco
nomic and defence interests of a number of States, first of all those of 
the socialist States, but not only theirs.

Today the representative of the United States referred to the state
ment of the Soviet delegation of 21 February. I should like to recall 
what was said in that statement. I quote from the English translation. 
"In declaring today our readiness in principle to consider in a positive 
manner the proposal for the permanent presence of the representatives 
of international control at the special facilities for the destruction of 
stocks, we would like particularly to stress that our premise is that our 
partners at negotiations will also for their part prove their readiness, 
not in words but in deeds, to seek mutually acceptable solutions.'' ® 
And now we have before us the United States draft, which should 
have taken into account, as we hoped, the viewpoint of the Soviet 
Union as well, which is very well known to the United States inas
much as we have been carrying on negotiations with the United States 
for eight years at least on both a bilateral and a multilateral basis.

The question must be asked: Why was it necessary for the United 
States to put forward such a proposal which is deliberately unaccept
able for the Soviet Union and many other States? Incidentally, many 
high United States officials have said that it is deliberately unaccept
able. In fact, they could not expect that agreement could be achieved 
on the basis of it. No, of course, nobody expected that. And the 
achievement of an agreement was hardly the goal of the authors of 
the draft. We are deeply convinced that the draft was submitted 
merely in order to try to cover by the noisy publicity around the 
United States draft the reality of what the American administration is 
engaging in—the intensive preparation of the implementation of the 
10 billion dollar ''United States chemical rearmament" programme 
proclaimed by President Reagan.

90. S ta tem ent by  the  British R epresen ta tive  (M iddleton) 
to the  Conference on Disarmament: Conference Proce
dures [Extract], April 26, 1984 ^

• • • • • • •

With the exception of chemical weapons, this has not been a good 
session. The hopes that we expressed earlier in the session that the

* Supra.
® Document 33.
1 CD/PV.262, pp. 25-27.
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change of name from Committee to Conference would be accompa
nied by a change of approach have not been realized. Of the four A d  
Hoc Committees we have set up to deal with particular aspects of our 
work two have not met and one has been in existence only one week. 
We have failed to agree on mandates for three other A d Hoc Commit
tees after weeks of discussion and of extensive and praiseworthy 
efforts by successive occupants of the Presidency. We share the con
cern of other delegations at this state of affairs, even if we do not all 
agree on the reasons for it or the remedies to be applied.

There is, in our view, one basic reason for our failure to get over 
procedural hurdles and to begin substantive work—the fact that we 
have different concepts of ''negotiations" and the role of the Confer
ence in that respect. We discern an underlying train of logic in the 
attitude of some delegations. The Conference is a negotiating body; 
conferences have ad hoc committees as subsidiary bodies; therefore, all 
ad hoc committees must also be negotiating bodies. There is a deceptive 
simplicity about such a syllogism. Deceptive because it ignores the real 
differences of substance which divide delegations and the different 
levels of agreement which have been attained on different agenda 
items. My delegation approaches our work differently. We attach 
importance to the role of the Conference as a negotiating body, but 
before negotiations can begin we believe that we must jointly identify 
an aim and then establish the basis on which it might be achievable. It 
is not acceptable to us to agree to enter into negotiations on a vague 
and ill-defined basis—that would certainly be a recipe for failure.

It is for this reason that we have not been able to agree to negotiate 
on "appropriate and practical measures" for the prevention of nuclear 
war before we have defined what form such measures might take. 
There is new agreement, I am glad to say, that the phase of identify
ing such measures is an essential preliminary and we recognize the 
flexibility shown by the Group of 21 in this respect.

We have, however, yet to reach agreement on a mandate. It still 
seems to my delegation that had the suggestion of informal meetings 
made by western States been taken up last summer, or indeed even if 
it had been taken up earlier this session, we could have at least made 
a start on the substance of the question. Instead, because of the 
insistence on form—because of the insistence on doing this work only 
in the framework of an ad hoc committee—we have yet to begin our 
study of the subject.

Similar considerations apply to the procedural debate on outer 
space, where although we have agreed in principle to form an ad hoc 
committee we are still caught up in arguments over its precise terms of 
reference. Once again it is the word "negotiation" which causes the 
difficulty; once again it is the attempt to enter into negotiations before 
we know what we are going to negotiate on and the attempt to 
resolve fundamental differences of approach within the terms of a
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mandate which prevents us dealing with the substance of the ques
tion. We believe that the proposals put forward by western States 
form a sound basis on which work might begin.

Our problems with the formation of an ad hoc committee on the 
nuclear test ban are somewhat different. We know what needs to be 
done but we also know what fundamental differences of view exist on 
certain aspects of the problem. We do not believe that these differ
ences can be resolved simply by entering into negotiations; nor can we 
pretend, as some do, that these differences do not exist. These diffi
culties will not be solved by selective quotation from reports of earlier 
negotiations or reliance on supposed authorities outside this Confer
ence. It is right, in our view, that the Conference should, on a multi
lateral basis, try to establish basic common ground before negotiations 
are started. As Mr. Luce said on 14 February, ''It would do no one any 
service to pretend that we can begin to negotiate the language of a 
treaty when we remain so far apart on basic principles". ̂  We remain 
ready to participate actively in an ad hoc committee, in the hope of 
resolving these difficulties.

A brighter note was struck in March with the submission of the 
Third Report of the A d Hoc Group of Scientific Experts ® which my 
delegation joins others in welcoming. My delegation supports and will 
contribute to further work by the A d Hoc Group of Scientific Experts 
and would like to pay particular tribute to the work of the Chairman 
of the Group, Dr. Ola Dahlman, and of the Scientific Secretary, Dr. 
Frode Ringdal. The contributions of Norway and other non-member 
States of the Conference on Disarmament have added greatly to the 
value of the work of the A d Hoc Group.

The A d Hoc Group of Scientific Experts has done valuable work but 
we think it over simplifying the matter to state that the A d Hoc Group 
has ''clarified all relevant questions". We see implicit in the report the 
considerable difficulties which remain even in data exchange. There is 
a substantial task before us in achieving greater compatibility in tech
nical skills between different national seismic centres. There is a need 
for the installation of modern systems in participating seismograph 
stations and for the establishment of more high quality stations in the 
Southern Hemisphere. Improvements in this direction will only be 
possible if the States concerned are ready to take the necessary steps. 
There still exist differences of view as to the degree to which Level II 
data should be made available. And we must not forget that the work 
of the A d Hoc Group of Scientific Experts is concerned only with data 
exchange; it does not answer directly important questions relating to 
the detection and identification of nuclear explosions.

Finally, we can take some satisfaction in the fact that we succeeded 
at last in setting up an A d Hoc Committee on Radiological Weapons on 
the basis of the former mandate last week. The outside observer

2 CD/PV.241, p. 14.
 ̂Dated March 9, Document 46.
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might, however, justifiably ask why it took so long. The only obstacle 
was in fact the proposal of one group to alter radically the competence 
of the A d Hoc Committee by suggesting that the mandate provide for 
the negotiation of a comprehensive treaty on the prohibition of new 
weapons of mass destruction—a proposal consistently rejected by 
many delegations for reasons set out in successive annual reports. The 
only result of this tactic, whose motive remains obscure to us, was to 
delay formation of the A d Hoc Committee until the last weeks of the 
session. We hope that after this delay a rapid start to the work of the 
Committee can be made under Ambassador Vejvoda's chairmanship 
when we resume in June.

91. S ta tem en t by  the  R ep resen ta tive  of the  Federal Re
public of G erm any  (W eg en er)  to  the  Conference on 
Disarmament: Conference Procedures and  Chemical 
W eapons  Convention, April 26, 1984 ^

Mr. President, our adjournment today is a mere matter of expedien
cy, and has no meaning beyond that. We make room for an important 
disarmament meeting in New York. We do not have to report about 
the spring part of our session nor otherwise to assess our work in a 
formal manner. Yet, one is tempted to evaluate the first three months 
of our work as a Conference on Disarmament, and I see that I am not 
the only one to succumb to that temptation. The balance sheet, how
ever, is not altogether favourable. Our session so far leaves an ambiva
lent impression. We note positive and negative elements side by side.

Let me start with the negative side of the balance sheet. Again, this 
assembly has wasted an excessive amount of its meeting time on 
procedure. Obviously, the lesson of the previous year, when almost 
the entire spring part of the session was wasted on such procedural 
issues, has not been heeded. The result is that in essential areas of our 
work assignment we have not gone beyond the preparatory stage. 
That has prevented us from creating an envirorunent in which the 
Conference could conduct a serious discussion of issues, a serious 
common search for possible consensus areas in which regulatory, ne
gotiating efforts could be launched. The consequence is that we 
remain on the level of monologue, and that our opportunity for true 
argumentative discourse, and thereby progress, is lost. My delegation 
regrets that too many delegations seemingly place formalism and se
mantics higher on their value scale than the contents of the problems 
before us. I do not purport to criticize anybody in particular, but to 
point to a general state of misery in our deliberations.

This situation should motivate us to look for possibilities of amelio
rating seriously our working mode. Although no article of our rules of

1 CD/PV.262, pp. 34-38.
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procedure compels us to do so, we have unfortunately established a 
practice by which subordinate organs of the Conference are in every 
instance to be equipped with terms of reference—a mandate—that 
reaches far into the substance matter of discussion. Do we not suc
cumb there to a fallacy? Do we not attempt too much? Is it not 
impossible to try to reconcile fundamental differences of security phi
losophy in the few lines of a mandate even before in-depth discussion 
on the subject is undertaken? Would it not be preferable to settle for a 
broad description of the field of activity of each subordinate organ, 
leaving it to the working body itself to shape its assignment by lively 
debate between delegations? In this context I find the idea circulated 
by Ambassador Vidas of Yugoslavia particularly intriguing. A simple, 
non-specific model for the terms of reference of ad hoc committees and 
other conceivable subsidiary organs would, in the view of my delega
tion, be an appropriate subject of study for our Conference (and, 
possibly, for adoption), in order to allow the Conference to dispense 
with long-drawn discussions on mandates in the future. Let me ex
press the hope that our group of seven so appropriately labelled 
''Group of Wise Men", will soon be in a position to provide us with 
concrete suggestions in this vein.

It is with particular regret that my delegation observes the failure of 
the Conference to agree on the terms of reference for a specific 
working organ on the prevention of nuclear war including all related 
matters. This subject which obviously encounters the interest of all 
delegations their differing perspectives notwithstanding that. It is 
therefore particularly preoccupying that, in spite of the flexibility 
displayed by so many delegations, a pragmatic organizational solution 
has eluded us. Our failure to deal with the pressing subject of war 
prevention has prejudiced our ability to deal with the major problems 
before the Conference in a balanced manner. It is perhaps not futile to 
anticipate that our recess exerts a salutory effect on the further evolu
tion of this issue. Here as in several other areas our failure to come to 
terms with the procedural difficulties are particularly saddening be
cause they have deprived you, Mr. President, of the well deserved 
fruits of your patient labours. The diligence and inventiveness with 
which you have conducted a multifaceted consultation process behind 
the scenes has, however, not gone unnoticed. My delegation, as others, 
will remember the period of your Presidency as one of good political 
common sense and exceptional determination.

The negative side of our balance sheet is, however, happily compen
sated for by a number of positive aspects.

Let me first stress the fact that in spite of a particularly tense 
international climate at the turn of the year, the spring part of the 
session of our Conference—under its new more prestigious designa
tion—was able to embark on its work in a co-operative mode and emit 
a general willingness to foster ties and not to impair them. Predictions 
about an impending total standstill of all disarmament and arms con
trol affairs proved untrue. Just as the Stockholm Conference on Confi
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dence- and Security-Building Measures in Europe and, more recently, 
the resumption of Vienna talks on Mutual and Balanced Force Reduc
tions in Central Europe, our Conference managed to reach cruising 
speed after a very brief spell of hesitation, and, used to serious work 
and rational argument, the majority of delegations brushed aside the 
several examples of undifferentiated and unfounded polemics without 
which apparently one group of countries, although otherwise co-oper
ative, could not do.

However, the major reason for satisfaction is the quantum leap 
which we have been able to make in the field of chemical weapons. 
The quick determined steps which the Conference took in February to 
establish its A d Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons with a compre
hensive and forward looking mandate provided the appropriate ambi
ance in which many delegations could go on record with new and 
constructive views. My delegation has, in several steps, attempted to 
contribute to that process. But I would also like to cite as an encourag
ing element that the delegation of the Soviet Union has again taken a 
more active interest in the subject of chemical weapons, designating it, 
in a statement in early February, as one of the priority subjects of 
negotiations of this Conference. The several suggestions which the 
Soviet Union has submitted, in particular in a major policy statement 
on 21 February, 2 and its declared general readiness to contribute con
structively to the solution of all pending verification problems of the 
convention have been helpful and will play an important role in 
future negotiations. My delegation has also noted with attention the 
undertaking given by Ambassador Issraelyan on 18 April 1984 that the 
United States draft on a chemical weapons convention will receive 
serious study by the Soviet side; ® even in his more critical remarks of 
this morning,^ I find nothing that contradicts this welcome undertak
ing.

Heralded by Secretary Shultz' formal announcement on 16 January, 
the introduction of the United States draft by the Vice-President of 
the United States of America on 18 April ̂  has certainly been the 
major event of the spring part of our session. There is no doubt that 
the draft represents an unprecedented endeavour by one of the two 
leading military Powers to provide complex solutions to the problems 
inherent in the problem of banning chemical weapons. My delegation 
has noted with satisfaction that the draft not only represents detailed 
United States views on all aspects of the future convention but also 
incorporates contributions of many other delegations in the Confer
ence on Disarmament, and indeed the results of the collective negoti
ating process of last year. My delegation is convinced that the United 
States draft will become an important basis for future negotiations 
and, indeed, one of its determining elements. The document is proof

2 Document 33.
3 For an extract, see Document 77. 
 ̂Document 89.

® Document 76.
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of the political determination of the United States of America to see 
these negotiations to a good end in the shortest possible time. The 
assurance given by Vice-President Bush and a moment ago echoed by 
Ambassador Fields® that the United States have introduced their draft 
with every intention to provide negotiating flexibility when needed 
underscores the significance of the event.

As could be expected in such an immensely complex subject-matter, 
the United States draft contains many aspects that will evoke contro
versy within the Conference and in part have already done so. Some 
of the views concerning verification are new and bold. Whatever 
position delegations might take vis-a-vis certain parts of the recom
mended verification system it must be recognized that the draft pro
vides new impulses that should stimulate serious argument.

In this context it is important that the United States views on 
verification and especially its new concept concerning special and on- 
challenge verification be taken at face value. The provisions on open- 
invitation mandatory inspections for verifying compliance demonstrate 
an unprecedented measure of audacity. Delegations that evaluate the 
proposal in this respect should not only look at what the United States 
demands from others but what they are prepared to give themselves. 
Openness is offered on the basis of reciprocity. It is a new phenome
non that a significant military Power is prepared to pay such a high 
price in order to ensure compliance with a disarmament convention. 
My delegation is impressed with the readiness of the United States 
delegation to join in a mutual obligation to open for international 
inspection a substantial segment of its sensitive military installations. 
Whatever the final outcome of negotiations will be, we should look at 
this offer as a strength of the United States approach, and my delega
tion would advise that all delegations remain mindful of the political 
dimension of this open-invitation philosophy. It provides for a far
sighted, indeed unique approach aiming at changing the way Govern
ments deal with each other in an important field of national security. 
This new concept contrasts favourably with certain antiquated views 
pretending that mystification and excessive secrecy are the nucleus of 
States' sovereignty. This new creative approach deserves a thorough 
discussion and my delegation would wish that all delegations engage 
in such endeavour in good faith.

As far as we are concerned, we are prepared to accept the challenge 
that the United States draft contains. The forthcoming intersessional 
period will offer all of us the advantage to study more carefully 
certain provisions which on first sight appear at variance with views 
our respective delegations have taken in previous negotiations.

My own delegation has submitted several working papers on the 
question of verification, the latest, document CD /326, already couched 
in formal language, such as the drafting of the future treaty will 
require. We have always looked for a comprehensive and mutually

® April 26, Document 88.
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balanced international verification system where levels of intrusiveness 
and inspection efforts would be carefully dosed and measured by the 
sole criterion of efficiency. From this vantage point, the detailed veri
fication provisions of the United States draft deserve a generally posi
tive assessment.

The destruction of chemical weapons is, from the position of a 
Central European country, a goal of foremost urgency. The mechanism 
for a verified destruction of stocks should, however, not be complicat
ed in a way that is not called for by the purposes of the Convention. 
In this respect we shall have to study thoroughly and with some 
hesitation those parts of the United States proposal that deal with the 
verification of the initial declarations. I have already referred to the 
statement by the Soviet delegation of 21 February 1984 with regard to 
verification of destruction of stockpiles. This is an area, where a 
consensus in principle appears now within reach. My delegation is 
cautiously optimistic that we shall find negotiated answers to the 
more detailed problems of verification of destruction of stocks.

We are equally concerned that the mechanisms envisaged for the 
verification of nonproduction, as laid out in the United States draft, 
should not entail unnecessary burdens for the civilian chemical indus
try. In the Federal Republic of Germany, the chemical industry is an 
important pillar of our over-all economic performance. It is therefore a 
legitimate consideration to seek to avoid intrusive measures that 
would not directly raise the level of effectiveness of verification. Our 
joint endeavours should be directed towards establishing a correct 
balance between two contrasting principles: the first, that the conven
tion should function and international verification be effective, the 
other that the restrictions imposed by the convention upon the per
formance of chemical industry must not lead to excessive constraints 
and burdensome, costly controls. On the basis of our strong general 
endorsement for the relevant provisions of the United States draft 
concerning the verification of non-production on a selective and 
random basis, many of the details will have to be sorted out in an 
earnest endeavour.

The distinguished Deputy Foreign Minister of Iran has today force
fully reminded us that our negotiations on a permanent ban on chemi
cal weapons are not conducted in a vacuum, but that the production 
and use of chemical weapons is a grim reality of our time, in his 
region as in others.'  ̂ The Federal Government has taken note with 
utmost concern of the report of the experts who went to Iran at the 
request of the Secretary-General of the United Nations in order to 
investigate the alleged use of chemical agents in the war between Iran 
and Iraq.® On the basis of this report it must be assumed that one side 
to the conflict has indeed used chemical weapons. The Federal Gov
ernment has stated its position on these occurrences publicly, and in

CD/PV.262, pp. 7-11.
® For extracts of the report, dated March 21, see Document 51.
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an unequivocal manner. It regrets and condemns the use of chemical 
weapons as a clear violation of the Geneva Protocol of 1925® which 
prohibits the use of such weapons in war. The findings of the United 
Nations mission underline, once more, the vital importance of the 
early conclusion of a comprehensive world-wide and reliably verifiable 
ban on all chemical weapons.

Let me return to a hopefully more positive aspect of our negotia
tions on chemical weapons. You, Mr. President, and colleagues are 
aware of the invitation issued to all members of the Conference as 
well as to interested observers to participate in an international chemi
cal weapons workshop in Northern Germany, scheduled from after
noon of 12 to morning of 14 June 1984. As I stressed in my individual 
letters of invitation, it is the aim of the Federal Government to embed 
this workshop as closely as possible into the ongoing negotiation 
process. I am therefore particularly grateful for the lively response 
which the invitation has found and I should like to express gratitude 
to all delegations who have nominated their participants. Letters to all 
nominees acknowledging their kind response and specifying departure 
time, as well as other elements of the programme, are currently in the 
mail. My delegation is looking forward to welcoming the participants 
in the Federal Republic of Germany and hopes for an outcome of the 
workshop that will be conducive to our negotiations.

In conclusion let me revert to the larger perspectives of the interna
tional disarmament process. A few days ago the States Members of 
the Warsaw Treaty Organization met and published a communique 
reflecting their proceedings.^® The Government of the Federal Repub
lic of Germany has welcomed the constructive tone of the communi
que issued by the Foreign Ministers of the Warsaw Pact and sees in 
them a confirmation of its own persevering efforts together with its 
partners in the Atlantic Alliance to intensify dialogue and co-operation 
on a broad basis with the Eastern European countries and the Soviet 
Union. It sees in the wording of the communique a positive sign to the 
effect that the Foreign Ministers of the Warsaw Pact have taken into 
account the signal contained in the Atlantic Alliance's Brussels Decla
ration of December 1983.^  ̂ The communique says that there are no 
problems that cannot be solved on the basis of negotiations and that 
no opportunity should go unused in attempting to return to negotia
tions. This is in keeping with the thinking of my Government. It must 
however also apply to the important nuclear negotiations that were 
recently interrupted by the Soviet Union. In this sense, the members 
of the Atlantic Alliance have emphasized, in their Brussels Declara
tion, and repeatedly since then that they are willing at any time and 
without any prior conditions to conduct negotiations on the limitation 
and reduction of nuclear weapons. In view of the importance of the

® Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
Dated April 20, Document 82.
Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 1030-1031.
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subject-matter for global security and for the work we have been 
assigned, I thought it fitting that I recall this offer at the time when 
we adjourn.

92. Interim Report by  M embers of o Subcommittee of the 
House Committee on Foreign Affairs: Arms Control in 
O uter Space, M ay 1984 ^

S u bcom m ittee  H ea rin gs

As of May 1984, the Subcommittee on International Security and 
Scientific Affairs, chaired by Hon. Dante B. Fascell, completed three 
hearings on ''Arms Control in Outer Space." The subject of arms 
control in space was brought to the forefront of public attention 
primarily due to President Reagan's speech of March 23, 1983.  ̂ In that 
speech the President challenged the scientific community to find ways 
to "render nuclear weapons impotent and obsolete." This sparked a 
number of responses among scientists and arms control experts, many 
of whom testified before the subcommittee.

Under the chairmanship of the late Clement J. Zablocki, the Sub
committee on International Security and Scientific Affairs began a 
series of hearings to examine and evaluate the arms control, foreign 
policy and national security issues, and implications of the administra
tion's space policy. In particular, the subcommittee examined the ad
ministration's antisatellite (ASAT) weapons policy and its Strategic 
Defense Initiative (SDI), commonly referred to as "Star Wars."

On November 10, 1983, the subcommittee held its first hearing on 
"Arms Control in Outer Space." Witnesses testifying before the sub
committee included: the Honorable John Joseph Moakley (D-Mass.), 
the Honorable John F. Seiberling (D-Ohio), Dr. John Steinbruner, 
Director of the Foreign Policy Studies Program, at the Brookings 
Institution, and Dr. Richard L. Garwin, IBM Fellow at the Thomas J. 
Watson Research Center.

Under the chairmanship of Dante B. Fascell, the subcommittee held 
its second hearing on April 10, 1984. Witnesses testifying before the 
subcommittee included: the Honorable George E. Brown, Jr. (D-Calif.), 
the Honorable Norman D. Dicks (D-Wash.) and Mr. Kenneth L. 
Adelman, Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.®

On May 2, 1984, the subcommittee held its third hearing on the 
issue. Witnesses testifying before the subcommittee included: the

 ̂Arms Control in Outer Space: Hearing Before the Subcommittee on International Security and 
Scientific Affairs of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, . pp. 221-224. The report was released 
by Subcommittee members: Chairman Dante B. Fascell, Representatives William S. 
Broomfield, Lee H. Hamilton, Gerry E. Studds, Dan Mica, and Stephen J. Solarz, with 
minority views of Representative Henry J. Hyde.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 199-201.
® For ACDA responses to questions in connection with this hearing, see Document 68. 
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Honorable Mel Levine (D-Calif.), the Honorable Gerard Smith, former 
chief of the U.S. delegation to the SALT I negotiations, who was 
accompanied by Mr. John Rhinelander, Legal Counsel to the SALT I 
negotiations, the Honorable Robert W. Buchheim, former head of the 
U.S. delegation to the U.S.-Soviet negotiations on antisatellite systems 
and Dr. Kurt Gottfried, a physicist representing the Union of Con
cerned Scientists.

F in d in g s

During these hearings, testimony was heard from congressional and 
administrative witnesses as well as from private experts in the scientif
ic, arms control, legal and defense communities. During these hearings 
considerable concern was expressed about the viability, practicality 
and desirability of the administration's space arms control and defense 
policy. These areas of concern include:

1. THE EXCESSIVE COSTS OF THE U.S. AND SOVIET MILITARY SPACE POLICY

The subcommittee learned that the Department of Defense's original 
estimate of $4 billion for the air-launched ASAT would more likely 
cost in the ''tens of billions of dollars." At the same time, the subcom
mittee learned that the Soviet Union has dedicated important resources 
toward the development, testing and operation of an ASAT interceptor 
in the 1970's.

Furthermore the subcommittee learned that cost estimates for com
pletion of the SDI program would range from $500 billion to over one 
trillion dollars. Equally important, the subcommittee learned that the 
Soviet Union has provided substantial resources toward improvements 
in air defense capability, including a research effort on strategic de
fense against incoming warheads.

2. THE TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY OF THE SDI PROGRAM

To date, the subcommittee has not received conclusive evidence that 
a perfect or near perfect defense is technically feasible. This will be a 
matter of continued subcommittee attention as it pursues hearings on 
space policy. As had been the practice between the superpowers in the 
nuclear age, the practice of each side developing a countermeasure to 
the other side's systems could continue unabated under the U.S. and 
Soviet strategic defense programs. In its study, the Office of Technol
ogy Assessment (OTA) found that for every strategic defense technol
ogy proposed to date a countermeasure had been found.

3. ITS ADVERSE IMPACT ON ARMS CONTROL

The subcommittee learned that the proposed U.S. Strategic Defense 
Initiative (SDI) as well as Soviet efforts in this area, including their 
construction of new radars, could very well undermine the ABM 
Treaty."̂  The ABM Treaty was based on the common superpower

 ̂Printed in Documents on Disarmament 1972, pp. 197-201.
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recognition that ballistic missile defense could not only accelerate the 
offensive arms race, but also create another arms race in defensive 
systems, which could result in a destabilization of the existing strate
gic balance. An increase in both U.S. and Soviet ASAT capabilities, as 
well as a strategic defensive build-up may well prove unavoidable, if 
efforts to limit these weapons are not mutually made by both super
powers.

Verification of a ban on ASAT systems is already difficult and 
would be made even more difficult if the United States moved for
ward with its F-15 launched ASAT program. While the U.S. Air Force 
only plans to equip about 40 F-15's with ASATs, the fact that every 
F-15 is potentially a platform for an ASAT system makes adequate 
verification agreements more difficult to achieve. At the same time, 
the subcommittee learned that the Soviet interceptor is relatively small 
and is fitted to a Soviet space booster used for other launch missions.

Finally, deploying weapons specifically designed to destroy satel
lites, many of which are crucial to national technical means of verifi
cation, could jeopardize the verification of current and prospective 
arms control agreements.

In this regard, the subcommittee learned that current U.S. and 
Soviet ASAT systems could threaten only lower orbiting satellites 
which largely monitor tactical troop and naval maneuvers. The satel
lites that the U.S. and the Soviet Union depend upon for early warn
ing, nuclear attack assessment, electronic intelligence, military commu
nication, and verification of arms control agreements are generally in 
higher orbits. Both countries have much to lose in an uncontrolled 
ASAT race, particularly one which leads to attacks on higher orbiting 
satellites. Since the United States is more dependent on satellites for 
arms control verification than the Soviets, the U.S. has more to lose in 
this regard than the Soviets in an uncontrolled ASAT arms race.

4. A DUAL ARMS RACE

United States and Soviet strategic defense programs could further 
stimulate an arms race in offensive weapons as well as defensive 
weapons. Both the U.S. and the Soviets could respond to the develop
ment of defensive systems by not only increasing their defensive 
capabilities but also by upgrading the ability of their offensive weap
ons to penetrate upgraded defensive systems.

5. THE POTENTIAL ALIENATION OF OUR COUNTRY'S CLOSEST ALLIES

Many of our allies have expressed grave concern over the Presi
dent's space weapons program. They view this as a policy that will 
not only promote confrontation between the superpowers but will 
leave them unprotected and de-coupled from the U.S. strategic defen
sive umbrella.
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M in o r it y  V iew s  of  H o n . H en ry  J. H yde

I am compelled to register my strong dissent to the subcommittee's 
findings of the Interim Report on the Administration's Space Arms 
Control and Defense Policy.

First and foremost, I am distressed over the report's repeated use of 
the phrase "the subcommittee learned". The subcommittee didn't 
"learn"—it was "told"—by witnesses more often than not opposed to 
the Administration's proposals for the development, testing, and possi
ble deployment of anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons as well as a strategic 
defense umbrella (SDI) to defend the American population from in
coming nuclear warheads. Unfortunately, the findings not only ignore 
a discussion of U.S. and Soviet strategy doctrine, which was an impor
tant part of our hearings, but also failed to more fully recognize the 
advantages of moving towards a doctrine of Mutual Assured Survival 
and away from the increasingly unacceptable doctrine of Mutual As
sured Destruction.

Furthermore, I am disappointed that the findings included a refer
ence to a recent study by the Office of Technology Assessment (OTA) 
which has been criticized by one of the top engineers at Lawrence 
Livermore National Laboratory.

This publicly released document questions the technical feasibilities 
of the proposed U.S. Strategic Defense Initiative and contains what 
the Defense Department has defined as security information. Given 
OTA's alleged security breaches in regard to this matter, I will seek an 
inquiry into the question of OTA's possible public release of classified 
information while introducing legislation which would seek to make 
such semi-autonomous organizations as OTA more accountable in 
handling sensitive information.

I also believe that the findings did not fully reflect the definition 
and verification problems associated with ASAT programs, thus 
making any ASAT ban unsound. The Soviet ASAT interceptor, for 
example, is somewhat small and is launched by a type of space 
booster that the Soviets use for outer space launch missions. It would 
not be clear, through national technical means, as to how many inter
ceptors or boosters have been manufactured. Moreover, the USSR 
could maintain a covert supply of interceptors which could be readied 
quickly for operational use, probably without risk of U.S. detection. 
Also, launch vehicles could be diverted from other missions to launch 
ASAT interceptors.

Finally, although some West European defense ministers, including 
German Defense Minister Manfred Woerner, have expressed concerns 
over the proposed strategic defense initiative. Secretary of Defense 
Weinberger has sought to assure our NATO allies that the SDI system 
would protect Europe as well. Moreover, France has recently expressed 
interest in moving beyond nuclear weapons and is worried over the- 
possible deployment of a Soviet strategic defensive system.
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In conclusion, I believe that this Interim Report reflects important 
shortcomings. It is, therefore, my hope that the subject of arms control 
in space will be more thoroughly and objectively reviewed by this 
subcommittee before specific conclusions are drawn in relation to this 
extremely complex matter.

A n n e x

1. COMPARISON OF SOVIET AND U.S. ANTISATELLITE WEAPONS

The Soviet ASA T

The Soviet antisatellite weapon is a ground-based system. The inter
ceptor is launched from the top of a large booster. When in range of 
its target, the interceptor explodes its non-nuclear warhead, and the 
shrapnel destroys the satellite. The Soviet ASAT has to go around the 
earth at least once before it can intercept its target. These time re
quirements enable the United States sufficient time to detect, track 
and take possible evasive maneuvers against it.

The Soviets have tested their ASAT about 20 times in the past 
sixteen years. About half of those tests have been reported to be 
successful. Of the four tests in 1980-82, one was successful and the 
other three were failures. The Soviets have not tested their ASAT 
since 1982 and in 1983 they announced a unilateral moratorium on 
ASAT testing.

The U .S A SA T

In the 1960's, the United States developed a ground-based antisatel
lite system. This system used nuclear warheads launched by Air Force 
Thor missiles and Army Nike-Zeus missiles. The Army system lasted 
from 1963-1964. The Air Force system lasted from 1964-1975. This 
operational system, based on nuclear warheads, was deactivated in 
1975 because emphasis shifted to use of non-nuclear systems.

The United States is currently developing an ASAT interceptor 
called a miniature homing vehicle (MHV). It is a small cylinder (one 
foot in diameter) that locates its target through infrared telescopes, a 
laser gyroscope, and a set of small jets that can alter its trajectory. The 
interceptor destroys the satellite on direct impact at very high velocity.

The MHV interceptor is carried by an F-15 and is launched from a 
two-stage rocket: a short-range attack missile (SRAM) and an Altair 
stage which guides the interceptor to the target area in space.

There are about 500 F-15's, all of which could be modified to carry 
the ASAT/MHV interceptor. The Air Force, at this time, plans to 
equip about 40 of the F-15's with the interceptor.

Both the Soviet ASAT and the proposed U.S. ASAT can attack 
satellites only in low earth orbit (an altitude of 1000 miles). The Soviet 
ASAT is generally viewed as a cumbersome system (launched from 
fixed sites known to the U.S.) that cannot readily be modified to
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attack satellites in higher orbits. The U.S. ASAT is a mobile F-15 
launched system that could readily be equipped with a third rocket to 
propel it into higher orbits.

2. SOVIET AND UNITED STATES SPACE ARMS CONTROL INITIATIVES

United States-Soviet bilateral ASAT negotiations were conducted in 
1978-79 but were never concluded because of the Soviet invasion of 
Afghanistan.

In 1981, the Soviets proposed a draft treaty in the United Nations to 
limit ASAT's. A provision that included ''reusable manned vehicles" 
(the shuttle) as weapons to be banned in space was particularly objec
tionable to the United States.

In 1983, however, the Soviets proposed another draft treaty in the 
United Nations which dropped this objectionable provision and called 
for the dismantlement of existing ASAT systems and for a ban on new 
ASAT systems.

The Soviets, in August 1983, proposed a unilateral moratorium on 
the deploying in space of any type of antisatellite weapon as long as 
other nations refrain from doing so.

The Soviets have also introduced this draft treaty as a working 
document at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva.

The President, in his March 31, 1984 ''Report to the Congress on 
ASAT Arms Control," ® concluded that a comprehensive antisatellite 
weapons agreement is not verifiable and therefore has refused to 
resume bilateral negotiations with the Soviets to ban ASAT systems. 
The administration's intention is to continue participation in discus
sions on space arms control issues at the U.N. Conference on Disarma
ment.

93. Remarks by  Brazilian President Figueiredo: Brazilian 
Nuclear Policy, M ay 1984^

Q. As Brazil is the only country in Latin America that has refused 
to sign the non-proliferation treaties and in whose territory there 
exists the first nuclear reactor in Latin America, should (Brazil) be 
considered a Latin American nuclear power (sic) or an ally of Germany 
in this area?

A . I thank you for this question, which gives me the opportunity to 
un-do myths that circulate around the Brazilian nuclear program. The 
ideas that Brazil wants to become a nuclear power, that it is an "ally" 
of Germany, are gross distortions, and they are contrary to the ele
mentary facts of our policy. The presuppositions of the question are 
wrong. Brazil has signed all the multilateral disarmament agreements.

® Document 60.
 ̂ACDA files. The remarks were made in an interview published by Novedades. The 

exact date is not known.
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with the exception of the Treaty of Nonproliferation of Nuclear Arms 
of 1968 2 (for very clear reasons, which I can explain in what follows), 
and we have maintained a firm, clear and consistent political position, 
one that repudiates the arms race (''armamentismo"). In fact, in 1983, 
during my visit to Mexico, in the joint declaration that I had the 
honor to sign with President De La Madrid, we demonstrated, with 
emphasis, our repudiation of the accumulation of nuclear arsenals, 
which we said put at risk the very survival of humanity.

As for the NPT, Brazil and other countries of the region have not 
signed it. Why? We defend the thesis of nonproliferation of nuclear 
weapons, so long as it is based on texts that effectively prevent the 
risk of dissemination of nuclear weapons, and in parallel facilitate the 
development of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. The NPT, how
ever, is a partial instrument and a discriminatory one, that foresees 
unequal rights and obligations, institutionalizing and legitimizing an 
unacceptable division in the international community between mili
tarily nuclear and non-nuclear countries. It prohibits only '"horizontal 
proliferation'^—that is, the theoretical and future possibility of acqui
sition of nuclear weapons by countries that do not possess them— 
while in practice it does nothing to restrain 'Vertical proliferation", 
which is very real and consists of the accelerated expansion and 
perfection of the nuclear arsenals of the nuclear powers. The treaty 
has other defects: it has no effective system of security that would 
guarantee the non-nuclear countries against nuclear threats of aggres
sion by the nuclear powers; the commitment it established for an 
''early start" (the treaty is from 1968) to negotiations between the 
parties for adoption of effective measures to end the arms race, for the 
negotiation of a treaty on general and complete disarmament, has 
remained a dead letter. In summary, it is a treaty that disarms those 
who, like Brazil, are already disarmed and that do not plan to arm 
themselves. It is a treaty that eliminates the use of the atom for war, 
without providing for the use of the atom for peace.

Another error that appears in the question as formulated is that 
Brazil has installed the first nuclear reactor in Latin America. We are 
not vying with any of our neighbors in a race for the installation of 
reactors. To the contrary, we have tried to define a policy of coopera
tion, very above board, and we have various bilateral agreements in 
this area, also with the most advanced countries in our region. The 
Brazilian nuclear program has exclusively peaceful purposes, and it 
derives from an evaluation of the energy needs of the country. We 
have the fifth largest reserves of uranium fuel cycle, we shall be in a 
position to decrease our dependence on external sources of energy, and 
to allow the full use of our industrial potential, as well as fulfill other 
national needs. I would also note that the Brazilian nuclear program is 
under a system of more exigent safeguards than those of the NPT.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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One that was approved, without any modification, by the Board of 
Governors of the IAEA.

In short, Brazil has a clear policy of condemnation of the military 
use of atomic energy. Our firm political position, our adhesion to 
treaties—and, here, I would underline that we consider the treaty of 
Tlatelolco ® that we have signed and ratified, a landmark in the histo
ry of the prevention of the diffusion of the nuclear threat—makes 
clear the absolutely peaceful course of the utilization of the atom by 
Brazil. We do not plan to be a ''nuclear power" and we are not 
''allied'' with any country in this or in related areas.

94. Report by  the  S enate  Committee on Foreign Rela
tions: Nuclear Risk Reduction Centers, M ay 3, 1984 ^

The Committee on Foreign Relations, to which was referred the 
resolution (S. Res. 329) expressing the support of the Senate for the 
expansion of confidence building measures between the United States 
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, including the establish
ment of nuclear risk reduction centers, in Washington and in Moscow, 
with modem communications linking the centers, having considered 
the same, reports favorably thereon with an amendment and recom
mends that the resolution as amended do pass.

PURPOSE OF THE RESOLUTION

The purpose of the resolution is to express the support of the Senate 
for the expansion of confidence building measures between the United 
States and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, including the es
tablishment of nuclear risk reduction centers, in Washington and 
Moscow, with modem communications linking the centers.

COMMITTEE ACTION

Senate Resolution 329 was introduced on February 1, 1984, by 
Senator Nunn, with Senators Warner, Bradley, Hollings, and Sasser as 
original cosponsors, and was referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. Committee members who have cosponsored Senate Resolu
tion 329 include Senators Percy, Lugar, Kassebaum, and Pressler. On 
April 4, Senator Percy chaired a committee hearing on the resolution. 
Testimony was received from Senators Nunn and Warner, and from 
Dr. William Hyland, editor of "Foreign Affairs," and Dr. Barry Blech-

® Ibid., 1967, pp. 69-83. Although Brazil has signed and ratified the treaty, it is not in 
force for Brazil because Brazil has not made the declaration of waiver under Article 28, 
paragraph 2.

 ̂Nuclear Risk ReducHon Centers: Report To Accompany S. Res. 329 (S. Rept. 98-428; Cal. No. 
843; 98th Cong., 2d sess.).
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man, of the Georgetown University Center for Strategic and Interna
tional Studies. 2

On April 10, the committee met for the purpose of marking up 
Senate Resolution 329. The committee approved without objection an 
amendment by Senator Pell stating that the centers should be operated 
under the direction of appropriate diplomatic and defense authorities. 
The committee then approved Senate Resolution 329 as amended 
without objection by voice vote.

COMMITTEE COMMENTS

In 1982, Senators Nunn, Warner, and Jackson introduced an amend
ment to the fiscal year 1983 defense authorization bill requiring the 
Defense Department to evaluate several proposals aimed at reducing 
the risk of nuclear confrontations. On April 11 [12], 1983, Secretary 
Weinberger submitted a report to the Congress in response to this 
amendment. The report, titled ''Direct Communications Links and 
Other Measures to Enhance Stability,''  ̂ announced that the Secretary 
had decided to propose four specific risk reduction proposals to the 
President:

The addition of a high-speed facsimile capability to the Hotline;
The creation of a Joint Military Communication Link between 

the United States and U.S.S.R.;
The establishment by the United States and Soviet Govern

ments of high rate data links with their embassies in the capital of 
the other; and

Agreement among the world's nations to consult in the event of 
a nuclear incident involving a terrorist group.

On May 24, 1983, President Reagan announced that he had accept
ed all four recommendations and urged the Soviets to examine them 
carefully.'  ̂ Several rounds of talks on these proposals have been con
ducted, and on January 16, Secretary Weinberger announced that "sig
nificant progress" had been achieved toward an agreement on upgrad
ing the Hotline. The Soviets have, however, been cool to the idea of 
establishing direct military communications links or improving embas
sy communications systems.

One possible initiative cited in the 1982 amendment, but not acted 
on by the administration, was that of establishing "crisis control cen
ters." In its April 1983 report, the Defense Department concluded that 
the idea of a multilateral crisis control center located in a neutral 
nation was infeasible and that it was premature to propose bilateral 
United States/Soviet centers. The Defense Department did not, how
ever, completely rule out the creation of United States/Soviet crisis 
control centers, noting that: "Over time, our experience with operating

 ̂Nuclear Risk Reduction: Hearing Before the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, 
Ninety-eighth Congress, Second Session, on 5. Res. 329.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 309-324.
 ̂Ibid., pp. 442-444.
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a JMCL (Joint Military Communications Link) might allow us to 
pursue the idea of a crisis control center, by indicating ways in which 
we could reduce the risks involved in it to an acceptable level/' Some 
of the risks identified by the Pentagon include the opportunities for 
Soviet espionage and disinformation activities and the creation of a 
''cumbersome, extra layer in the national and international decision 
processes, retarding action just when speed was most imperative." The 
DOD report also expressed concern that a United States/Soviet crisis 
control center would ''provide a clear and legitimate channel for auto
matic consideration of any crisis—including those in which Soviet 
participation would serve to heighten, rather than reduce, tensions."

On November 23, 1983, a Working Group on Nuclear Risk Reduc
tion, which Senators Nunn and Warner had established a year earlier, 
released its report and recommendations.® Members of the Working 
Group included Lt. Gen. Brent Scowcroft (USAF, retired). Dr. James 
Schlesinger, Dr. William Hyland, Dr. Barry Blechman, Rear Adm. 
Bobby Inman (USN, retired). Dr. William Perry, Dr. Donald Rice, and 
Gen. Richard Ellis (USAF, retired). In its report, the panel commended 
the administration for proposing the four specific confidence building 
measures. Nevertheless, the group faulted the administration for not 
embracing the concept of a United States/Soviet crisis control center, 
declaring that there are "crucial political aspects" to controlling crises 
which can only be addressed through "more comprehensive arrange
ments involving the designation of particular representatives and fa
cilities in both nations that would be assigned specific responsibilities 
for preventing nuclear crisis."

As a first step, the group called for the establishment of 24-hour-a- 
day nuclear risk reduction centers in Washington and Moscow. The 
centers would be directly linked to the appropriate political and mili
tary authorities in each nation, with direct communications links be
tween the two centers. The group suggested that as a first step toward 
jointly manned centers, liaison officers be assigned to the counterpart 
center in each capital.

Senate Resolution 329 formally endorses this proposal and outlines 
five possible functions which the centers could perform:

Discussing procedures to be followed in the event of possible 
incidents involving the use of nuclear weapons by third parties;

Maintaining close contact during nuclear threats or incidents 
precipitated by third parties;

Exchanging information on a voluntary basis concerning events 
that might lead to the acquisition of nuclear weapons, materials, 
or equipment by subnational groups;

Exchanging information about United States/Soviet military ac
tivities which might be misunderstood during a crisis;

Establishing a dialogue about nuclear doctrines, forces, and ac
tivities.

° Nuclear Risk Reduction, op. cit., pp. 31-34.

Document 94



380 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1984

In a letter to Chairman Percy dated April 3,® the State Department 
took note of the four confidence building measures already proposed 
by the administration which, in its view, would, taken together, '^con
tribute significantly to the fulfillment of the functions of a nuclear 
risk reduction center as described in Senate Resolution 329/' In gener
al, the letter took the position that the administration would prefer to 
defer adding a nuclear risk reduction center proposal to the current 
United States/Soviet negotiating agenda on confidence building meas
ures until these other "first steps" had been more fully explored.

While the committee fully appreciates that negotiations with the 
Soviets in this important area must be carefully and prudently devel
oped, it agrees with the view expressed by Senator Nunn during the 
April 4 hearing that there are compelling reasons for concern about the 
ability of the two superpowers to avoid nuclear crises in the future. In 
light of the growing number of regional conflicts around the world, 
each with the potential to draw the superpowers into direct confronta
tion, time may well be running out if the United States and U.S.S.R. 
are to act in advance to put in place an effective crisis avoidance 
system. The urgency which the committee attaches to acting on the 
nuclear risk reduction center proposal is heightened by the increasing 
occurrence of state-sponsored terrorism and, particularly, by current 
strains in the United States/Soviet relationship. In summary, the com
mittee believes that the establishment of nuclear risk reduction centers 
could make a very positive contribution toward lessening the dangers 
of nuclear war, and it urges the administration to develop, in full 
consultation with Congress, specific proposals toward this end.

During consideration of the resolution on April 10, Senator Pell 
proposed an amendment which added language stating that the centers 
should be operated under the direction of appropriate diplomatic and 
defense authorities. In introducing his amendment. Senator Pell stated 
that since the highest diplomatic skills could be involved in the oper
ation of the center, it is important that both diplomatic and defense 
officials be involved in the operation of the center. In addition. Sena
tor Pell said that he hoped the committee report on the resolution 
would reflect the committee's view that, since very sensitive discus
sions and, even, negotiations could be the responsibility of the centers, 
the U.S. center should be under the direct authority of the Secretary 
of State and that the State and Defense Departments, as well as other 
agencies, should assign their most qualified personnel to operate the 
center.

Senator Percy agreed that the amendment made it clear that the 
State Department would be fully involved in the operation of any 
nuclear risk reduction center established pursuant to this resolution 
and praised the amendment as a constructive addition to the resolu
tion. The chairman also noted that Senators Nunn and Warner had no 
objection to the amendment. In his April 4 testimony, Senator Nunn

® Document 61.
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emphasized that the Working Group had purposely avoided the ques
tion of which government agency would have jurisdiction over the 
center, believing that this decision would have to evolve in the course 
of negotiations both in the Government and with the Soviets. Howev
er, he also said it was obvious that ''you would have to have both the 
diplomatic elements of our governments as well as the military ele
ments represented in some fashion." The committee respects the views 
expressed by Senators Nurm and Warner on this issue and certainly 
does not want to embroil the resolution in bureaucratic infighting that 
could complicate or delay implementation of the proposal. Neverthe
less, the committee believes that were the centers assigned the range 
of responsibilities outlined in Senate Resolution 329, the U.S. center 
should be operated under the authority of the Secretary of State.

COST ESTIMATE

In accordance with rule XXVI, paragraph 11(a) of the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, the committee finds that there wiU be no budgetary 
impact from the passage of this resolution.

REGULATORY IMPACT AND CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW

In accordance with rule XXVI, paragraphs 11(b) and 12 of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, the committee concludes that there will 
be no regulatory impact from the passage of this joint resolution. 
There will also be no repeal or amendment of existing law.

95. W arsaw  Pact Proposal to  NATO: Treaty on the  Non- 
Use of Force and  the  M ain tenance of Relations of 
Peace, M ay 7, 1984 ^

In the present complex international situation characterised by a 
further growth of tension between states, especially in Europe, the 
growth of the war danger the member states of the Warsaw Treaty on 
Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual Assistance—the People's Republic 
of Bulgaria, the Hungarian People's Republic, the German Democratic 
Republic, the Polish People's Republic, the Socialist Republic of Ro
mania, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the Czechoslovak So
cialist Republic—call on all member states of the North Atlantic treaty 
to unite efforts in the interests of easing tension, improving the politi
cal climate in their mutual relations, strengthening trust and consoli
dating peace for the good of all peoples.

The Warsaw Treaty member states hold that this aim would be 
served by a joint study of the proposal set forth in the Prague Political 
Declaration of January 5, 1983—to conclude a treaty on the mutual

 ̂Moscow TASS in English, May 7, 1984; FBIS Daily Report, voL III, May 8, 1984, pp. 
AA1-AA3.
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non-use of military force and on the maintaining of relations of 
peace. 2

The meaning of this proposal is known. The Warsaw Treaty 
member states propose to the member states of the North Atlantic 
Treaty to assume on a mutual basis and in treaty form the commit
ment not to be the first to use against each other either nuclear or 
conventional arms and, consequently, not to be the first to use against 
each other military force in general. This commitment would apply to 
the territory of all participating states in the treaty and also to their 
military and civilian personnel, sea, air and space ships, and to other 
installations belonging to them regardless of their location.

It appears possible to provide in the treaty for a similar commitment 
on the non-use of force by the member states of both alliances against 
third countries, be they countries having bilateral relations of alliance 
with them, or non-aligned or neutral countries.

The commitment of the signatory states not to threaten the security 
of international sea, air and cosmic lanes passing through spaces to 
which nobody's national jurisdiction applies could become a substan
tial part of the treaty.

It would be possible to put on record in the treaty the commitment 
of its participants to work for an ending of the arms race, for arms 
limitation and reduction, and disarmament. This should apply both to 
nuclear and conventional arms. The treaty could provide also for the 
commitment jointly to study practical measures to prevent the danger 
of sudden attack. It is expedient to express in the treaty readiness for 
cooperation in increasing the effectiveness of the United Nations Or
ganisation on the basis of its Charter.

The treaty on the mutual non-use of military force and the mainte
nance of relations of peace naturally would not restrict the inalienable 
right of its participants to individual and collective self-defence in 
accordance with Article 51 of the United Nations Charter.

From the very beginning the treaty would be open for accession to 
all other states should they so wish.

These and other questions connected with the proposal to conclude 
the treaty held an important place in the consultations that were held 
during the past time on a bilateral basis between the Warsaw Treaty 
member states and many member states of the North Atlantic Treaty 
as well as with some other states.

These consultations facilitated a better understanding of the propos
al made by the Warsaw Treaty member states. But they also take into 
account that various views and considerations meriting serious study 
are being voiced concerning this proposal as a whole and its separate 
elements.

All this is evidence of the need to deepen the dialogue on the 
proposal to conclude the treaty on the mutual non-use of military

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 2-18.
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force and the maintenance of relations of peace. The Warsaw Treaty 
member states are prepared for this.

They call to make the first step in studying the proposal to conclude 
the treaty—to commence consultations on a multilateral basis. They 
are convinced that it is precisely at a multilateral forum that it is 
possible to analyse the views of every participant in the forum with 
the greatest profundity, to collectively weigh all the considerations 
and approaches both to the idea of the treaty and to its separate parts. 
This is convincingly confirmed by the experience of now already a 
whole number of multilateral forums which studied or are studying 
complex problems of European security.

Member states of the Warsaw Treaty and member states of the 
North Atlantic Treaty as well as all other interested European states 
could be the participants in these consultations. Both the very idea of 
the proposed treaty and its main components could be the subject of 
consultations.

In the course of the consultations it would be possible, in particular, 
to devote attention to such questions as the content and volume of 
possible commitments under the treaty, their correlation to commit
ments under the United Nations Charter, under the Helsinki Final 
Act,^ other bilateral and multilateral treaties and agreements, coopera
tion in ensuring observance of the commitments under the treaty.

Concerning the nature of the multilateral consultations the Warsaw 
Treaty member states proceed from the premise that the participants 
in them could either immediately commence the study of questions of 
substance or, should the member states of the North Atlantic Treaty 
prefer to move gradually, that it would be possible to commence with 
a discussion of the framework and procedure of the subsequent study 
of these questions.

As to the procedure of holding the multilateral consultations, in
cluding their venue, the Warsaw Treaty member states believe that 
agreement on this could be reached without any particular difficulty.

The Warsaw Treaty member states of course are prepared for a 
continuation of the exchange of views on their proposal at the Stock
holm Conference on Confidence- and Security-Building Measures and 
Disarmament in Europe, and also on a bilateral basis with all interest
ed states.

The peoples of Europe, the peoples of the world expect real actions 
in the interests of peace, security and eliminating the threat of a 
nuclear catastrophe. It is in this spirit that the Warsaw Treaty member 
states send the present message to the member states of the North 
Atlantic Treaty and hope for a positive answer.

® Department of State Bulletin, September 1, 1975, pp. 323 ff. The arms control portions 
may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304-308.
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96. S ta tem ent by  the  U.S. R epresen ta tive  (G oodby) to 
the  Conference on Confidence- and  Security-Building 
M easures and  Disarmam ent in Europe, M ay 8, 1984 ^

On April 11, in a letter to President Chernenko, the President of the 
United States of America spoke of his hopes for the future. In part, he 
said:

Our two countries bear a special responsibility toward our 
fellow human beings, both of this generation and of generations 
yet to come. We must ensure that our differences, however large, 
are resolved without the use of force and we must seek to build a 
better set of relationships based on those values that are common 
to all mankind. . . .  I want to assure you that the United States 
remains ready to pursue a constructive dialogue aimed at reducing 
the risks of war and the levels of armaments, resolving regional 
conflicts peacefully, and promoting trust and confidence which 
will enable the people of our two countries—and of the world—to 
live freer and more prosperous lives.

These thoughts are probably shared by all of us in this room; they 
express aspirations which most of us here have voiced at one time or 
another. These themes will guide the work of my delegation in the 
current phase of our negotiations and throughout the Stockholm Con
ference. I wish to emphasize that the United States delegation is ready 
to pursue a constructive dialogue aimed at reducing the risks of war 
and at ensuring that differences are resolved without the threat or use 
of force.

The United States Government has noted with satisfaction the rela
tively businesslike character of the first session of the Stockholm 
Conference, while regretting the occasional unnecessary acrimony that 
entered into exchanges here. My delegation will continue to do every
thing possible to contribute to a positive and forward-looking attitude 
in our work. We hope for a realistic and objective approach to our 
joint efforts to define those areas where progress is possible, advisable, 
and within the scope of our terms of reference.

Mr. Chairman, the challenge before us all is to find specific ways— 
ways that will have tangible consequences—to give effect and expres
sion to the duty of states to refrain from the threat or use of force in 
their mutual relations. This principle of international law, this vision 
of all our peoples, has been clearly enunciated in treaties and pledges 
to which we have all subscribed. Our duty here is to translate that 
principle into practical, everyday behavior, not merely in general terms 
or in general attitudes, but in concrete, obligatory measures that will 
be undertaken by our governments and our armed services.

As we all know, Mr. Chairman, it is within the context of the 
overall Helsinki process that our work must take place, not only to

'  ACDA files. 
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solve security issues but equally to build a better set of relationships 
among the participating states based upon values that are common to 
all mankind. Only by pursuing all aspects of the Helsinki Final Act  ̂
and the Madrid Concluding Document ® will we be able to make the 
meaningful '"contribution to the strengthening of world peace and 
security and to the promotion of fundamental rights, economic and 
social progress and well-being for all peoples" envisaged by the Final 
Act.

We have noted with pleasure statements by member states of the 
Warsaw Treaty Organization affirming their willingness to examine a 
wide range of confidence- and security-building measures. There are, 
of course, substantial differences between the approaches of the West 
and of the East. Nonetheless, the explanations of how the member 
states of the Warsaw Treaty propose to improve upon the confidence- 
building measures of the Helsinki Final Act indicate that some 
common ground may exist between the ideas of the Warsaw Treaty 
states and the proposals made in document SC.l.*  ̂ My delegation 
looks forward to hearing further clarification of these ideas. We hope 
that even in this session negotiations will begin which will ultimately 
yield an agreed set of mutually complementary confidence- and secu
rity-building measures matching the criteria of our agreed mandate. It 
is important that steps which can enhance stability in Europe and 
perhaps improve the quality of our relationships be taken without 
unnecessary delay.

In the case of certain other ideas advanced by members of the 
Warsaw Treaty, my delegation cannot speak so hopefully. We will 
discuss ideas presented by others and explain our position, but it is 
clear that many of those suggestions should more properly be ad
dressed in other forums. Some ideas are not likely to find consensus, 
owing to their unequal effect on the security of participating states. 
Most can be criticized as not consonant, even by a generous interpre
tation, with the Madrid mandate.

If the Stockholm Conference is to realize its immense potential, we 
need to look beyond the concepts of the past and seek new ways to 
make wars or even "'rumors of wars'" less likely. In a statement on 
May 5, President Reagan made the point that "the CDE is an essen
tially new approach to European security." "We and our Allies," he 
continued, "seek an agreement on practical, meaningful ways to 
reduce the risk of surprise attack and to reduce the uncertainty and 
potential for misunderstandings over military activity in both the East 
and West." ® This conference offers opportunities to devise new meth-

2 Department of State Bulletin, September 1, 1975, pp. 323 ff. The arms control portions 
are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304-308.

 ̂An extract is printed ibid., 1983, pp. 791-793.
 ̂For the Department of State announcement about these proposals, dated January 24, 

see Document 13.
® Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, May 14, 1984, p. 653.
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ods of reducing the risk of war if we will lift our sights above 
ineffectual slogans of decades past.

During the intersessional period we have studied carefully the pro
posals presented in SC.2 by the Romanian delegation and in SC.3 by 
eight neutral or nonaligned nations. In the Romanian proposal, we 
note the stress placed on formulating future agreements based on the 
criteria agreed upon at Madrid. We note also that its authors have 
suggested that the negotiations might be conceived of as an evolving 
process, a point of view which is shared by my delegation. And, in 
keeping with the injunction of the Final Act, we see that SC.2 focuses 
initially on measures which build upon the experience of implement
ing Helsinki-type confidence-building measures. While we disagree 
with certain facets of this initial Romanian package, these proposals 
and the subsequent statements elaborating upon them have been a 
useful contribution.

It is the considered opinion of the United States delegation that the 
proposals formally advanced by eight neutral or nonaligned countries 
on March 9 will make an important contribution to the work of this 
conference. We note that there is substantial congruence between 
those proposals and the proposals put forth by the 16 Western nations 
in SC.l. The authors of SC.2, it seems to us, have recognized the 
promise which our conference holds for achieving concrete results in 
confidence-building as a new and as yet relatively unexploited field of 
arms control. Their proposals clearly are intended to deal in a serious 
and practical way with European security. The United States has 
studied with care the 12 measures contained in SC.3 and has noted the 
basic task outlined by the mandate. Measures to be agreed here in 
Stockholm should amount to real improvements over those confi
dence-building measures contained in the Final Act, and the analogous 
proposals advanced by the eight nations have that potential. We 
anticipate further exchanges of views on these measures and particu
larly on individual thresholds and parameters as they are developed. 
We have noted in particular the use by the authors of both SC.2 and 
SC.3 of the structural parameter—instead of numbers of troops—in 
formulating thresholds. This is a positive development, important for 
verification and for meaningful clarification of military activities.

SC.3 urges improved and standardized conditions for observers who 
are to be invited to notified military activities. This is fully in line 
with the thinking of the United States delegation. SC.3 also reaffirms 
the necessity for adequate verification. We understand that the ab
sence of a specific reaffirmation of this requirement in SC.2 reflects 
the view that the necessary ingredient of verification is to be an 
integral part of measures to be agreed in Stockholm.

As Secretary Shultz promised on the first day of our conference,® 
we have examined all proposals. We have judged the proposals by the

® January 17, see Docum ent 8.
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criteria agreed at Madrid. While we would not wish to underestimate 
the significance of our differences, we also see points of agreement 
and convergence which offer opportunities for negotiations now. 
These few observations concerning SC.2 and SC.3 have not been 
exhaustive. More detail will follow as we intensify the dialogue during 
this session.

I want to make it quite clear that, in the opinion of my delegation, 
the set of mutually complementary measures contained in the common 
proposals of 16 Western countries—SC.l—presents a solid basis for 
future negotiations and eventual agreement. Nonetheless, we are open 
to a constructive dialogue on other measures and proposals which are 
in harmony with the Madrid mandate.

Mr. Chairman, as emphasized in President Reagan's letter to Presi
dent Chernenko, constructive dialogue is the key to achieving the 
objectives set for us. In his statement of May 5, President Reagan said, 
''it is important now to engage in serious negotiations on the concrete 
proposals which the West presented during the first round. Those 
proposals are designed to:

—increase mutual knowledge and understanding of military 
forces and activities in Europe;

—reduce the chance of war by miscalculation;
—enhance the ability of all to deal with potential crises; and 
—minimize the possibility that military activities could be used 

for political intimidation.

President Reagan also stated that "the Western nations are ready for 
a serious dialogue on these issues. We hope this is true of the East as 
well."

Increasingly in this session we should concentrate on concrete 
issues, seeking a detailed understanding of each other's positions with 
a view to achieving effective results. To the United States delegation 
this is the primary task of this session.

The Stockholm Conference provides the opportunity to take an 
important step towards relationships based on increased trust and 
cooperation. My delegation is ready for negotiations now that will 
yield results which are in our common interest. This is the road we 
must all travel together if we are to achieve consensus.

Mr. Chairman, in closing I would like to express the thanks of the 
United States delegation to the Government and people of Sweden 
and to the city of Stockholm for their hospitality and good will. They 
have done everything possible to see that our working conditions are 
conducive to successful negotiations, and we are grateful to them.
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97. Proposal Submitted to the  Conference on Confidence- 
and  Security-Building M easures and  Disarmam ent in 
Europe by the  Soviet Union, M ay 8, 1984 ^

The situation in Europe and in the entire world requires a radical 
turn in the policies of states away from confrontation to peaceful co
operation and major practical steps commensurate with the extent of 
the existing threat to peace. Attempts to upset the existing military 
and strategic balance result in a sharp aggravation of international 
tensions and an increased risk of military confrontation, including 
nuclear confrontation. The continuing deployment of new U.S. mis
siles in some West European countries undermines confidence and 
security in Europe and outside it.

The vital interests of the European peoples and of the entire man
kind [sic] require that the relations between nuclear powers be gov
erned by certain norms and that prevention of nuclear war become the 
main objective of their foreign policies.

Acting in accordance with the Final Act of the CSCE Conference in 
Helsinki  ̂ and the mandate of this conference, adopted at the Madrid 
meeting,^ the Soviet delegation submits the following proposals and 
suggestions concerning confidence- and security-building measures in 
Europe.

I

The participating states of the conference, possessing nuclear weap
ons, should assume an obligation not to be the first to use them. Such 
an obligation could be assumed unilaterally by each nuclear state 
which has not yet done so or could become the subject matter of 
appropriately formalized international agreement.

Such an obligation and full compliance with it would equally meet 
the interest of all states, both nuclear and non-nuclear. It would 
represent a measure of paramount importance, leading to genuine 
political breakthrough in building confidence, involving not only nu
clear powers.

In order to preclude situations fraught with nuclear conflict, it could 
be envisaged that the nuclear states participating in the conference 
hold urgent consultations, have inquiries, and provide each other with 
relevant information, whenever such danger arises.

II

Conclusion of a treaty on the non-use of military force and mainte
nance of peaceful relations, as proposed by the Warsaw Treaty 
member states,could become a major confidence-building measure.

1 ACDA files.
2 Department of State Bulletin, September 1, 1975, pp. 323 ff. The arms control portions 

are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304-308.
3 An extract is printed ibid., 1983, pp. 791-793.
4 Ibid., pp. 2-18.
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The participating states of the conference could assume such obliga
tions in accordance with their constitutional procedures, whether or 
not they belong to military alliances, are neutral or non-aligned. Of 
course, all the Warsaw Treaty states, as well as those of the North 
Atlantic Alliance, should become parties to such a treaty, since mili
tary confrontation between them is particularly dangerous in Europe. 
An obligation not to be the first to use either nuclear or conventional 
arms against each other and, consequently, not to use against each 
other military force in general could become the central provision of 
the treaty. Such an obligation would extend to cover the territories of 
all parties to the treaty, as well as their military and civilian personnel, 
naval, air and space craft, and other facilities belonging to them, 
wherever they are situated.

It is also appropriate to envisage a provision to the effect that its 
parties undertake not to endanger the security of international sea, air, 
and space communications passing through areas not covered by any
one's national jurisdiction.

The treaty could also contain other important provisions, aimed at 
creating confidence, developing cooperation, and easing military con
frontation.

Conclusion of the proposed treaty would have a beneficial effect on 
the development of the entire international situation, would radically 
reinforce the political and legal foundation underlying compliance 
with the principle of the non-use of force or threat of force, and 
would enhance effectiveness of that principle, thereby creating sub
stantive guarantees against the outbreak of military conflicts in 
Europe, and not in Europe alone.

Ill

Taking into account the fact that the skyrocketing military expendi
tures intensify the arms race and become an increasingly heavy burden 
for the peoples, the Warsaw Treaty states addressed on March 4 [5], 
1984, a proposal to the NATO member states on the non-increase and 
reduction of military spending in percentage points or absolute fig
ures.® Of course, all the states represented at the Stockholm Confer
ence, and above all states having major military capabilities, could 
participate in the efforts to halt further growth of military spending 
and reduce it. The resources released as a result of a cut in military 
spending would be used for the purposes of economic and social 
development including assistance to developing countries.

Agreement on that score would constitute a major contribution to 
confidence-building and at the same time would become a realistic 
measure of curbing the arms race.

® Docum ent 42.
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IV

Ridding Europe of chemical weapons and, above all, non-stationing 
of those weapons where there are none at present, as envisaged in the 
proposals of the Warsaw Treaty member states of January 10, 1984,® 
would serve the purpose of overcoming mistrust between states. The 
presence of chemical weapons in the densely populated territory of 
Europe poses a grave threat to all European states and peoples. Given 
the current aggravation of international tensions and the existing risk 
of the use of chemical weapons, the task of ridding Europe of chemi
cal weapons has become especially pressing. Such steps could also 
facilitate agreement to ban chemical weapons and destroy their stock
piles on a global scale.

V

The Soviet Union takes a positive view of proposals to create nucle
ar-free zones in various parts of Europe, something which is advocated 
by a number of European states. Creation of a nuclear-free zone in the 
Balkans, the turning of Northern Europe into a nuclear-free zone, and 
establishment of a zone in Europe free from battlefield nuclear weap
ons on both sides of the contact line between the states of the 
Warsaw treaty and NATO, are directly related to alleviating war 
danger and building confidence. These questions deserve serious atten
tion at the conference.

VI

Taking into account the useful experience related to the implemen
tation of confidence-building measures, provided for in the relevant 
provisions of the Helsinki Final Act, it is proposed to proceed to the 
elaboration of additional confidence-building measures, more mean
ingful in nature and broader in scope, specifically such as:

Limitation to a certain numerical level of the scale of ground force 
military exercises, conducted independently or jointly with air force or 
naval components, including amphibious and airborne troops, in 
Europe as well as in the adjacent sea (ocean) area and air space.

This measure is all the more pressing, since it is difficult to differen
tiate between modem large-scale military exercises and preparatory 
stages of deployment of armed forces for the purpose of commencing 
hostilities in the European theatre;

Prior notification of major, exceeding a certain level, military exer
cises of ground, air, and naval forces, conducted independently or 
jointly in Europe and the adjacent sea (ocean) area and air space. In 
this context the term '"forces" also includes amphibious and airborne 
troops;

Prior notification of major, exceeding a certain level, movements and 
transfers of ground and air forces in Europe, and in the adjacent sea

® Document 5.
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(ocean) area and air space, as well as into this area and out of it. In 
this context the term '"forces" also includes amphibious and airborne 
troops;

Development of the existing practice of inviting observers from 
other participating states to attend major military exercises.

In accordance with the mandate, confidence- and security-building 
measures will be ensured by adequate forms of verification which 
correspond to their content and are to be agreed upon at the confer
ence.

98. Interview  of the  Chief of S taff of the  Soviet Armed 
Forces (Ogorlcov): C hanges in Military Affairs [Ex
tract], M ay 9, 1984 ^

• • • • • • •

Q .—Almost 40 years have gone by since the Great Patriotic War. 
What changes have taken place in military affairs in this time, and 
how are they being taken into account in our military construction 
and in the training of troops and fleets?

A .—A long time ago, F. Engels discovered an objective law: ''Noth
ing is as dependent on economic conditions as an army and navy. 
Armaments, personnel, organization, tactics and strategy depend above 
all on the stage of production achieved at the given moment and on 
the means of communication." Furthermore, "technical successes, just 
as soon as they have become applicable and have actually been ap
plied in military affairs, at once—almost forcibly, and often against 
the will of the military command—cause changes and even revolutions 
in methods of warfare."

In today's conditions, this law is manifesting itself with special 
force. During the postwar years, several generations of weapons sys
tems and military hardware have succeeded one another.

What are the basic changes in military affairs today?
First the quantitative accumulations of nuclear weapons that have 

continued for several decades have led to fundamental qualitative 
changes in the conditions and possibilities of their use. The stockpiles 
of nuclear ammunition and diverse means of delivering them that the 
two sides have created have attained quantitative and qualitative pro
portions that would be sufficient to destroy many times over, and in a 
short time, all important targets on the enemy's territory. For example, 
in just one salvo (launching) of its strategic (not counting battlefield) 
nuclear forces, the US can today employ about 12,000 nuclear war
heads, the aggregate yield of which exceeds by hundreds of times the

 ̂ Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXXVI, No. 36 (October 3, 1984), pp. 7, 20. The 
interview appeared in Krasnaya Zvezda, May 9 ,1984, pp. 2-3, 4. Translation copyright 1984 
by The Current Digest of the Soviet Press, published weekly at Columbus, Ohio. 
Reprinted by permission of The Digest.
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yield of all the explosives and ammunition used by all the world's 
states during the six years of World War II. With the deployment of 
American medium-range missiles in Europe, these capabilities of the 
US strategic nuclear forces will increase still more. One does not have 
to be a soldier or a scientist to understand that the further buildup of 
those forces is becoming senseless. Nevertheless, this buildup contin
ues, through the fault of the US.

As a result, a paradox is forming: On the one hand, it would seem 
that a process of steady increase in the nuclear powers' potential to 
destroy an enemy is taking place, while on the other hand, the poten
tial of an aggressor to deliver a so-called ''disabling strike" against its 
main adversary is just as steadily—or, 1 would say, even more sharp
ly—diminishing. The trouble is that, given the quantity and diversity 
that have been achieved in nuclear missiles, it is becoming impossible 
to destroy them with a single strike against the enemy. A crushing 
retaliatory strike against the aggressor by the remaining—even if limit
ed—number of nuclear warheads left to the defender, a strike that 
would inflict unacceptable damage, is becoming inevitable in present 
conditions. The overseas strategists' calculation that it is possible to 
wage a so-called "limited" nuclear war no longer has any basis what
soever. This is a utopian idea: Any so-called limited use of nuclear 
weapons would inevitably lead to the immediate use of the two sides' 
entire nuclear arsenal. Such is the harsh logic of war. Even more 
groundless are their arguments concerning the possibility of a so- 
called "unanswered limited nuclear strike" against the enemy's main 
centers and seats of government. Such arguments are futile daydream
ing. But all of this, taken together, significantly changes both the 
conditions for the outbreak of a modem war and the possibilities of 
waging one.

Second, rapid changes in the development of conventional weapons 
and the appearance in developed countries of automated reconnais- 
sance-and-strike complexes, long-range, high-precision remotely con
trolled weapons, pilotless aircraft and qualitatively new electronic con
trol systems are making many types of armaments global and are 
making it possible to sharply increase (by at least 10 times) the strike 
potential of conventional weapons, bringing it close, as it were, to the 
effectiveness of weapons of mass destruction. The drastically increased 
range of conventional weapons makes it possible to immediately 
extend active combat operations not only to the border regions but 
also to the entire territory of a country, which could not be done in 
the wars of the past. This qualitative leap in the development of 
conventional weapons inevitably entails a change in the nature of the 
preparation and waging of operations. And this in turn predetermines 
the possibility of conducting military operations using conventional 
weapons in qualitatively new and incomparably more destructive 
forms than before. That being the case, the zones of possible combat 
operations expand sharply, and the role and importance of the initial
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period of a war and its first operations grows incom parably. ̂  The 
nature of a new war, if imperialism imleashes one, will undoubtedly 
differ sharply from that of the wars of the past.

Third, the rapid development of science and technology in recent 
years is creating realistic prerequisites for the appearance in the near 
future of even more destructive and heretofore unknown types of 
weapons based on new physical principles. Work on these new types 
of weapons is under way in a number of countries—the US, for 
example. Their creation is a reality of the very near future, and it 
would be a serious mistake not to take this into account right now. In 
turn, this cannot help but change established views regarding the 
methods and forms of armed struggle and even regarding the military 
might of the state.

This is a brief list of only the basic changes that are taking place at 
present in the means of armed struggle. They are inevitably having an 
impact on the nature of war, on the role and place of the various 
branches of the Armed Forces in the accomplishment of operational 
and strategic tasks and on the further development and improvement 
of the forms and methods of conducting military operations and of 
military affairs as a whole.

All of this certainly should be constantly and thoroughly analyzed, 
generalized and taken into account in the practice of the structuring of 
our Armed Forces.

Taking this into consideration, the technical equipment and organi
zational structuring of our Armed Forces and their management are 
being carried out in such a way that they are always prepared, in any 
conditions, to inflict an immediate retaliatory strike against any ag
gressor. Such a capability should be guaranteed in all events. The main 
component of the combat might of the Army and the Navy and the 
basic factor in deterring an aggressor are our strategic nuclear forces, 
which are in a constant state of high combat readiness. At the same 
time, all elements of the Armed Forces and all branches of troops are 
developing harmoniously. They are being equipped with the most up- 
to-date weapons and combat equipment.

At the same time, the system of the operational, combat and politi
cal training of troops and fleets, the procedures for their mobilized 
deployment and provisioning, the system of managing troops and 
weapons and the forms and methods of political-upbringing and 
Party-political work are being defined more precisely and improved.

The might of the Soviet Armed Forces is determined not orUy by 
the quantity and quality of weapons and combat equipment. Our 
chief strength is Soviet people, patriot-warriors who skillfully master 
the formidable weapons that the homeland has entrusted to them. 
Today over 93% of our servicemen have a secondary or a higher 
education. Nearly 90% of all fighting men are Communists or Young

2 For a 1983 IzvesHa article in which Ogarkov makes much the same point, see CDSP, 
vol. XXXV, No. 19, pp. 16, 24. [Footnote in original.]
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Communists, who are turning our Army and Navy into an invincible 
force.

The tasks of military organization and the training of our Armed 
Forces are accomplished on the basis of a comprehensive, thorough 
analysis of the present military-political situation and the development 
of the means of armed struggle. Therefore, our military personnel 
should not simply copy but creatively use the experience of the past 
and enrich it. They should constantly improve the training and organi
zational structure of troop units and fleets and, with this in view, 
boldly conduct a scientific search that takes into account the continu
ous changes in military affairs and, if need be, take justified risks. It is 
better to test new forms during peacetime than to look for them 
during a war. Anyway, there would be no time for it then. We 
military people must, as Comrade K. U. Chernenko, General Secretary 
of the CPSU Central Committee and Chairman of the Presidium of the 
USSR Supreme Soviet, indicates, ''resolutely overcome all kinds of 
conservatism and sluggishness," and for us, the military, ''the slogan 
for the day should be this: Fully armed with experience, move from a 
correct thought to bold action!" ® . . .

The main source of the strength and invincibility of the Soviet 
Armed Forces and the most important condition of their further 
strengthening and development has always been and remains the 
guidance of the Communist Party and the indissoluble unity of the 
Army and the people. The CPSU, its Leninist Central Committee and 
our government are doing everything necessary to maintain the de
fense potential of the Soviet state and the combat might of its Armed 
Forces at the level of today's requirements and to prevent any eventu
ality from taking us unawares. . . .

99. S ta tem ent by  ACDA D eputy Director Emery Before 
the  House Committee on Armed Services: U.S. Draft 
Chemical W eapons  Convention, M ay 10, 1984 ^

• • • • • • •

The chemical weapons treaty that the administration has presented,^ 
I think, is one of the most sweeping and in many ways one of the 
most difficult proposals that has been presented in any arms control 
program by any administration.

And I say that because we are asking for a degree of cooperation 
among nations, a degree of openness, a degree of openness particularly

3 CDSP, Vol. XXXVI, No. 9, p. 4. [Footnote in original.] Also in FBIS Daily Report, vol. 
Ill, March 5, 1984, p. Rl2.

'  Full Committee Briefing on the Recently Proposed Chemical Arms Treaty: Hearing . . , pp. 2-5.
2 Dated April 18, Document 75.
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on the part of the Soviet Union that may set precedents for further 
arms control agreements.

The reason that we have approached the problem this way is that 
there are particular verification problems associated with chemical 
weapons that we feel are essential to address, so that we may guaran
tee that chemical weapons will not only not be used in military 
applications, but also to guarantee that, to the greatest degree possible, 
that they will not be manufactured or put in storage.

I was with the Vice President in Geneva a couple of weeks ago 
when he presented the chemical weapons treaty to the Committee on 
Disarmament.®

Ambassador Fields, who will speak in a few minutes, will be able to 
fill in some of the details relative to the first steps towards what we 
hope will be a negotiation. But one of the things that encouraged me 
very greatly was the degree of interest and the degree of cooperation 
that we are getting from our allies, a surprising amount of interest 
from Third World nations, and interestingly enough, some very inter
esting and favorable responses from some nations that are not tradi
tionally allied with the United States. That, I think, is because there is 
a growing concern in the world today that chemical weapons may, in 
fact, be, as someone once said, the poor man's atomic bomb—weapons 
that might be manufactured with relatively simple technology from 
components that can be purchased from a variety of places including 
probably anywhere in the Washington metropolitan area. Of course, 
we have to guarantee that their military applications are limited, not 
simply by a treaty that says it is not nice to use them, but by a treaty 
that will give us some means to guarantee to the maximum degree 
possible that they will not be manufactured, that the research and 
development will not take place, and that great chemical weapons 
stores that exist today will be systematically dismantled.

I won't go into great detail about the chemical weapons threat. You 
have heard that from General Kroesen and Dr. Gold.

But let me simply underscore the fact that we are driven to this 
particular problem by a growing concern. The concern is that, over the 
last 15 years, we have not been manufacturing or improving or mod
ernizing our chemical weapons arsenals, and the Soviet Union has, in 
fact, been doing that with great enthusiasm.

They have manufactured a variety of agents. They have manufac
tured a variety of different weapons. And we are beginning to believe 
that the viability of our chemical weapon deterrent is not what we 
wish it would be.

If you turn the clock back and look at historical events during the 
20th century, you draw one conclusion, and that is, at least as far as 
the history of World War I and World War II is concerned, we faced 
the situation in World War I where the Germans, in fact, used chemi
cal weapons and the allies did not until later in the war.

 ̂April 18, Docum ent 76.

Document 99



396 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1984

But in World War II, when both sides maintained chemical weapons 
arsenals, they were not used. Even in the closing days of the Third 
Reich when one might have suspected that Hitler would try anything 
to pull his forces together and to regain an offensive, they were not 
used.

We believe that there is a very sound reason for deterrence, and we 
believe that it is necessary between now and the time that we may, in 
fact, negotiate a treaty that will eliminate all chemical weapons to 
maintain at least a minimum credible deterrent so that any aggressor 
would know that the price of using chemical weapons against the 
United States or its allies would be the probability of retaliation in 
kind.

Let me simply say that the President of the United States has said, 
and the Vice President has said in Geneva, and we in the arms control 
agency believe very firmly that the best solution to this problem 
would be to eliminate all chemical weapons.

We would like to eliminate chemical weapons from our arsenals, 
from the arsenal of the Soviet Union, and we would like to reduce to 
the greatest degree possible the risk that other nations would develop 
chemical weapons arsenals and use them as they have been used and 
are being used right now between Iran and Iraq.

But I think we also have to recognize that when we talk about 
absolutes, 100 percent verification, complete elimination, those con
cepts are almost impossible to achieve.

So recognizing that we live in a very difficult world, with very real 
problems that we have to overcome, recognizing that you cannot build 
an arms control agreement solely on good faith, but you must have a 
strong verification regime and capability to prove that the rules are 
being followed, we have crafted this treaty in order to eliminate, to 
the greatest degree possible, likelihood that chemical weapons could 
be manufactured and stored and used.

Consequently, we have built the treaty around three or four particu
lar goals. First of all, we want to focus on the identification and 
elimination of existing chemical weapons stockpiles.

We have a facility in Tooele, UT, which was developed for the 
purpose of proving that chemical weapons that currently exist can be 
systematically and safely destroyed, and done in a way that will allow 
verification to occur.

That is, to measure the material as it is being destroyed, and prove, 
in fact, that it has been destroyed completely and not simply shunted 
into some secret burJcer for later use.

We feel that it is important to build such a verification provision in 
the treaty so that we will know that when these stockpiles are de
stroyed, they are, in fact, destroyed completely and safely.

We have developed technology to do that, which we have demon
strated to maybe two-thirds of the nations that belong to the ''CD" in 
Geneva.
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They visited our facility in Utah last November. As Ambassador 
Fields will explain in a few minutes, they were very greatly impressed 
by this capability.

Also, with respect to that particular verification concern, the Soviets 
have expressed an interest in cooperating with an onsite inspection 
capability in that regard.

And we think this is very encouraging. However, it is not the total 
package, because their particular point of interest agrees only with 
stockpile destruction, and not with the other two factors 1 will men
tion in a minute.

Nevertheless, we find it encouraging to note that they have recog
nized that as a viable and practical way to approach the problem, and 
it gives us some hope that we can negotiate the other elements of the 
treaty incorporating principles that will allow us to verify the chemical 
weapons treaty satisfactorily.

The second area on which we wish to focus is the production 
facilities themselves. It is not only necessary to destroy the chemical 
weapons and the bulk chemical, but we need to destroy the produc
tion facilities so that more weapons cannot be made.

The problem is a little bit more difficult than the stockpile destruc
tion, because we have to identify facilities, not only the ones that we 
know, but also the ones that we might not know about.

We feel that it is possible and necessary to negotiate verification 
provisions that will allow us onsite inspection of those facilities in the 
Soviet Union and elsewhere as they are being destroyed, and, of 
course, we would offer the Soviets and other international inspectors, 
approved and accredited for that purpose, access to our facilities so 
that they would know.

But unless the production facilities are destroyed, then obviously 
you cannot be guaranteed that more weapons will not be simply 
manufactured to replace those that have been destroyed.

That leads me to the third element, which is probably the most 
difficult of all, and that is what we call the challenge inspection, or if 
you will, open invitation provision. This provision is designed specifi
cally to allow the verification team, the observers, to look at question
able facilities that one nation or another nation might point to, the 
United States, Soviet Union, wherever it might be.

If we should see a facility in the Soviet Union that looks suspicious
ly like a chemical weapons production facility or storage facility, we 
would have the capability to go there and look at it and satisfy 
ourselves that, in fact, they were making fertilizer or making some 
other benign material and not, in fact, manufacturing chemical weap
ons.

One of the unique problems that we have with chemical weapons is 
the fact that the manufacturing facilities may look like legal chemical 
manufacturing plants. We also know that there is a possibility that 
chemical weapons have been manufactured and stockpiled in great 
quantities in areas that possibly we might not know about.
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There is always a possibility that research and development can take 
place on materials that we may not be currently familiar with. We feel 
this challenge inspection provision, which we have included, is neces
sary so that if a probable violation is brought to our attention, or for 
that matter, if other nations—and this is a multilateral treaty that we 
are hoping to negotiate—if other nations see that in a third country 
someplace there is a potential violation, that the capabilities will exist 
within the framework of the treaty to identify the problem and to 
examine it.

That is extremely important, and we feel the verification needs will 
be. best served by addressing that particular element of the problem, as 
difficult as it is certainly to craft.

The reaction that we have received, as I said a few minutes ago, has 
been favorable. There have obviously been questions that have been 
raised by one nation or another nation about how we would approach 
the inspection process and whether or not there is flexibility in our 
approach.

And the answer to that is that this is not a take-it-or-leave-it treaty. 
We intend to negotiate it, and we would hope that the Soviets and 
other nations would approach the issue the same way.

What we want is a treaty that is verifiable to the greatest extent 
possible. We recognize that there are some practical difficulties that 
will require a degree of openness that has probably not existed in 
negotiations of this kind before.

But I would have to point out that we have a very graphic example 
today of the problems that occur when this job is not done correctly.

The 1925 Geneva protocol^ was signed by both Iran and Iraq. As 
you know, Iraq is engaging in chemical warfare, maybe even as we sit 
here this morning. And unless we have a chemical weapons regime 
that does something more than simply call upon signatories to pledge 
they won't use chemical weapons, then chemical weapons may exist, 
new materials may be devised, and they may be stockpiled or even 
introduced onto the battlefields.

We have to eliminate those possibilities. The very best way to do 
that is to address those particular elements of the problem so that the 
United States and the Soviet Union and other nations of the world 
that participate, as we hope they will, will have a very high degree of 
confidence that they are not going to be blindsided by some chemical 
munition use at a time when they are going through a crisis and trying 
to bring tensions under control.

Mr. Chairman, I would be very happy to answer any questions on 
the subject of the treaty. But I do want to introduce Ambassador 
Fields whose responsibility will be to negotiate this treaty.

I think you will find his comments of great interest and value to the 
committee.

 ̂Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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100. A ddress by  Secretary  of S ta te  Shultz, M ay 14, 1984^

No issue is of greater importance to the American people than the 
issue of war and peace. It is the gravest responsibility of any presi
dent, any administration, to defend the peace, so that our ideals of 
freedom and justice can thrive in an environment of security.

History has seen fit to bestow on our country a very special chal
lenge. The moment when the United States took its place as a leader 
and permanent actor on the stage of international politics—at the end 
of the Second World War—coincided with the dawn of the nuclear 
age. From that point, there was no turning back. America could no 
longer attempt to isolate itself from world affairs—not when nations 
possessed the means to destroy each other on a scale unimagined in 
history.

But with the dawn of the nuclear age, there also came efforts—and 
with a special urgency—to limit or control this new weaponry. The 
United States led the way, proposing in the Baruch Plan of 1946  ̂ to 
eliminate nuclear weapons and place nuclear energy under an interna
tional authority. The plan was rejected by the Soviet leaders.

Today, this aspiration to banish the specter of nuclear war is shared 
by all civilized human beings. We are faced today with a basic truth: 
"'A nuclear war cannot be won and must never be fought/'  ̂ That's a 
quote from Ronald Reagan. Guided by this truth, the United States 
has been seeking to enhance its national security not only by strength
ening its defenses and its alliances but also—with equal vigor—by 
negotiating with the Soviet Union and other nations on the most 
ambitious arms control agenda in history.

I want to speak to you today about this Administration's approach 
to arms control. I'll begin with a realistic look at the role of arms 
control in our overall strategy for peace and security. Then I want to 
say something about the various negotiations on our agenda. Finally, 
I'd like to tell you what I see as the prerequisites for progress toward 
our arms control objectives.

A rm s  C o n tro l  as a  D im e n sio n  o f In ter n a tio n a l  P olitics

Preserving peace means more than avoiding catastrophe. As Presi
dent Reagan has put it: "We must both defend freedom and preserve 
the peace. We must stand true to our principles and our friends while 
preventing a holocaust." There is no escape from this dual responsibil
ity. We cannot conduct national security policy as if the special danger 
of nuclear weapons did not exist. But in our pursuit of peace and arms 
control, we must not abdicate our responsibility to defend our values 
in a world where free societies are the exception rather than the norm.

 ̂Department of State, Current Policy No. 577. The address was before the League of 
Women Voters in Detroit.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 7-16.
 ̂First said April 17, 1982. See ibid., 1982, p. 218.
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The intense rivalry today between East and West has been disci
plined, in the nuclear age, by the specter of mutual destruction; but 
the rivalry has not ended. In any previous age, so fundamental a clash 
of national interests and moral perceptions might well have led to 
general war. In the nuclear age, this cannot be permitted, and both 
sides know it.

In light of that continuing rivalry, and the profound mistrust that it 
engenders, there are many skeptics who question the value of the 
arms control process. ''Since we simply can't trust the Soviets to honor 
agreements," they say, ''why bother to try to negotiate with them?" 
There are others who question our own commitment to the process, as 
though a strong defense and workable arms control agreements were 
mutually exclusive rather than mutually reinforcing objectives.

Well, we are committed to arms control, but that commitment is not 
based on naivete or wishful thinking. It is based on the conviction 
that, whatever the differences between us, the United States and the 
Soviet Union have a profound and overriding common interest in the 
avoidance of nuclear war and the survival of the human race. A 
responsible national security policy must include both strong deter
rence and active pursuit of arms control to restrain competition and 
make the world safer. This is our policy.

The effort to control weapons, of course, is not a product of the 
nuclear age. History has seen many attempts to negotiate limits on 
numbers or characteristics of major armaments. The goals were—and 
are—worthy goals: to be able to shift resources to other, more produc
tive uses, and to add a measure of restraint, predictability, and safety 
to a world of political rivalries. Before World War I, Britain and 
Germany negotiated on ways of limiting naval construction. Between 
World Wars I and II, there were extensive multilateral negotiations to 
limit the building of capital ships, including a major naval disarma
ment agreement signed in Washington in 1922.“̂ The Kellogg-Briand 
Pact of 1928® even attempted to ban war itself as an instrument of 
policy.

These efforts, we well know, failed to prevent war. There is a lesson 
here: the endeavor to control armaments does not operate in a 
vacuum. It is a dimension of international politics, and it cannot be 
divorced from its political context. Arms control cannot resolve the 
ideological and geopolitical conflicts that lead to competitive arming in 
the first place. By itself it cannot deliver security, or prevent war, and 
we should not impose on the fragile process of arms control burdens it 
cannot carry and expectations it cannot fulfill. While arms control 
agreements themselves can contribute to reducing tensions, basic sta
bility must underlie political relations between the superpowers or else 
the process of arms control may not even survive. The SALT II 
[strategic arms limitation talks] Treaty,® for example, which had many

4 TS 671.
5 TS 796.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff. Brackets in the source text. 
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Other difficulties, was withdrawn from Senate consideration at the 
request of President Carter after the controversy generated by the 
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan.

Therefore, while we pursue arms control with great energy, we must 
bear in mind that progress depends on many factors beyond the 
substance of the proposals or the ingenuity of the negotiators. For 
arms control to succeed, we must also work to shape the conditions 
that make success possible: we must maintain the balance of power, 
we must ensure the cohesion of our alliances, and we must both 
recognize the legitimate security concerns of our adversaries and be 
realistic about their ambitions. On this secure foundation, we must 
seek to engage our adversaries in concrete efforts to resolve political 
problems.

C om plexity  of  A rm s  C o n t r o l

Because of this clash of interests and values, arms control negotia
tions between the United States and the Soviet Union are a difficult 
and laborious process and have always been so. Ever since nuclear 
arms control negotiations began in earnest some 20 years ago, the 
Soviets' perception of their military requirements, and their aversion 
to thorough measures of verification, have been significant obstacles 
to agreement.

No wonder, then, that all our arms control negotiations with them 
have been protracted. The 1963 Limited Nuclear Test Ban Treaty was 
preceded by 8 years of negotiation and discussion. The 1968 Non- 
Proliferation Treaty® took 4 years to negotiate. The SALT I accords of 
1972 ® took almost 3 years of effort, and negotiations for the SALT II 
Treaty lasted nearly 7 years.

Even with good faith on both sides, there are differences of perspec
tive—deriving from history, geography, strategic doctrine, alliance ob
ligations, and comparative military advantage—which complicate the 
task of compromise. The Soviets have long had an advantage in larger, 
more powerful intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs); the United 
States took advantage of its technological superiority by developing 
missile-carrying submarines, smaller warheads, and a more broadly 
based deterrent. These asymmetries in force structure and capabilities 
are not merely of academic interest. It is enormously difficult to define 
equality, for example, between very different kinds of forces. The 
problem is compounded by other factors such as the extent of air 
defenses, civil defenses, and hardening of silos and of command and 
control, in which the two sides' forces also differ.

The task of arms control has been further complicated by a continu
ing revolution in technology. Many of our strategic assumptions have 
been made obsolete by technological changes in the past decades. Not

Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
8 Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
9 Ibid., 1972, pp. 197 ff.
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only is there no ''quick fix" in arms control but there is no ''perma
nent fix" either.

Ceilings on numbers of strategic missile launchers may have been 
more meaningful in an era of single warheads. Now, in an age of 
heavy intercontinental missiles, each capable of carrying large numbers 
of accurate warheads, limits on missiles alone are no longer sufficient. 
Significant reductions in numbers of warheads, and Soviet movement 
away from reliance on heavy ICBMs, are needed for strategic stability. 
This is the essence of our proposal in the strategic arms reduction talks 
(or START), and it is also an important message of the bipartisan 
Scowcroft commission's report on the future of our strategic forces.

C u r r e n t  U.S. G o a l s  in  A r m s  C o n t r o l

Previous arms control agreements have limited only partial aspects 
of nuclear arsenals, permitting development and deployment to pro
ceed in other areas. Both sides have pursued technological innovation 
and expansion in areas not covered or inadequately covered by agree
ments with the result that after each new agreement there have been 
more nuclear weapons, not fewer. The experience of the past has now 
brought us to a more mature phase of the arms control process, in 
which we are compelled to tackle the real problems of nuclear stability 
more comprehensively and directly than ever before. At the same 
time, our efforts to control nonnuclear weapons are proceeding on all 
fronts.

Four Basic Objectives

In all our arms control efforts today, we are guided by four basic 
objectives: reductions, equality, stability, and verifiability.

Reductions. The agreements we seek should actually constrain the 
military capabilities of the parties by reducing weapons and forces 
substantially, not merely freezing them at existing or higher levels as 
most previous agreements have done.

Equality. These reductions should result in equal or equivalent levels 
of forces on both sides. An agreement that legitimizes an unequal 
balance of forces creates instability and may increase the risk of 
eventual conflict.

Stability. Arms control measures must genuinely enhance the stability 
of deterrence in crises. This means that after reductions, each side's 
retaliatory force should be secure enough to survive if the other side 
strikes first. Hence, under stable conditions, the temptation to fire first 
in a crisis or confrontation will be minimized.

Verifiability. Finally, arms control agreements must include provisions 
for effective verification of compliance by all parties. Experience has 
shown that agreements lacking such provisions become a source of 
tension and mistrust, rather than reinforcing the prospects for peace. 
The President's recent finding of Soviet violations or probable viola
tions of a number of arms control obligations underlines that effective 
verification is essential.
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Arms Control Agenda

With these objectives as our guideposts, the Reagan Administration 
has undertaken an unprecedented range of negotiations aimed at re
ducing the danger of war and building international confidence and 
security. In almost every case, the basic framework and concepts of 
these negotiations have been the result of Western initiatives, devel
oped in close consultation among our allies and friends around the 
world.

START. Our proposals in the strategic arms reduction talks are 
designed to reduce the role in our respective arsenals of ballistic 
missiles, especially land-based intercontinental ballistic missiles. The 
Soviet Union today holds a threefold advantage over the United States 
in ICBM warheads. Excessive reliance on these weapons could increase 
the danger of triggering a nuclear exchange because the larger yields, 
higher accuracy, more rapid response time—and relative vulnerabil
ity—of these missiles make them simultaneously more vulnerable to a 
first strike and more capable of being used in a preemptive strike 
against elements of the other side's strategic deterrent.

Since we announced our first proposals in May 1982,^° we have 
made a serious effort to meet Soviet concerns and to reflect evolving 
strategic concepts such as those articulated by the Scowcroft commis
sion. The core of our proposal is to reduce the total number of ballistic 
missile nuclear warheads by approximately one-third, leaving 5,000 on 
each side. As a way of dealing with the problem of differing force 
structures, we are willing to negotiate trade-offs with the Soviets 
between areas of differing interest and advantage. After consulting 
with key Members of Congress, we also incorporated the concept of 
'^build-down" into our position. This proposal would link moderniza
tion of missiles to reductions in warheads and would make mandatory 
a minimum annual 5% reduction in ballistic missile warheads down to 
equal levels.

Throughout the negotiations in 1982 and 1983, however, the Soviets 
seemed determined to hang on to the great advantage in destructive 
power of their missiles. In fact, their proposals would have permitted 
them actually to continue increasing the number of their warheads. 
They also dismissed the concept of build-down. It is fair to say that 
there was some progress made over the five START negotiating ses
sions. In response to alterations in our original proposal, they offered 
some constructive changes in their position. With our introduction of 
the trade-offs concept, we seemed on the threshold of significant 
progress. But unfortunately, the Soviets tied progress in START to 
having their way in the intermediate-range nuclear forces (or INF) 
negotiations; last December they suspended indefinitely their partici
pation in START in frustration over their inability to prevent the

Ibid., 1982, pp. 286-289.
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deployment in Western Europe of Pershing II and ground-launched 
cruise missiles.

INF. A Soviet walkout from the INF talks a month earlier also 
brought those talks to a halt, and the Soviets have so far refused to 
return without unacceptable preconditions. Since our objective in 
those talks was to eliminate that entire category of longer range INF 
missiles, we would have preferred not to have to deploy any such 
missiles of our own. President Reagan's initial proposal—and still our 
preferred outcome—was to cancel NATO planned deployments of 
cruises and Pershing II missiles in exchange for complete elimination 
of Soviet SS-20 missiles. In an effort to break a year-long stalemate, 
we then put forward an interim proposal for substantial reductions in 
our planned deployments if Moscow would cut back to an equal 
number of warheads. Then, last September, we made further modifi
cations in our proposal in order to meet stated Soviet concerns.

But, as in START, the Soviet objective was evidently to preserve the 
imbalance in their favor. In this case, the existing ''imbalance'' was a 
monopoly: more than 1,000 Soviet SS-20 warheads—with the number 
increasing steadily—versus none for the United States. The last idea 
they surfaced, just before breaking off the talks, was that each side 
reduce actual or planned deployments by an "equal number" of 572— 
still leaving 700 warheads in Europe and Asia for the U.S.S.R. and 
zero for the United States.

The Soviets' declared reason for withdrawing from both negotia
tions was that INF deployments had begun in Western Europe. But 
during the preceding 2 years, the Soviets had deployed over 100 SS- 
20s with more than 300 warheads; yet the United States continued to 
negotiate. In contrast to the Soviet buildup, NATO has been reducing 
the number of nuclear weapons in Europe. By the time our INF 
deployments are completed, at least five nuclear warheads will have 
been withdrawn from Europe for each U.S. missile deployed.

We are ready to resume negotiations—in both START and INF—at 
any time and without preconditions. Our proposals are fair, balanced, 
and workable. They remain on the table. The Soviets should need no 
new concessions to lure them back to Geneva. If they decide to 
return—and we hope they will—the Soviets will continue to find us 
and our allies serious and forthcoming negotiating partners.

NonproliferaHon. President Reagan has also made it a fundamental 
objective to seek to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons to coun
tries that do not now have them. We have a vigorous, twofold ap
proach to the problem of proliferation. First, we seek to create and 
strengthen comprehensive safeguards on exports of nuclear technolo
gy. We are working to strengthen the International Atomic Energy 
Agency (IAEA) and its safeguards system. At the same time, we strive 
to reduce the motivation for acquiring nuclear weapons by improving 
regional and global stability and by promoting understanding of the 
legitimate security concerns of other states.
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These efforts have already contributed importantly to strengthening 
the global nonproliferation regime. One significant achievement is the 
clarification of China's nonproliferation policies during our negotiation 
of the nuclear energy cooperation agreement that was initialed during 
the President's trip to China. In January, China joined the Internation
al Atomic Energy Agency and said that it would thereafter require 
IAEA safeguards on its nuclear exports to states that do not possess 
nuclear weapons. Premier Zhao, in his January 10 statement at the 
White House, declared: ''We do not engage in nuclear proliferation 
ourselves, nor do we help other countries- develop nuclear weap
ons."

MBFR. Complementing our efforts to reduce the danger of nuclear 
confrontation, the Western allies have since 1973 been conducting 
talks with the Warsaw Pact nations on the mutual and balanced 
reduction of conventional forces in Europe. Our goal has been to 
reduce the conventional forces confronting each other there to a lower, 
equal level. Progress has been frustrated by the discrepancy between 
manpower figures provided by Eastern negotiators and Western esti
mates of actual manpower. Last month, along with the other NATO 
participants, we put forth a new initiative aimed at resolving this 
discrepancy and paving the way for verifiable reductions to parity. We 
hope that the Soviet Union and the other Warsaw Pact participants 
will seize this opportunity to break the impasse at Vienna.

Chemical Weapons. The problem of chemical weapons is now taking on 
a special urgency. Ever since these weapons were used—to horrible 
effect—in World War I, the world community has agreed upon and 
observed a code of legal restraint. Now after nearly 60 years, this code 
of restraint is in danger of breaking down. After exhaustive analysis, 
we have convincing evidence that the Soviet Union and its allies have 
been using chemical and toxin weapons against civilian populations in 
Afghanistan and Southeast Asia. More recently, mustard gas and other 
chemical agents have been employed in the Iran-Iraq war.

The United States has, therefore, taken the lead in efforts to 
strengthen existing agreements governing chemical weapons—and to 
seek the total elimination of those weapons. Just last month. Vice 
President Bush presented to the Conference on Disarmament in 
Geneva a draft treaty for a comprehensive ban on their development, 
production, stockpiling, transfer, and use.^^ Because of the easily 
concealable nature of chemical weapons, the draft treaty contains 
detailed provisions for verification, including systematic international 
onsite inspections. Because verification is frequently the most trouble
some aspect of arms control negotiation, we are cautiously encouraged 
by recent signs of Soviet willingness to address some of the verifica
tion challenges. The world community must act effectively in banning

Docum ent 4.
 ̂2 See Documents 75 and 76, April 18.
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chemical weapons, before existing restraints break down completely 
and the horrors of chemical warfare are once again loosed upon the 
world.

Confidence-Building Measures. In addition, there is a general category of 
confidence-building measures which we pursue in order to diminish 
the risk of war by surprise attack, accident, or miscalculation. Without 
fanfare, we and the Soviets have been holding a series of constructive 
meetings on upgrading the "hot line" direct communications link be
tween Washington and Moscow. In the START and INF negotiations, 
the U.S. side tabled a set of proposals for prior notification of ballistic 
missile launches, prior notification of major military exercises, and 
expanded exchanges of data on military forces. In the Helsinki proc
ess, including the Stockholm Conference on Disarmament in Europe, 
the United States and the allies have pursued—and will continue to 
pursue—measures of this kind to reduce the risk of war. In addition. 
East and West are already routinely exchanging notifications of strate
gic exercises that might be misinterpreted. This practice should be 
expanded and more of it made mandatory.

Space Weapons. The United States has long believed that the arms 
competition should not be extended to space. For that reason, we have 
sponsored or joined several treaties advancing this objective. The 1963 
Limited Test Ban Treaty banned, among other things, testing of nucle
ar weapons in outer space. That was followed in 1967 by the agree
ment on peaceful uses of outer space, which forbids placing any 
weapons of mass destruction in space. We are continuing to explore 
whether these restrictions should be strengthened, including the ques
tion of arms control for antisatellite weapons. A report of our initial 
findings was presented to the Congress in March. So far we have not 
been able to identify proposals to ban antisatellite weapons that 
would be adequately verifiable and serve our overall goal of deterring 
conflicts. We are, however, continuing to try to identify measures that 
would ban or limit specific weapons systems, while meeting our veri
fication concerns.

Let me mention, in this context, the question of space-based missile 
defenses. President Reagan has proposed a strategic defense initia
tive—a research program designed to explore the possibility that secu
rity and stability might be enhanced by a system that could intercept 
and destroy ballistic missiles before they reached our or our allies' 
territory. This research effort is fully consistent with all our treaty 
obligations. It could lead to an informed decision sometime in the next 
decade on the question of whether such defensive systems are genu
inely feasible and practical. Shortly after the President announced the 
initiative last year, the Soviets proposed that scientists from the two 
countries meet to discuss the implications of these new technologies.

Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 38-43.
Ibid., 1983, pp. 199-201.
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We proposed, in turn, that experts of our two governments—including 
scientific experts—meeting in the context of appropriate arms control 
forums would be a more appropriate and effective vehicle for such 
discussion. We have recently renewed our offer, and it still stands.

Deterrence and Modernization

Even as we pursue these arms control goals, our first line of defense, 
as far into the future as we can see, will remain the deterrence 
provided by our armed forces. Thus the goals of stability and security 
we seek to advance through arms control can also be advanced by 
steps that we and our allies can take unilaterally.

Strengthening our conventional forces, for example, is a way of 
reducing our reliance on nuclear weapons and reducing the risk of any 
conflict that could escalate into nuclear war. Our strategic moderniza
tion program, of which the MX missile is a critical element, has been 
important to the maintenance of a strong deterrent and thus to the 
building of a solid foundation for progress in arms control. We can 
also modernize our own nuclear deterrent forces in ways that enhance 
stability, such as the development of a small, single-warhead ICBM 
that can lead both sides away from a trend, especially on the part of 
the Soviets, toward reliance on destabilizing multiwarhead ICBMs.

P rer eq u isites  for  P rogress

As I said earlier, success or failure in achieving our objectives de
pends on more than the technical feasibility of the proposals or the 
skill of the negotiators. Our efforts to create a more secure and 
peaceful world cannot succeed unless certain important principles are 
upheld. These are prerequisites for progress in arms control.

First, we must maintain a credible deterrent, based on restoring a 
balance of military forces. If we allow the balance to deteriorate badly, 
we cannot expect our negotiators to restore it, no matter how skilled 
and determined they may be. Arms control will simply not survive in 
conditions of inequality, real or perceived; this is a fact of life proven 
by the experience of the 1970s.

Second, the unity of our alliances is both a prerequisite for success 
and a basic interest we will not sacrifice. This is why the unanimity 
displayed at the Williamsburg summit a year ago was so important.^® 
The Soviets seek to exploit arms control negotiations as a tactic to 
divide the West. They would like to establish a veto over NATO 
weapons deployments. They would like to maintain a monopoly of 
longer range INF missiles in order to achieve political dominance in 
Europe. These things we cannot and will not let them do. Thus, we 
have proceeded, and will continue to proceed, in the closest consulta-  ̂
tion with our allies and friends in both Europe and Asia.

The statem ent by the leaders at the sum m it is printed ibid., pp. 448-449.
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Third, experience teaches that the arms control process cannot sur
vive constant Soviet assaults on Western interests around the globe. 
The future of arms control, therefore, will depend in part on a Soviet 
willingness to help defuse tensions and regional conflicts, rather than 
exacerbate them. The problem is not only that these expansionist 
Soviet actions sour the atmosphere but that they run the risk of 
confrontations that can erupt into war. The increased stability we are 
trying to build into the superpower relationship through arms reduc
tion is bound to be undermined when the Soviets are irresponsible in 
other regions of the world.

Fourth, stability can be enhanced by identifying and focusing on 
common interests shared by the two sides, rather than concentrating 
solely on what divides us. Although we will continued to pursue 
divergent political goals, we have come together in arms control 
forums in recognition of our common interest in reducing the risk of 
war and clarifying the ground rules of international conduct. Whether 
through major arms control agreements or confidence-building meas
ures, we can give concrete expression to this common interest and 
make the world a safer place. Preventing nuclear proliferation is an
other objective in which the United States and the Soviet Union have 
a common stake and is an area with considerable potential for greater 
cooperation. And, as an important bonus, the savings of world re
sources could be significant.

Ultimate success in our arms reduction efforts will depend on all 
these conditions: a credible deterrent, strong alliances, responsible 
international behavior by the Soviets, and a willingness to compromise 
in recognition of our overriding mutual interest in the survival of 
civilization. But these conditions, in turn, depend in the last analysis 
on the qualities that we as a nation bring to the enterprise: patience, 
perseverance, and national unity.

We Americans are sometimes an impatient people. It is a reflection 
of our traditional optimism, dynamism, and ''can-do'' spirit. Usually 
these qualities are a source of strength—but in a negotiation they cati 
be a handicap. If one side seems too eager or desperate for an agree
ment, the other side has no reason to offer a compromise and every 
reason to hold back, waiting for the more eager side to yield first. It is 
paradoxical but true: standing firm is sometimes the prerequisite for 
moving forward.

Just as cohesion among the allies is crucial to the West's bargaining 
position in INF, MBFR, and all negotiations affecting our allies and 
friends, so unity in this country is critical to our hopes for progress in 
all these negotiations. If America appears divided, if the Soviets con
clude that domestic political pressures will undercut our negotiating 
position, they will dig in their heels even deeper. The constructive 
bipartisan spirit shown by the Congress in support of arms control 
and our strategic modernization programs is a model of what is

Document 100



SHULTZ ADDRESS, MAY 14 409

needed. Those who have supported those programs deserve our grati
tude; they have advanced the prospects for progress in arms control.

If the Soviet Union rejoins the negotiating process, and shows that 
it is willing to advance balanced proposals, I can tell you here and 
now that the United States is prepared to respond in a constructive 
spirit.

C o n c lu sio n

For all the difficulties, strategic arms control negotiations have been 
virtually continuous since the first SALT talks began in 1969. The 
dialogue has continued between the Soviet Union and the United 
States even in times of tension and through major changes of leader
ship on both sides. The Soviets have temporarily brought part of this 
dialogue to a halt, but some discussions are continuing. We stand 
ready, with reasonable proposals, to go forward with all these negotia
tions in a spirit of give-and-take.

All American Presidents since the dawn of the nuclear age have 
committed themselves to the effort to reduce the dangers of war. They 
have all taken, in essence, the same path: maintaining our military 
strength, working with our allies, and negotiating with the Soviet 
Union. Ronald Reagan follows in this tradition. No President can be 
oblivious to what is at stake. We have learned many valuable lessons 
from the arms control efforts of the past. We are realistic, and we are 
tackling the toughest issues boldly, comprehensively, and without 
illusions. No President has been more willing to face up to the real 
challenge of peace and security than Ronald Reagan.

Let the national debate, therefore, be conducted at a level of serious, 
constructive dialogue worthy of the momentous importance of the 
subject. At stake is the future of all of us, and on this issue we are not 
Republicans or Democrats but Americans. If the President, the Con
gress, and the nation work together, we will be a formidable force for 
the reduction of both armaments and the danger of war, for the 
defense of freedom, and for the preservation of peace.

The problems are too urgent and the dangers too great to put off 
searching for solutions until we and the Soviets have resolved all of 
our political differences. By defending our values, while emphasizing 
the common interests of ourselves and our adversaries, I believe we 
can find a way to reduce the dangers. Then, as President Reagan has 
said, ""we can pass on to our posterity the gift of peace; that, and 
freedom, are the greatest gifts that one generation can bequeath to 
another."
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101. A ddress by  Chinese Premier Z hao  to  the  N ational 
P eople 's  Congress: Nuclear Policy [Extract], M ay 15, 
1984^

• • • • • • •

China is for disarmament and against the arms race, especially the 
nuclear arms race. It stands for a total ban on and complete destruc
tion of all nuclear, chemical, biological and space weapons and for 
substantial reduction of the conventional weapons. China is a nuclear 
weapon state. However, at no time and under no circumstances will 
China be the first to use nuclear weapons and it undertakes the 
commitment not to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear weapon 
states. China is critical of the discriminatory "Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons"  ̂ and has declined to accede to the 
treaty. But it by no means favours nuclear proliferation, nor will it 
engage in such proliferation by helping other countries to develop 
nuclear weapons.

China holds that nuclear arms should be reduced along with con
ventional armament. We will support any practical proposal for disar
mament which is in keeping with the fundamental principle that the 
two superpowers take the lead in reducing their nuclear and conven
tional weapons.

102. Press S ta tem ent by  the  A ssis tan t Secretary  of S ta te  
for European and  C anad ian  Affairs (Burt): M eeting of 
the  NATO Special C onsultative Group, M ay 15, 
1984 3

The Special Consultative Group held its fourth meeting of 1984 
today. This meeting reflects the Allies' longstanding practice of con
sulting closely and continuously on all aspects of the NATO 1979 
dual-track decision on intermediate-range nuclear force modernization 
and arms control.

Among the highlights of our meeting:

—We reviewed the attitude of the Soviet Union toward the INF 
negotiations, on the basis of all the information available to Alliance

 ̂Beijing Review, vol. 27, No. 21 (May 21, 1984), pp. 18-19. The address to the National 
People's Congress is the closest thing in China to a Presidential State of the Union 
Address.

2 The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
®ACDA files. Assistant Secretary Burt was speaking as Chairman of the Special 

Consultative Group.
^For the decision, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 814-816.
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members. The continuing refusal of the Soviet Union to return to INF 
arms control talks in Geneva is a matter of profound regret. This 
negative Soviet approach to arms control contrasts sharply with the 
repeated expressions by the Allies of their readiness for negotiations to 
resume at any time, and their willingness to undertake a serious 
flexible and active negotiating effort when they do.

—In the month and a half since we last met, member states of the 
Alliance have advanced major initiatives to break the impasse in the 
mutual and balance force reduction negotiations in Vienna and to 
achieve a comprehensive, worldwide and verifiable ban on chemical 
weapons. The group noted that the Soviet reaction to these Western 
arms control initiatives also has so far been disappointing. The allies 
will continue to work for progress in these important negotiations.

—The group noted that the Soviet Union is continuing the construc
tion of new SS-20 bases in both eastern and western parts of the 
Soviet Union, despite the fact that .the Soviet Union has already 
deployed twice as many LRINF warheads as are included in the entire 
5-year NATO program.

—We affirmed our commitment to seek an equitable arms control 
agreement, providing for significant reductions of both sides land 
based LRINF missiles, and NATO's willingness on the basis of such 
concrete results in the negotiations to halt, reverse or dispense with its 
LRINF deployments altogether.

—The SCG will continue to meet on a regular basis.

103. Letter From Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko to U.N. 
Secretary-G eneral Perez de  Cuellar: Disarmam ent and  
D evelopm ent, M ay 19, 1984 ^

The Soviet Union's opinion is that the prevention of a nuclear war 
and the adoption of concrete measures on arms reduction and disar
mament are an indispensable condition for a successful solution to 
such urgent tasks as ensuring the economic development of states, 
including those which recently gained political independence. It is 
precisely from this angle that the USSR views the interconnection 
between disarmament and development.

The Soviet Union fully shares the profound concern of an over
whelming majority of the countries of the world that the arms race 
being whipped up by the imperialist forces deflects more and more 
material and intellectual resources for non-productive purposes with 
every passing year while a considerable part of the world's population 
continues to suffer from undernourishment and diseases and remain 
deprived of elementary education and medical attention.

 ̂Moscow TASS in English, May 19, 1984; FBIS Daily Report, vol. Ill, May 21, 1984, pp. 
AA7-AA9.
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The intensification of the arms race is conducive to increased defor
mation and instability of international economic relations and it wors
ens prospects for their restructuring on a just and democratic basis and 
for the establishment of a new international economic order free from 
exploitation and diktat.

The new spiralling-up of the arms race by the United States and its 
NATO allies and the attempts at spreading it over to outer space, still 
more increasing the danger of a nuclear war, threaten to deadlock the 
efforts aimed at solving such global human problems as the provision 
of the majority of the world's peoples with food, the development of 
new sources of energy, the conservation of the environment, and the 
eradication of diseases. The economic difficulties being experienced by 
many countries of the world are aggravated still more while possibili
ties for removing them recede. It is first of all the working people who 
feel the burden of and suffer from that.

The imperialist powers' counting on force and arbitrary inclusion of 
many developing countries into their spheres of 'Vital interests" 
compel those countries to spend on the purchase of armaments the 
funds which are extremely necessary to them for development pur
poses. New and new [more and more] states are drawn into the vicious 
circle of the arms race.

This is why the question of taking effective measures to prevent a 
nuclear war, to put an end to the arms buildup, and prevent the arms 
race from spreading over to new countries, to expanses and spheres of 
human endeavor which are not yet covered by it is acute today as 
never before.

The USSR persistently presses for the taking of real measures to 
curb the arms race and achieve disarmament, the measures which 
would make it possible to release funds for development purposes, 
including those of the developing countries. With this end in view it 
has put forward quite a number of concrete proposals within the 
framework of the United Nations Organization and outside it. As far 
back as in 1962 the USSR submitted "the draft declaration on switch
ing over to peaceful needs the funds and resources which are released 
as a result of disarmament" to the 17th session of the U.N. General 
Assembly for consideration. ̂  The USSR's proposal envisaging the use 
of funds obtained as a result of the termination of the production of 
nuclear weapons and reduction of their stocks exclusively for peaceful 
purposes, including developmental ones, was also tabled at the United 
Nations.

One of the most effective and at the same time simple ways to curb 
the arms race and get additional funds for development purposes as a 
result of that is to reduce military budgets. The appropriate Soviet 
initiatives on this score have won wide approval at the United Na
tions. More than ten years have passed since the U.N. General Assem
bly endorsed the USSR's proposal on the reduction of the military

2 Documents on Disarmament 1962, vol. II, pp. 938-943.
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budgets of states—permanent members of the U.N. Security Council 
by ten per cent and on the use of part of means thus saved for 
rendering aid to the developing countries.^

Since then the Soviet Union has been persistently pressing for the 
implementation of this decision of the General Assembly which was 
supported by most U.N. members. Where is the cause of the fact that 
this useful decision of the United Nations still remains unfulfilled? 
The cause lies in the unwillingness of the USA and its NATO allies to 
go to a reduction of their military appropriations the sky-rocketing of 
which has been programmed right up to the beginning of next millen- 
ium.

In these condition the proposals, which are being put forward by 
some people as to setting about evaluating the ''military efforts and 
potentials'' of states, as well as to giving greater scope to the gathering 
of data on the military uses of manpower and material resources under 
the guise of ensuring the "openness" of military spending, are aimed 
at concealing the true cause of the arms race, namely: the lack of 
political will on the part of certain states to go to real measures of 
disarmament and consequently to the release of funds for develop
ment purposes.

The proposals aimed at substituting deliberately complicated book
keeping surveys of their comparability, i.e. none other than endless 
disputes between economists, statisticians and other experts over fig
ures, for a reduction of military budgets are in the same vein. Such an 
approach is alien to the Soviet Union, since that would be yet another 
version of holding talks for the sake of talks, or, to be more exact, for 
the sake of creating the semblance of efforts towards disarmament 
while the arms race goes on and gathers momentum.

The ideas of imposing a certain "tax" on military spending are 
lacking realism, too. Their meaning is not termination of the arms race 
but only the collection of a kind of "pay-offs" for its continuation. In 
general, a paradoxical situation could develop when endeavours to get 
more deductions depending on the amount of weapons in other states 
would engender some countries' interest in a further build-up of 
armaments, and not in their reduction.

It is also difficult to imagine how the holding of a conference on 
various aspects of the interconnection between disarmament and de
velopment, the conference which in actual fact would not be connect
ed with disarmament measures in any way, could promote the release 
of funds for development purposes. However, it should not be ruled 
out that such kind of forum could be used by opponents of disarma
ment as a screen to cover up their unwillingness to go to really 
tangible arms-limitation steps. Meanwhile the adoption of practical 
measures to reduce military spending of states and to release addition
al funds for development purposes acquires particular topicality in the 
conditions of the growing international tension. The necessity of such

3 I.e., G.A. res. 3093A (XXVIII). See ibid., 1973, pp. 653, 876-878.
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measures is also prompted by the serious economic difficulties and 
crisis phenomena which many capitalist and developing countries now 
experience, which entails extremely negative consequences for the 
entire system of world economic relations.

It is obvious that only real disarmament steps can create possibilities 
for switching resources over to the solution of social and economic 
problems which are glaringly acute in the developing countries which 
were ruthlessly plundered in the past by the colonialists and which 
multinational monopolies would like to exploit endlessly in our days. 
This is also a means for alleviating the chronic ailments which afflict 
the economy of capitalist countries with its many millions of jobless 
starving and destitute people.

The Soviet Union regards with understanding the demand by many 
states and, first of all, by the developing ones for the adoption of 
measures to limit and reduce armaments in close connection with the 
solution of the economic development problems. Possibilities for that 
exist. The concrete proposals by the USSR and other socialist countries 
on reducing military budgets in percentage or in absolute forms and 
their readiness to solve on a mutually-acceptable basis the question of 
initial amounts of such cuts and, as the first step, to come to terms on 
a freeze on military spending provide a good basis for reaching agree
ment.

Striving to get moving the solution of this exceptionally important 
problem, the Warsaw Treaty member states have addressed a proposal 
to the NATO states on mutual nonincrease in military expenditures 
and on their subsequent reduction. The joint document which the 
socialist countries handed over to the NATO members on March 5, 
1984, contains proposals concerning the practical start of negotiations 
on this problem.'  ̂ However, there has been no reply from NATO so 
far.

The Soviet Union is convinced that if the USA and its allies which 
possess a great economic and military potential, likewise showed read
iness to come to terms practically on a reduction of military budgets, 
an agreement putting an end to the endless spiral of the growth of 
military spending would have already become a fact of political life. 
And this means that considerable financial and material resources 
would have been directed already now for use for constructive pur
poses, for social and economic development.

The implementation of the wide range of proposals put forward by 
the Soviet Union and other socialist countries on the entire set of the 
arms-limitation and disarmament problem would likewise undoubted
ly result in the release of considerable resources for development 
purposes. From this point of view the translation into life of the 
USSR's proposal on coming to terms about certain norms to which 
relationships between the powers possessing nuclear weapons would 
be subordinated would be of much importance. The building of confi-

 ̂Document 42.

Document 103



CHERNENKO LETTER, MAY 20 415

dence and a change for the better in the international situation, which 
would inevitably become the result of such measures, would enable 
the states to channel an increasing part of the resources which are now 
spent on armaments into development promotion purposes.

The sooner the running of military conveyors is slowed down and 
then stopped and the squandering of huge intellectual and material 
resources of people on the creation and stockpiling of new weapons of 
extermination is ended, the more successful and accelerated the eco
nomic and social progress of all states and all peoples will become.

104. Letter From Soviet President Chernenko to  U.S. Scien
tists Richard G arwin and  Carl Sagan: O uter Space 
Arms Control, M ay 20, 1984 ^

The appeal which you are again making to world leaders to prevent 
lethal weapons from being unleashed in space and to avert the appear
ance of a new direction in the arms race is acutely topical. We 
understand profoundly the concern expressed by prominent American 
scientists in this regard.

Space has become a symbol of the grandiose achievements of sci
ence and technology. Its peaceful conquest is bearing not inconsider
able fruits. Some people, however, would like to turn space into a 
bridgehead of aggression and war. It is clear from U.S. announcements 
that it plans to deploy antimissile weapons in space, give scope to the 
operation of various sorts of antisatellite systems, and deploy super- 
new types of weapons designed for dealing strikes against targets on 
land, in the air, and at sea.

The Soviet Union is a firm opponent of competition in the race of 
any kind of armaments, including space weapons. At the same time it 
should be understood that in the face of a threat from space the Soviet 
Union will be forced to take measures in order to guarantee its securi
ty reliably. Calculations that it is possible to lay the road to military 
superiority through space are built on illusions. However, they do not 
want to give up such calculations and this is fraught with extremely 
dangerous consequences. To prevent such a train of events, before it is 
too late, is the direct duty of responsible state figures, scientists, of all 
who are really concerned for the future of mankind.

The Soviet Union again confirms that it is ready to make maximum 
efforts to see that sinister plans for transferring the arms race into 
space do not become reality. It is our conviction that a policy aimed at 
safely protecting space from the deployment of weapons should be the 
compulsory norm of conduct of states, a universally recognized inter
national obligation.

 ̂Moscow Pfavda in Russian, May 20, 1984; FBIS Daily Report, vol. Ill, May 21, 1984, 
pp. AA5-AA7.
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We are resolutely against the development of large-scale antimissile 
defense systems, which cannot be regarded otherwise than as calculat
ed for the unpunished implementation of nuclear aggression. There is 
a Soviet-American treaty on antimissile defense, without time-limit, 
harming the creation of such systems. ̂  It must be strictly observed. 
The solemn renunciation of the very idea of the deployment in space 
of antimissile systems would meet the spirit and letter of this treaty 
and the task of ensuring a peaceful status of outer space in the 
interests of all mankind. Such a step would be interpreted everywhere 
in the world as a manifestation of genuine concern for the peaceful 
future of mankind.

The matter of banning antisatellite weapons is also urgent. Deploy
ment of such weapons would result in sharp destabilization of the 
situation, to an increased threat of sudden attack, and would under
mine the efforts for ensuring trust between nuclear states. You, as 
scientists, understand better than anyone else how dangerous all this 
is.

Urgent steps are necessary before the threatening process of militari
zation of space becomes irreversible. Here, there must be no place for 
propaganda tricks or for attempts to gain for oneself temporary advan
tages of one kind or another. The problem of preventing the militari
zation of space is a universal human problem. It calls for radical 
decisions. Such decisions are perfectly attainable. We must fully real
ize our responsibility to the peoples, and display a will to reach 
agreement.

In an effort to block the path of weapons into space, we have 
proposed an agreement to ban the use of force in and from space in 
relation to earth. ̂  Such an agreement would presuppose, in particular, 
a complete renunciation of antisatellite weapons, including the de
struction of existing systems. To make it easier to reach agreement, the 
USSR has unilaterally declared a moratorium on the launching into 
space of antisatellite weapons for as long as other countries do like
wise.^

The Soviet initiative has received broad support in the world. There 
is no, and cannot be, any justifications for a refusal to embark on the 
drawing up of relevant practical measures. It is necessary to start 
official talks without any conditions or reservations, aimed at safely 
closing all channels of the militarization of space. It is the duty of 
political and public figures of all countries to promote this just and 
deeply humane goal. The Soviet Union is full of determination to do 
everything in its power to see that an appropriate agreement is at
tained.

With regard to your specific idea, concerning a provision in the 
Soviet draft treaty on the limitation of the military use of both

2 The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
3 Ibid., 1983, pp. 684-686.
4 Ibid,, pp. 682-683.
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manned and unmanned spaceships, this could be examined during 
official talks.

I take this opportunity to wish you success in your noble activity in 
the prevention of a spread of the arms race into space.

105. TASS Interview  of Soviet D efense Minister Ustinov: 
In term ediate-R onge Nuclear Forces [Extract], M ay 20, 
1984 1

Q uestion: As is known, the deployment of American medium-range 
missiles in Europe has resulted in the aggravation of the international 
situation. What, in your opinion, are the manifestations of it?

A n sw er: The developments that followed the deployment of mis
siles are exactly those against which the Soviet leadership has repeat
edly warned the public. After the beginning of the deployment of 
American medium-range missiles in West Germany, Britain and Italy, 
the situation in Europe and in the world in general has dramatically 
aggravated. It became impossible to continue the talks on the limita
tion and reduction of nuclear armaments. The Reagan administration 
is drawing the world into another nuclear arms race.

Having taken the path of deploying its missiles in Europe, the U.S. 
has upset the military balance and has created additional nuclear 
threat to the Soviet Union and its allies. We could not ignore it and 
responded to this threat in a proper way. Thanks to the measures we 
are taking, the military balance is being restored, although, of course, 
on a higher level. The number of warheads trained on each other's 
objects has grown, the time has been reduced for taking a decision to 
respond to a nuclear strike or to a nuclear situation that can involun
tarily form the confidence between states has been undermined.

In other words, as a result of the appearance in Europe of American 
nuclear missiles intended for delivering the first strike the probability 
of a nuclear conflict has increased. The overseas lovers of military 
ventures hope that the small flight time of 'Tershing-2" missiles to 
targets on the territory of the USSR and other socialist countries 
ensures certain advantages to the U.S. This is a dangerous miscalcula
tion. A nuclear attack on the USSR and its allies will invariably lead 
to the immediate and inevitable retaliatory strike both at the territories 
where the missiles are deployed and at the territories from which 
orders are issued concerning their utilisation. There should be no 
doubt about it.

Has the security of West Germany, Britain and Italy been consoli
dated as a result of the deployment of American missiles in those 
countries? Quite the other way about—their security has been re-

 ̂Moscow TASS in English, May 20, 1984; FBIS Daily Report, vol. Ill, May 21, 1984, pp. 
AA1-AA2.
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duced. The threat to the U.S. itself has also been increased. All this is 
well known to Washington leaders. However, they prefer to keep 
silent about the reply measures taken by the Soviet Union concerning 
the U.S. territory. The U.S. ruling circles do not want to tell the truth 
about them to their own people: It would make too obvious the 
consequences for the U.S. itself of the deployment of their medium- 
range missiles in Europe and of the policy of confrontation with the 
Soviet Union pursued by the Reagan administration.

It is high time for those who shape the U.S. policy to come to think 
about the futility of the attempts to achieve a military superiority over 
the Soviet Union. The existing military balance and the agreements 
reached earlier on the limitation of nuclear armaments objectively 
promote the maintaining of peace.

The Soviet Union is not striving to attain military superiority, but 
neither does it recognize that someone else has such a right. The USSR 
is a principled opponent of the line toward nulitary superiority. Soviet 
leaders have more than once said so. As Comrade Konstantin Cher
nenko, general secretary of the CPSU Central Committee, president of 
the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR, said at the Febru
ary Plenum of the CPSU Central Committee: "'We have no need for 
military superiority, we have no intention of dictating our will to 
others, but we will not allow the established military balance to be 
upset.''  ̂ The unwillingness to take this reality into account and the 
U.S. striving for world domination are only leading to a greater and 
greater growth of the threat of nuclear war.

Q uestion: In practice, what measures are being taken in reply to the 
siting of the U.S. missiles in FRG, Britain and Italy?

A n sw er: The contents of the countermeasures can be summarized as 
follows. The unilateral moratorium announced by the Soviet Union in 
March 1982 on the deployment of medium-range SS-20 missiles in the 
European part of the country^ has been canceled, as was warned in 
advance. In the event of any further increase in the U.S. nuclear 
missile potential in Europe we will correspondingly increase the quan
tity of SS-20 missiles in the European part of the USSR.

On agreement with the Governments of the GDR and the CSSR the 
deployment of Soviet enhanced-range operational-tactical missiles on 
the territory of those countries, allied to us, commenced from Decem
ber 1983 in the interest of ensuring the defenses of the countries of 
the socialist community. At the present time such missiles have been 
made operational, creating an adequate counterbalance to the threat, 
above all, with respect to those regions where American missiles are 
stationed.

Countermeasures have been taken with respect to U.S. territory as 
well. The R. Reagan administration, in a bid to achieve superiority.

 ̂Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXXVI, No. 7 (March 14, 1984), p. 7 (variant 
translation).

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1982, pp. 118-121.
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counts on the possibility of reaching, with the help of 'Tershing-2" 
missiles, targets and peaceful cities in the Warsaw Treaty countries in 
8-10 minutes after the launching of the missiles. But this is an illusory 
advantage. We have increased the number of our submarines with 
nuclear missiles aboard off the coast of the U.S.A. In terms of their 
characteristics—yield, accuracy, the ability to reach targets on the 
territory of the United States, and the flight time to target—Soviet 
sea-based missiles create a counterbalance to the threat equal to that 
which is posed to us and our allies by the American missiles in 
Europe.

I would like to emphasise specially that our response measures are 
strictly confined to the limits that are dictated by the actions of the 
U.S.A. and NATO. We will continue to do so in future as well. In 
response to the further buildup of U.S. 'Tershing-2" missiles on the 
territory of the FRG, conducted at the present time, we, on agreement 
with the leadership of the GDR, deployed in addition to what had 
already been stationed earlier, Soviet enhanced-range operational-tac
tical missiles on its territory. If the American contenders to world
wide domination keep building up medium-range nuclear missiles in 
Europe and other nuclear forces, including the strategic forces, we will 
have no other alternative but to reply to them in kind.

The Soviet Union considers such a situation to be abnormal and 
dangerous. The situation should and can be changed for the better. 
The cessation of the deployment of U.S. missiles and the removal 
from Europe of the missiles, that have already been deployed, would 
eliminate the need for our response measures. They could also be 
canceled. We believe that that would make it possible to lessen the 
level of tension in Europe and the world, to strengthen international 
security.

• • • • • • •

106. S ta tem ent by  the  Director G eneral of the  Israeli 
Atomic Energy Commission (Eilam): Peaceful Nuclear 
Facilities, M ay 21, 1984 ^

Israel is aware of the substantial contribution which the peaceful 
uses of nuclear energy can have to the well-being of the world and 
the rights of all countries to benefit from such uses. Indeed, for its 
part, Israel seeks to avail itself of nuclear energy in order to satisfy its 
own energy requirements. In the light of the above, Israel holds that 
nuclear facilities dedicated to peaceful purposes be inviolable from 
military attack. Also, Israel supports international efforts to arrive at 
an early arrangement directed to this purpose of regulating the status

1 A /39/349.
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of nuclear facilities and the mission of the IAEA in ensuring that 
nuclear energy be a credible and safe source of peaceful development. 
As Israel has already stated, it has no policy of attacking nuclear 
facilities and certainly has no intention of attacking nuclear facilities 
dedicated to peaceful purposes anywhere.

107. Joint Declaration by  the  Leaders of Six Nations: Nu
clear Arms Race, M ay 22, 1984 ^

Today, the survival of humankind is in jeopardy. The escalating arms race, 
the rise in international tensions and the lack of constructive dialogue 
among the nuclear weapons states has increased the risk of nuclear 
war. Such a war, even using part of the present stockpiles, would 
bring death and destruction to all peoples.

A s leaders of nations, member states of the United Nations, we have a 
commitment to take constructive action towards halting and reversing 
the nuclear arms race. The people we represent are no less threatened 
by nuclear war than the citizens of the nuclear weapons states. It is 
primarily the responsibility of the nuclear weapons states to prevent a 
nuclear catastrophe, but this problem is too important to be left to 
those states alone.

We come from different parts of the globe, with differences in religion, 
culture and political systems. But we are united in the conviction that 
there must not be another world war. On this, the most crucial of all 
issues, we have resolved to make a common effort in the interests of 
peace.

Agreements which merely regulate an arms build-up are clearly insufficient. 
The probability of nuclear holocaust increases as warning time de
creases and the weapons become swifter, more accurate and more 
deadly. The rush towards global suicide must be stopped and then 
reversed. We urge, as a necessary first step, the United States and the 
Soviet Union, as well as the United Kingdom, France and China, to 
halt all testing, production and deployment of nuclear weapons and 
their delivery systems, to be immediately followed by substantial 
reductions in nuclear forces. We are convinced that it is possible to 
work out the details of an arrangement along these lines that takes 
into account the interests and concerns of all, and contains adequate 
measures for verification. This first step must be followed by a con
tinuing programme of arms reductions leading to general and complete 
disarmament, accompanied by measures to strengthen the United Na
tions system and to ensure an urgently needed transfer of substantial

 ̂A/39/277, S/16587. The declaration was issued by Argentine President Alfonsin, 
Greek Prime Minister Papandreou, Indian Prime Minister Gandhi, Mexican President de 
la Madrid, Swedish Prime Minister Palme, and Tanzanian President Nyerere. The initia
tive for the appeal came from Parliamentarians for World Order, an international 
organization of parliamentarians from over 50 countries.
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resources from the arms race into social and economic development. 
The essential goal must be to reduce and then eliminate the risk of 
war between nations.

We will do everything in our power to facilitate agreement among the 
nuclear weapons states. We will continue to keep in touch with one 
another about the best ways and means of achieving this objective. 
We will be consulting with the leaders of the nuclear weapons states 
and with other world leaders as well as pursuing discussions through 
United Nations channels.

We affirm our belief in detente and mutual understanding, with broad interna
tional co-operation and respect for the right of each state to a peace
ful, secure and independent existence and the right of each people to 
organise its life according to its own aspirations. There can be no 
assurance of safety for one side only. That is why we attach such 
importance to a halt in the nuclear arms race that allows for renewed 
talks on nuclear disarmament.

A ll people have an overriding interest in common security and the avoidance 
of a nuclear war which threatens human survival. Citizens throughout 
the world are expressing, as never before, their concern for the future; 
this public discussion of peace and disarmament must continue and 
increase. The support and encouragement of an informed public will 
greatly strengthen governmental action to reverse the nuclear arms 
race.

We have faith in the capacity of human beings to rise above the current 
divisions and create a world free from the shadow of nuclear war. The 
power and ingenuity of the human race must be used, not to perfect 
weapons of annihilation, but to harness the resources of the earth so 
that all people may enjoy a life of security and dignity in an interna
tional system free of war and based on peace and justice.

Today, the world hangs in the balance between war and peace. We hope that 
our combined efforts will help to influence the outcome.

108. S ta tem ent by  the  NATO M em ber Countries a t  the  
Mutual and  Balanced Force Reductions Talks: New 
Proposal, M ay 24, 1984 ^

On April 19 the Western participants [at the mutual and balanced 
force reductions (MBFR) talks]  ̂ put forward an important new pro
posal.^ This initiative alters the longstanding Western requirement for 
formal agreement on the precise numbers of all military personnel in 
central Europe before any reductions can be taken. It demonstrates 
Western flexibility by designing an approach for a successful data

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, July 1984, pp. 45-46.
2 Brackets in the source text.
® For a statement on this proposal by the Canadian Representative, dated April 19, see 

Document 80.
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exchange avoiding a reversion to the unproductive disputes of the 
past.

In a spirit of compromise, under the new Western approach, we 
would require an exchange of data prior to treaty signature and before 
any reductions take place only on a portion of just the ground forces 
in the area—namely, combat and combat support forces. In setting 
aside service support forces, we are deliberately excluding a portion of 
the forces where we believe much of the discrepancy has lain.

By proposing a new mode for discussing data, the initiative allows 
for resolution of ambiguities regarding what is counted and how it is 
counted which have contributed significantly to earlier disagreement. 
Moreover, the new Western approach does not require a formal agree
ment on precise figures but only that figures fall within an acceptable 
range of the sides' estimates.

Finally, this new methodology for exchanging data enables the sides 
to table official force figures in a wholly revised format with no direct 
connection with figures tabled earlier in the negotiations.

In all these ways, the new Western approach would facilitate a 
successful data exchange.

In addition, the new Western proposal also meets a number of 
Eastern concerns on a range of other important issues. For example, 
the Western proposal:

• Accepts the Eastern idea of a no-increase commitment on man
power in the reduction area following initial U.S.-Soviet reduc
tions;

• Reduces the period required to reach parity from 7 to 5 years, 
matching effectively the duration of the reduction process pro
posed by the East; and

• Accepts the Eastern requirement that U.S. and Soviet reductions 
should be taken in the same form, to allow for reductions by both 
the United States and U.S.S.R. essentially in units, with no more 
than 10% to be taken as individuals.

The new Western proposal thus constitutes a determined effort to 
resolve the most basic standing in the way of progress in these negoti
ations and provides a series of additional compromises to promote 
these negotiations.

Any objective analysis will show that, as in the past, nothing in the 
Western position is designed to afford unilateral advantage to any 
participant or side.

Our proposal is not put forward on a take-it-or-leave-it basis but in 
a constructive spirit of compromise. We are prepared to discuss any 
aspects of it. It would be an unfortunate error on the part of the East 
if the spirit and substances of the Western move were not recognized. 
It is now for the East to adopt a constructive attitude and help develop 
a common approach toward reaching an agreement.
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109. S ta tem ent by the  D epartm ent of State: Joint Declara
tion on the  Nuclear Arms Race by  the  Leaders of Six 
N ations, M ay 29, 1984

The United States respects the sincerity of purpose and commitment 
to peace of the six world statesmen who have issued the joint declara
tion.® We also fully share the primary objective of the declaration— 
that there never be another world war. This has been an overriding 
goal of US foreign policy since 1945, and remains our top priority 
today.

Arms control can play a vital role in this process. Accordingly, we 
call once again on the Soviet Union to join in negotiations for real 
reductions in nuclear weapons. It is unconscionable that the Soviets 
continue to boycott negotiations unless they are in effect granted a 
veto power over NATO's security decisions.

In our judgment, however, the specific first step proposed in the 
joint declaration—a comprehensive freeze for all nuclear powers— 
would not enhance stability or reduce the risk of war. It would 
perpetuate the dangerous disparities which the massive Soviet nuclear 
build-up has created, and would undercut efforts to move to a more 
stable strategic balance. Rather than paving the way for reductions, it 
would make achieving them much more difficult.

110. Final Communique of the  North Atlantic Council [Ex
tract], M ay 31, 1984 ^

The North Atlantic Council met in Ministerial Session in Washing
ton, D.C., on 29th, 30th and 31st May, 1984. Ministers agreed as 
follows:

1. The North Atlantic Treaty, signed in Washington on 4th April, 
1949, continues to fulfill the expectations of the Allies. It is a major 
factor for peace and stability in an era of world-wide change and 
numerous conflicts. The strength of the Alliance and the solidarity 
born of shared values and reinforced by the practice of consultation 
between its sovereign member states have secured peace in the Treaty 
area and the freedom of its peoples.

2. The Atlantic Alliance is a defensive Alliance. None of its weapons 
will ever be used except in response to attack. The firm adherence of 
members of the Alliance to their commitments under the North Atlan
tic Treaty, the United Nations Charter and the Helsinki Final Act^

"ACDA files.
® For text of the declaration, dated May 22, see Document 107.
 ̂Department of State Bulletin, July 1984, pp. 9-10.

2 The act is ibid., September 1, 1975, pp. 323 ff. The arms control portions are printed 
in Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304-308.
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contributes to the maintenance of peace and to the strengthening of 
international law. Faced with the continued expansion of Soviet mili
tary strength beyond reasonable defence needs, the Allies are deter
mined to safeguard their legitimate security interests. They look to the 
Soviet Union to respect these as the Allies respect the legitimate 
security interests of the Soviet Union.

Without seeking superiority, the Allies will maintain the conven
tional and nuclear forces necessary to deter and defend against aggres
sion and to resist attempts at intimidation. To this end they will 
continue to seek more effective and balanced transatlantic armaments 
co-operation, bearing in mind the need for efficiency, economy of 
costs and exploiting and sharing of emergency technologies.

3. Ministers took note of the thorough appraisal called for at their 
last meeting with a view to achieving a more constructive East-West 
dialogue. They issued the "'Washington Statement on East-West Rela
tions."  ̂ They reaffirmed their continued intention to work for genu
ine detente through building up more contacts and co-operation with 
the Soviet Union and the countries of Eastern Europe, while maintain
ing effective defence and firm political resolve. The aim of the Allies 
remains the establishment of a stable, long-term relationship based on 
mutual trust and understanding, and on respect for sovereignty, self- 
determination and human rights. They do not accept the Soviet view 
that confrontation between the social systems of East and West is 
inescapable. All states should work resolutely to realise the hopes of 
the peoples of the world for peace and progress, and to dissipate the 
common fears of war and misery.

4. Both the achievement of balanced arms control agreements and 
the restoration of confidence in East-West relations would reduce the 
risks of conflict and provide an enduring basis for peaceful progress.

5. The members of the Alliance are committed to ensure security by 
a balance of forces at the lowest possible level. In consultation with 
the Allies concerned, the Government of the United States has made a 
comprehensive series of proposals in the Intermediate Nuclear Forces 
(INF) and the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START) at Geneva for 
substantial reductions leading to arms control agreements which would 
be balanced, equitable and verifiable. The Allies concerned have of
fered to halt, reverse or modify deployments of US-INF—including 
the removal and dismantling of missiles already deployed to Europe— 
on the basis of concrete results at the negotiating table. They call upon 
the Soviet Union to resume negotiations on nuclear forces without 
preconditions or delay. In the absence of concrete negotiated results, 
longer-range INF missiles are being deployed in accordance with the 
December 1979 decision,^ all parts of which are of equal importance.

6. The policy of the Alliance is to maintain nuclear weapons at the 
lowest level possible for effective deterrence. The Allies concerned

® Printed infra.
 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 814-816.
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withdrew 1,000 nuclear weapons from Western Europe in 1980 and 
will over the next few years withdraw another 1,400, as well as one 
weapon for every Pershing II and cruise missile deployed. The result
ing stockpile will be the lowest in Europe for some 20 years.

7. In the Conference on Disarmament the Allies continue to seek 
balanced, realistic and verifiable disarmament measures. They welcome 
the contributions made by several Allies, in particular the comprehen
sive draft treaty submitted by the United States for a worldwide 
verifiable ban on the production, stockpiling and use of chemical 
weapons.® The Conference on Disarmament is the forum where an 
effective ban on chemical weapons can be negotiated, and the Allies 
will work seriously to that end.

The Allies remain gravely concerned about strong evidence of the 
use of chemical weapons in South-East Asia and Afghanistan, in 
violation of international law, and of Soviet involvement in the use of 
such weapons. With regard to recent developments in the conflict 
between Iran and Iraq, they reiterate their categorical condemnation of 
any use of these weapons.®

The Allies have also proposed that the Conference on Disarmament 
identify, in the first instance, through substantive examination, issues 
relevant to the prevention of an arms race in outer space. They regret 
that so far the Soviet Union and the Eastern countries have opposed 
the establishment of the appropriate working group.

The Allies welcomed the willingness of the United States to discuss 
with the Soviet Union research programmes on strategic defence.

8. The Allies participating in the Mutual and Balanced Force Reduc
tions (MBFR) talks, in accordance with their commitment to these 
negotiations and following a review decided upon by Ministers at 
their meeting last December, have tabled a major new proposal in 
Vienna."  ̂ This proposal seeks to resolve some of the most basic issues 
of these negotiations, in particular on the long-standing question of 
obtaining a satisfactory data base, and offers a new approach to the 
reductions and limitations process. If the East is prepared to match the 
flexibility demonstrated by the West in the new initiative, it will be 
possible for real progress to be made towards an MBFR agreement 
that provides for substantial, verifiable reductions of personnel to 
equal collective levels of ground forces and parity of combined ground 
and air forces in Central Europe.

9. The Helsinki Final Act and the Madrid Concluding Document ® 
are foundations on which to build constructive relations. The Allies 
reaffirm their commitment to the full and effective implementation by 
all states participating in the process initiated by the Conference on

® Dated April 18, Document 75.
® Greece recalled its position as it has been expressed during previous ministerial 

sessions. [Footnote in original.]
For statements on this proposal, dated April 19 and May 24, see Documents 81 and

108.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 791-793.
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Security and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE) of the principles which 
participating states have undertaken to respect in their relations with 
each other. All principles and provisions agreed in Helsinki and 
Madrid, including those concerning relations between states, human 
rights and contracts between individuals, must be implemented. The 
Allies are especially concerned over disregard, in particular by the 
Soviet Union, of the humanitarian provisions, which affects not only 
internationally known personalities but also a great many others.

In the continuing CSCE process the members of the Alliance will 
pursue efforts to conduct an in-depth dialogue and develop co-oper- 
ation between all participating states.

At the Conference on Confidence and Security Building Measures 
and Disarmament in Europe (CDE) in Stockholm the Allies at the 
outset tabled concrete proposals in conformity with the mandate 
agreed at the Madrid CSCE Follow-up Conference.® These proposals 
call for an agreement on measures designed to build confidence and 
increase security through openness about armed forces and military 
activities throughout the whole of Europe so as to reduce the risk of 
miscalculation or the possibility of surprise attack. In order to give 
further effect and expression to the existing duty of all participating 
states to refrain from the threat or use of force in their mutual 
relations, agreement would be necessary on the above concrete meas
ures in accordance with the Madrid mandate.

10. The situation in Poland and in particular the recent increase in 
the number of political prisoners continues to give cause for serious 
concern. The Allies call upon the Polish authorities to respect the 
aspirations of the people for reform and dialogue and to abide by the 
commitments in the Helsinki Final Act and the Madrid Concluding 
Document, particularly with regard to trade union freedom and human 
rights. The Allies remain ready to respond to steps which create the 
opportunity for constructive political and economic relations with the 
West.

11. The Allies condemn the massive devastation and suffering in
flicted on the civilian population by the Soviet military presence in 
Afghanistan. Increasingly severe attacks such as the latest assault on 
Panjshir suggest the Soviet Union is stepping up its brutal campaign. 
This is in violation of fundamental principles of international law, the 
United Nations Charter and the Helsinki Final Act and in flagrant 
defiance of repeated calls by the United Nations General Assembly for 
the immediate withdrawal of foreign troops, the restoration of Af
ghanistan's independence and non-aligned status, self-determination 
for the Afghan people and the voluntary return of refugees to their 
homes in safety and honour. It is for the Soviet Union to honour its 
obligations under the United Nations Charter, to withdraw its troops

® For the Department of State announcement on these proposals, January 24, see 
Document 13.

Document 110



NAC STATEMENT, MAY 31 4 27

immediately and to allow the Afghan people to determine their own 
future.

• • • • • • •

111. W ashington  S ta tem ent of the  North Atlantic Council: 
East-W est Relations, M ay 31, 1984 ^

1. At their meeting in December 1983 the Ministers of Foreign 
Affairs of the member countries of the Alliance, on the initiative of 
the Foreign Minister of Belgium, decided that the Council should 
undertake an appraisal of East-West relations with a view to achieving 
a more constructive East-West dialogue.

2. The appraisal has confirmed the continuing validity of the bal
anced approach contained in the Harmel Report of 1967. ̂  To ensure 
the security of members of the Alliance, the most appropriate long
term policies are the maintenance of adequate military strength and 
political solidarity and, on that basis, the pursuit of a more stable 
relationship between the countries of East and West through dialogue 
and co-operation. These elements are complementary; dialogue can 
only be fruitful if each party is confident of its security and is 
prepared to respect the legitimate interests of others: military strength 
alone cannot guarantee a peaceful future. Experience points to the 
continuing need for full, consistent and realistic implementation of the 
two main tasks of the Alliance set out in the Harmel Report.

3. In pursuit of this approach the Allies sought to alleviate sources 
of tension and to create a propitious climate for expanded cooperation. 
Steps such as the Berlin Quadripartite Agreement,^ improvements in 
relations between the two German states with positive results for 
individuals, the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) I accords 
including the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty  ̂ and the Final Act of the 
Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE) ® were the 
fruits of this policy. However, progress towards the expansion of 
human contacts and human freedoms remains unsatisfactory. Individ
uals have nonetheless benefitted from increased opportunities for con
tacts and communication.

4. At the same time, the Soviet Union engaged in a massive military 
build-up. This poses a continuing threat to Alliance security and vital 
Western interests. The Soviet Union has sought to exploit any appar
ent weakness which it has perceived on the part of the Alliance.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, July 1984, pp. 11-13.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 679-681.

3 24 UST 283; TIAS 7551.
Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff.

® The Final Act is printed in the Department of State Bulletin, September 1, 1975, pp. 323 
ff.; the arms control portions may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304- 
308.
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Further, Allied restraint has not been met with reciprocal restraint by 
the Soviets. Instead they have pursued a relentless campaign to breach 
the solidarity of the Alliance. Soviet willingness to threaten or use 
military power for political ends has been exemplified most notably in 
the invasion of Afghanistan and pressure on Poland.®

5. Notwithstanding continuing fundamental differences between 
countries in East and West, the Allies remain convinced that there 
exist areas where common interests should prevail. These include the 
need to safeguard peace, to build confidence, to increase security, to 
improve mechanisms for dealing with crises, and to promote prosperi
ty. To this end, the Allies remain determined to build upon these and 
other areas of common interest in pursuing their efforts to promote 
more constructive dialogue and co-operation with the members of the 
Warsaw Pact with a view to achieving genuine detente.

6. The Allies support the continuation and strengthening of the 
CSCE process which represents an important means of promoting 
stable and constructive East-West relations on a long-term basis. They 
insist on the implementation of the Helsinki Final Act and the Madrid 
concluding document in all their parts. While important agreements 
have been reached within the CSCE framework, much remains to be 
done. Any improvement in East-West relations would be incomplete if 
individuals were not able to benefit from greater respect for human 
rights and increased human contacts.

7. The Allies will continue to be guided by the awareness of a 
common history and traditions of all European peoples. Given the 
continuing division in Europe and particularly Germany, the Alliance 
continues to support the political aim of the Federal Republic of 
Germany to work towards a state of peace in Europe in which the 
German people regains its unity through free self-determination.

8. Neither side must seek unilateral advantage, military superiority 
or dominance over other states. Mutual respect for each other's securi
ty on the basis of equality of rights, non-use of forces as called for in 
the United Nations Charter and other current international agree
ments, restraint, and respect for international rules of conduct are 
essential for strengthening confidence and cooperation.

9. The Allies respect the sovereignty and independence of states 
everywhere and genuine non-alignment. This is reflected in their po
litick, economic and aid relations with other countries. Responsible 
Soviet behaviour world-wide would be an important contribution to a 
durable improvement in East-West relations.

10. The Allies recognise that, as members of the Alliance, their vital 
security interests can be affected by developments outside the Treaty 
area. They will engage in timely consultations on such developments. 
They underline the responsibility of all states to prevent the transfer 
of East-West differences to the regions of the Third World. They

® Greece and Spain reserve their positions on this paragraph. [Footnote in original.] 
Documents on Disarmament 1983, pp. 791-793.
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would like to see the benefits of peace, stability, human rights and 
freedom from interference which they themselves have enjoyed for 
over 35 years secured in other areas of the world as well.

11. On a basis of unity of purpose and assured security, the Allies 
reaffirm their offers to improve East-West relations, made most re
cently in the Declaration of Brussels of 9th December 1983.® They 
propose that particular efforts be devoted to the following:

(a) dialogue, co-operation and contacts at all levels on the full range 
of questions between East and West—including political and security 
problems, human rights and bilateral matters—aimed at mutual under
standing, identifying common interests, clarifying objectives, expand
ing areas of agreement and resolving or isolating areas of disagree
ment;
' (b) mutually advantageous trade and economic co-operation with 
Warsaw Pact members on commercially sound terms which are con
sistent with Allies' broad security concerns, which include avoidance 
of contributing to Soviet military strength;

(c) achieving security at the lowest possible level of forces through 
balanced, equitable and verifiable agreements on concrete arms con
trol, disarmament and confidence building measures.

To these ends, the Allies concerned will continue in particular:

(i) to emphasize the readiness of the United States to resume bilater
al negotiations on Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) and Stra
tegic Arms Reductions (START) with the Soviet Union at any time 
without preconditions and to call on the Soviet Union to return to the 
negotiating table; ^

(ii) to work for progress at the Mutual and Balanced Force Reduc
tions (MBFR) negotiations where they have recently made new pro
posals to break the impasse on conventional force reductions;

(iii) to urge the world-wide elimination of chemical weapons which 
is the objective of the United States draft Treaty tabled at the Confer
ence on Disarmament;

(iv) to press at the Stockholm Conference (CDE) for agreement on 
concrete measures, as proposed by the Allies, designed to build confi
dence and ensure the openness of military activities in the whole of 
Europe, thus reducing the risk of surprise attack and the threat of war. 
In order to give further effect and expression to the existing duty of 
all participating states to refrain from the threat or use of force in 
their mutual relations, agreement would be necessary on the above 
concrete measures in accordance with the Madrid mandate.

12. The purpose of the Alliance is exclusively defensive; none of its 
weapons will ever be used except in response to attack. The Alliance 
does not aspire to superiority, but seeks a stable balance of forces. 
Defence and arms control are integral parts of the security policy of 
the Alliance. The legitimate security interests of all countries must be

« Ihid,, pp. 1030-1031.
® Greece reserves its position on this sub-paragraph. [Footnote in original.] 

Dated April 18, Document 75.
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respected on a reciprocal basis. The cohesion and security of the 
Alliance, based on a firm linkage between its European and North 
American members, and reinforced by close consultations, remain the 
foundation for the protection of their common interests and values. In 
the course of carrying out their appraisals, the Allies have confirmed 
their consensus on the conduct of East-West relations and their com
mitment to a constructive East-West dialogue.

13. Peace and stability require a united effort: the Allies look to the 
Soviet Union and the other Warsaw Pact countries to join in an 
endeavour which would be of benefit to the world at large. The Allies 
are prepared to do their part and are ready to examine any reasonable 
proposal. A long-term, constructive and realistic relationship can then 
be brought about.

112. S ta tem ent by  the  Soviet Union: Jo in t Declaration on 
th e  Nuclear Arms Race by  the  Leaders of Six Nations, 
M ay 31, 1984 ^

The dangerous development of events in the world is a legitimate 
ground for concern and alarm on the part of its peoples. The spiralling 
arms race and the distinct danger that it might spread to new areas 
and go out of control sharply increase the risk of the outbreak of 
nuclear war. There is a growing awareness in the world of the need to 
take urgent steps in order to halt the slide towards the fatal brink.

The consciousness that it is the responsibility of all States to protect 
the world from the threat of a nuclear catastrophe permeates the Joint 
Declaration of the Heads of State and Government of Argentina, 
Greece, India, Mexico, Sweden and the United Republic of Tanzania, 
in which they address themselves to all nuclear Powers. The core of 
this message is an appeal to desist from any further build-up of 
nuclear arms, to freeze nuclear arsenals and to initiate promptly a 
substantial reduction of those arsenals.

Halting the arms race, directing it into a downward spiral, saving 
mankind from the threat of war—these are issues on which all States 
must now concentrate their energies, irrespective of their social, politi
cal and military positions. This is the crux of the matter.

Accordingly, the Soviet Union has put forward a specific programme 
of measures for a nuclear-arms freeze. The programme includes a 
whole series of effective and mutually complementary steps. The point 
is to reach immediate agreement on a halt to the quantitative build-up 
of all components of nuclear arsenals, including all types of nuclear- 
weapon delivery systems and missiles for them, to refrain from devel
oping new types of nuclear weapons, to establish a moratorium on all 
nuclear-missile testing and to terminate the production of fissionable

 ̂A /39/285-S/16600. For the six-nation declaration. May 22, see Document 107. 
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material for manufacturing nuclear missiles. The majority of the States 
Members of the United Nations are sympathetic to the Soviet propos
als, which they support.

The ideas contained in the Joint Declaration of the six States, which 
represent different regions of the world, follow the very same trend. 
All this suggests that the time for taking such measures has arrived 
and that the need for them is clearly perceived by all.

Clearly, the Soviet Union, like the countries which issued the Decla
ration, does not regard a nuclear-arms freeze as an end in itself. A 
freeze is merely the first step towards the reduction of nuclear weap
ons, and eventually their complete elimination. The Soviet Union has 
made far-reaching and specific proposals for a radical reduction of 
nuclear confrontation, both at the global level and in Europe, in strict 
compliance with the principle of equality and equal security. These 
proposals are well known. They can be rapidly translated into practical 
arrangements as soon as the obstacles to their discussion—deliberately 
planted by Washington, which is deploying its nuclear first-strike 
systems in Western Europe in order to gain military superiority—have 
been cleared away.

The Soviet leadership unreservedly holds the same view as the 
authors of the Declaration: there is no form of nuclear war that can be 
tolerated. This is the basis of the Soviet Union's foreign policy and 
military doctrine. The prevention of war must be the principal goal 
and an obligatory norm of the conduct of all nuclear Powers, irrespec
tive of the size of their nuclear arsenals.

All nuclear-weapon States must refrain from the first use of these 
weapons. The Soviet Union has already made this commitment.^

The nuclear-weapon States must guarantee that they will not use 
nuclear weapons against States which have no such weapons in their 
territory. The Soviet Union has also made this commitment  ̂ and is 
prepared to confirm it in treaty form by concluding multilateral and 
bilateral agreements.

It is important to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons to nuclear- 
weapon-free regions and to set in motion the process of denuclearizing 
the regions in which such weapons are currently deployed. In so far as 
it is concerned, the Soviet Union decisively favours the creation and 
extension of nuclear-weapon-free zones.

It goes without saying that nuclear weapons of all types must be 
banned from outer space. On this subject, too, the Soviet Union has 
made very specific proposals.

The Soviet Union is firmly persuaded that it is possible to diminish, 
and then to eliminate, the risk of war. To this end it has done and will 
continue to do everything in its power. It if prepared to co-operate in 
this matter with all who want to promote a genuine reduction of 
tension and the elimination of the threat of war. It is possible, and it

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1982, p. 350.
3 Ibid., 1978, p. 348.
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is necessary, to improve the present abnormal state of international 
affairs and to restore detente. Those who obstruct such a course are 
acting contrary to the interests of all peoples. Overcoming the resist
ance of those forces is the task and duty of all who cherish peace and 
value the future of mankind. It is necessary for all States, nuclear and 
non-nuclear, large and small, to unite their efforts for the purpose of 
attaining this vitally important goal. The genius and material resources 
of mankind must be devoted to creative work and people's progress 
and well-being.

1!3. Article by  the  H ead of the  U.S. D elegation to the 
Conference on Confidence- an d  Security-Building 
M easures and  Disarm am ent in Europe (G oodby): 
Conference D evelopm ents, June  1984^

For the past 10 years, the United States and its NATO allies have 
sought to ease the division of Europe through the process of dialogue, 
cooperation, and critique created by the Helsinki accords of 1975.^ 
From the Helsinki process has now emerged a new negotiating forum 
which has the potential to create a system of security based on 
carefully defined cooperation in military affairs '"from the Atlantic to 
the Urals." This is the Conference on Confidence- and Security- 
Building Measures and Disarmament in Europe, which opened in 
Stockholm last January.

The Stockholm conference is different from "classical" arms control 
negotiations in that it addresses not the capabilities for war—the 
number of weapons and troops— b̂ut rather the most likely causes of 
war: flawed judgments or miscalculations stemming from fears of 
sudden attack and uncertainty about the military intentions of an 
adversary. It is highly unlikely that any war at all will commence in 
Europe. But if war should ever come, it probably would not be in the 
form of a "bolt-from-the-blue" attack by one side against another. 
The most probable cause of the outbreak of war would be some small 
incident, perhaps connected with a military maneuver, which would 
not be clearly understood, leading to confrontation and armed conflict. 
This nightmare is an improbable scenario but the stakes are so high 
that some reassurance against such a contingency would be in every
one's interest. If it is successful, the Stockholm conference will negoti
ate and put into place certain procedures which could stop a fatal 
progression toward catastrophe.

Procedures which would make military activities in Europe more 
predictable would reassure governments that those activities were

^Department of State Bulletin, October 1984, pp. 21-24. The article appeared originally in 
the June 1984 issue of NA TO Review.

2 Printed in the Department of State Bulletin, September 1, 1975, pp. 323 ff.; the arms 
control portions may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304-308.
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normal, routine, and nonthreatening. Procedures for questioning and 
verifying the essential character of specific military activities would 
provide more certain knowledge of the intentions of the parties to this 
agreement. Such reassurance would lead to increased confidence and 
security among all participating states. It could also, in time, lead to a 
habit of cooperation among participants on activities affecting their 
most vital national security interests, thus acting to dissolve distrust. 
From this, a new system of international security might emerge in 
Europe, which could soften some of the rougher edges of the adversar
ial relationship and provide a mechanism for preventing escalation 
toward crisis and war.

Proposals have been advanced by the 16 members of the Atlantic 
alliance which represent initial steps toward this ambitious goal. These 
proposals do not call for large changes in the military postures of the 
countries involved in the Stockholm conference. That objective is for 
other negotiations. But if a first, substantial agreement can be achieved 
in Stockholm, the consequences can be of historic importance.

The Stockholm conference will remain an integral part of the Hel
sinki process, and its achievements will be evaluated in a CSCE [Con
ference on Security and Cooperation in Europe] ® followup meeting 
scheduled for Vienna in 1986, which will also review progress in the 
other dimensions of the process, including human rights. As U.S. 
Secretary of State George Shultz said when he addressed the opening 
of the Stockholm conference last January:

. . . true peace and security in Europe depend on a foundation of 
basic freedoms—not the least of which is the right of peoples to 
determine their own future. . . . Confidence-building in the larger 
sense means pursuing the work of Helsinki—through practical 
steps to break down barriers, expand human contact and intellec
tual interchange, increase openness, and stretch the boundaries of 
the human spirit.'̂

Origins of the Stockholm Conference

Although the Stockholm conference is the child of the Helsinki 
process, it has even more remote ancestors. When Soviet Foreign 
Minister Molotov in 1954 called for an all-European security treaty, he 
was giving expression to a key objective of Soviet policy, then and 
now: a security arrangement for Europe which would ratify postwar 
borders and, if possible, isolate the United States from European secu
rity affairs. With Western Europe thus isolated, the Soviet Union 
would be left in the position of supreme arbiter on the continent.

What the diplomacy of the Soviet Union and its allies eventually 
settled for was the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe. 
But the conference was far from what the East had originally envis
aged. In fact, it was much closer to Western concepts.

 ̂Brackets in the source text.
^ See Document 8, January 17.
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Before the negotiations which led to the Helsinki Final Act could 
even begin, some longstanding issues dividing Europe had to be re
solved or accommodated. An example was the signing of the 1972 
Quadripartite Agreement on Berlin.® And although Soviet accommo
dations to Western interests were probably regarded as tactical conces
sions necessary for a longer range strategy, the agreements which 
preceded or came from the Helsinki meeting created political dynamics 
which significantly altered the role of the CSCE as conceived by 
Moscow.

The Helsinki conference and the process that flowed from it, in fact, 
came to support a grand strategy pursued by the United States and its 
allies which, in the broadest terms, sought to ameliorate the harsher 
results of the division of Europe; far more than a European security 
conference in the Eastern sense, it also encompassed human rights, 
human contacts, economic issues, and cultural and educational ex
changes. The Helsinki Final Act of 1975 accepted the Western concept 
that security embodies political, social, and economic concerns as well 
as strictly military concerns. The CSCE gave a particular impetus to 
the promotion of human rights, and it remains today a major forum 
for pursuing enhancement of fundamental principles of Western de
mocracies.

Furthermore by including both the United States and Canada as full 
partners in the process, the Helsinki Final Act reaffirmed the necessity 
for permanent American involvement in European security matters.

Shortfalls and Shared Interests

Far from fulfilling a Soviet conception, the Stockholm conference, 
mandated in the Madrid CSCE review meeting in September 1983,® 
emerged from a French idea for a multistage "'Conference on Disarma
ment in Europe,'" which looked to a high-level forum on security 
and disarmanent issues, linked to the CSCE process. The French called 
for a first stage devoted to making significant improvements in those 
provisions of the Helsinki Final Act which called for notification and 
observation of military maneuvers. A second stage would discuss 
broad disarmament issues.

The Helsinki process has shown that the West can pursue and 
achieve some limited objectives in negotiations with the East. Thus 
there already has been experience with the kinds of cooperative secu
rity arrangements (which are referred to as confidence- and security- 
building measures) which the West seeks to enact in Stockholm. 
Those measures agreed in the Helsinki Final Act are modest in scope; 
they need to be expanded in Stockholm. Implementation of them has 
been imperfect; implementation needs to be strengthened in Stock
holm. Nevertheless, experience with them and their implementation

5 24 USX 283; TIAS 7551.
® See Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 791-793.
’ See ibid., 1978, p. 343.
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up to now has been instructive. It is possible even now to see how 
cooperation in security affairs can work, as well as how this coopera
tion needs to be improved.

The central features of the Helsinki security provisions were a 
measure calling for prenotification 21 days in advance of certain mili
tary maneuvers involving more than 25,000 troops and a measure 
calling for invitation of observers to those maneuvers. There was also 
a measure calling for notification of some smaller-scale exercises in
volving fewer than 25,000 troops. The zone of application extended 
only 250 kilometers into the Western part of the Soviet Union.

In the 8 V2 years since adoption of the Final Act, there have been 
nearly 100 notifications of military activities in Europe involving well 
over 2 million men. Although the system has worked well on the 
whole, notable exceptions exist, and precisely in the case of the largest 
military maneuver conducted by a CSCE state since 1975—the 
U.S.S.R/s Zapad 81, which took place in 1981 in the Soviet Union 
near the Polish border and which was not properly notified.

In accordance with the Helsinki agreements, observers have been 
invited to approximately 50 exercises. The West has extended more 
than 30 invitations; the United States alone has invited Warsaw Pact 
observers to 10 exercises. The Eastern record is less impressive. The 
Warsaw Pact has announced more than 20 maneuvers but has invited 
Western observers to less than half of these. And among the Western 
observers, American observers have been invited to Warsaw Pact ma
neuvers only twice and not at all since 1979.

In the area of smaller-scale exercises, the West has notified 29 
maneuvers. The Warsaw Pact has notified four.

On the basis of this record, clearly the 35 CSCE participants have 
not fully met the aspirations of the Final Act. In particular, they have 
not succeeded in dealing with the problem of misunderstanding or 
miscalculation concerning military activities where, in the words of the 
Final Act, . participating States lack clear and timely information 
about the nature of such activities." In spite of partial implementation 
of the Helsinki agreement, therefore, significant uncertainties still exist 
among the participating states about the military activities taking place 
in Europe and about the intentions which lie behind them. Such 
uncertainties can be destabilizing, and this circumstance points the 
way to an interest which East, West, and neutrals should hold in 
common.

77ie Western Proposals

On January 24, 1984, the 16 members of the Atlantic alliance tabled 
a formal six-point proposal, the first of the Stockholm conference, the 
thrust of which was to make the military environment in Europe more 
understandable, predictable, and stable.® That the 16 were able to

® See Docum ent 13.
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table a comprehensive document at the outset of the conference is 
indicative of the unity and seriousness of purpose with which the 
alhance has approached this negotiation.

In brief the six Western measures are:

Measure 1, the exchange of milUary informaHon, which provides that, on a 
yearly basis, participants will inform each other about the structure of 
their ground and air forces in all of Europe, giving unit designation, 
normal headquarters location, and composition of the forces.

Measure 2, exchange of forecasts of activities notifiable in advance, calls for an 
exchange of forecasts, again on a yearly basis, of military activities. 
The forecasts would furnish the name of the exercises, the countries 
participating, the size and type of forces involved, and the place and 
time it would occur. The forecasts would also list the purpose of the 
exercise.

Measure 3, notification of militarj/ activities, calls for notification, 45 days 
in advance, of activities involving field training of units at division 
level or above and notification of certain mobilization and amphibious 
exercises.

Measure 4, observation of certain military activities, requires states to invite 
observers from all other states to all prenotified activities and to 
certain alert activities.

Measure 5, compliance and verification, has two parts. States agree not to 
interfere with the ''national technical means" of other states; secondly, 
participating states may send observers, on a limited basis, to observe 
activities which seem not to be in compliance with negotiated agree
ments.

Measure 6, development of means of communication, asks that the participat
ing states develop better means and procedures for urgent communica
tions.

These measures are mutually reinforcing. Their objective is to 
reduce tensions, to promote common understanding among all partici
pants, and to diminish the danger of armed conflict arising from 
misunderstanding or miscalculation. They focus on preventing a se
quence of events which has all too often led to war on the Continent 
of Europe: the incident, military movement, or political event which is 
misunderstood, with misunderstanding leading to suspicion, reaction, 
escalation, and perhaps confrontation and conflict.

. . . A n d  How They Work

The six points of the Western proposal can be implemented easily 
with a minimum of intrusion into or alteration of normal, nonthreat
ening military activity. The process would work something like this.

A context of basic information is established through measure 1, 
near the end of each year. Much of the information which would be 
exchanged is already available to the CSCE states through other 
means. At the same time, under measure 2, a state would advise the 
other participants of its planned military activities during the next
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calendar year. Incidentally, because modem training and rotational 
activities are complex and are planned a year or more in advance, 
military forces routinely develop this kind of information.

Measure 3, on prenotification, then provides more detail and also a 
crosscheck on the forecast. If a state should notify under measure 3 an 
activity not previously forecast, other countries could demand an ex
planation of the apparent anomaly. A nation with aggressive intent 
would be raising an alarm against itself if it announced an exercise 
which it had not forecast, and, of course, this alarm would sound even 
louder if a country failed either to forecast or to notify 45 days in 
advance of the event. The measures are thus self-enforcing.

The observers called for in measure 4 serve to verify that activities 
are as they have been advertised. But there may be occasions where 
one state sees, or thinks it sees, an activity that has not been notified 
but should have been. In such a case, under measure 5, suspicions can 
be alleviated or confirmed by asking for verification, either by direct 
observation, if necessary, or by some other appropriate means. The 
communications network of measure 6 could be utilized to seek fur
ther information on a potentially destabilizing event.

These measures would not, in themselves, prevent war. They could 
not absolutely prevent one state from using force for political intimi
dation. But they could make unwanted confrontation less likely, and 
they could raise the political cost of using force to intimidate. By 
establishing a pattern of routine activities, anomalies would stand out 
clearly. Governments would know with reasonable certainty what was 
supposed to happen. If a departure from the routine pattern occurred, 
they would have some time to clarify the situation before political 
tensions escalated or in time to take counteraction against a real threat. 
The result, over time, should be an increase in confidence and stability 
among the participating countries.

The six points of the Western package are, as required by the 
mandate for the Stockholm conference, militarily significant, political
ly binding, verifiable, and applicable to the whole of Europe. The 
Helsinki measures were less meaningful in military terms. They ap
plied only to part of Europe, most of the European Soviet Union being 
excluded. Exercises to be notified were larger. The notification period 
was only 21 days, as opposed to 45. There was no exchange of 
information to establish a base of knowledge. There was no annual 
forecast. And the Helsinki measures were largely voluntary. The meas
ures proposed by the West in Stockholm are meant to be mandatory.

Hoar}/ Ideas

All 35 states, to one degree or another, have supported an expansion 
of the measures of the Helsinki Final Act. But, of course, differences 
exist. The Soviet Union chose for Stockholm a collection of rather 
hoary ideas, which are hardly the grist for a serious security negotia
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tion.  ̂ This incongruous approach, drawing on a stock of old proposals, 
would be compatible with the thesis that Moscow has still not fully 
assessed the potential of the Stockholm conference.

At the outset, however, Soviet behavior in Stockholm has been 
consistent with at least one of the goals they have pursued throughout 
the Helsinki process: the Soviet Union has tried to use the conference 
for image-building, attempting to portray Moscow as the defender of 
peace and the United States and some of its allies as aggressive, 
militaristic adventurers. The Soviet Union has also sought to find and 
exploit differences between the United States and Europe. This self- 
serving approach has not caught on either among other delegations or 
with the European or American publics, but it has prevented the 
conference from getting quickly down to business.

The Soviet Union has raised two objectives to the Western propos
als. It claims that they amount to ''legalized espionage" and that they 
are technical and too trivial to affect the security situations that exists 
today in Europe.

While it is true that the Soviet Union is a closed society in which 
routine information is much harder to obtain than in the West, it is 
not true that the Western measures seek to expose important secrets 
of the Soviet military establishment. The information exchange and 
forecast measures ask for facts which frequently are already available 
in the public domain. The notification measure involves only field 
exercises, not other sensitive areas. Nor would observers prowl at will 
all over Soviet or any other territory. They would visit the area where 
field training exercises were taking place. Even the most superficial 
examination of the Western measures deflates the contention that they 
aim at any kind of espionage.

The second Soviet charge is that the Western proposals involve 
trivial technical matters which would do little or nothing to enhance 
security in Europe. For its part, the Warsaw Pact has offered six 
alternative proposals: agreements on the non-use of force, the non- 
first-use of nuclear weapons, nuclear weapons-free zones, reduction of 
military budgets, a chemical weapons ban in Europe, and expansion of 
the confidence-building measures of the Helsinki accords.

Many of these ideas have been around for a long time, some for a 
quarter of a century or more, and they have failed in all that time to 
gain consensus among the states now participating in the Stockholm 
conference. Furthermore, the chemical weapons ban is currently being 
negotiated in Geneva. The United Nations annually tries to carry on a 
study of military budgets, where the Soviets and their allies have been 
entirely uncooperative.

The non-use of force proposal, usually combined with a proposal 
not to be the first to use nuclear weapons, has emerged as the flagship 
of the Warsaw Pact's entries. The Western countries have never ques
tioned the principle of non-use of force; we all subscribe to it in the

9 CSCE/SC.4
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UN Charter, the Helsinki Final Act, and, most recently, in the con
cluding document of the Madrid CSCE review meeting last year. The 
point that we have made in Stockholm is that the principle must now 
be given effect and expression through an agreement on practical 
measures which will affect the everyday behavior of the 35 participat
ing countries and their military establishments. In order to make clear 
the American view on this issue. President Reagan, in a major policy 
statement on June 4, announced explicitly that ''if discussions on 
reaffirming the principle not to use force, a principle in which we 
believe so deeply, will bring the Soviet Union to negotiate agreements 
which will give concrete, new meaning to that principle, we will 
gladly enter into such discussions/'

In expressing Western willingness to meet the Soviet concerns and 
to explore every reasonable avenue for progress to serious negotia
tions, the President clearly and specifically identified the context in 
which the non-use of force principle must be approached. "Mere 
restatement of a principle all nations have agreed to in the UN charter 
and elsewhere," he said, "would be an inadequate conclusion to a 
conference whose mandate calls for much more. We must translate the 
idea into actions which build effective barriers against the use of force 
in Europe." The United States is prepared to discuss reaffirmation of 
the principle of non-use of force; the discussion must be in the 
context of negotiations on measures that will have a real impact on 
military activities in Europe.

Proposals made in the Stockholm conference by the Soviet Union, in 
fact, recognize such a context. The Soviet Union, supported by other 
Warsaw treaty organization countries, has proposed an expansion of 
the Helsinki confidence-building measures in ways that could prove to 
be similar in kind to proposals offered by NATO countries and by the 
neutral and nonaligned countries in the conference. These proposals 
remain on the periphery of the Eastern presentations; the West hopes 
they will move closer to the center of understanding shared by nearly 
all the other participants in the conference. In keeping with President 
Reagan's June 4 initiative, the West is seeking to encourage the East to 
recognize the possibilities for progress and move to join the develop
ing consensus.

A  Time for Choice

Some observers, especially in the East, like to characterize the cur
rent international situation as a time of deep crisis between East and 
West, a time of tension so great that normal discourse between East 
and West is all but impossible. The necessity for choice remains, 
however, no matter how one characterizes the current European scene, 
reacts to it, or allocates the credit for it. The 35 nations of the 
Stockholm conference are beginning the process of deciding, incre
mentally, what to make of this new forum. This includes the Soviet

See Docum ent 115.
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Union, of course, and the evidence suggests that Moscow, even 
though its grand strategy and ultimate objectives remain unchanged, is 
now far from certain how it should proceed with its original idea of a 
European security conference under present-day circumstances.

For the Atlantic alliance, the process of inventing and agreeing on 
the six confidence- and security-building measures tabled by the alli
ance on January 24 required an effort which testifies to the alliance's 
intentions in Stockholm. The neutral or nonaligned group of nations 
also accepts the proposition that the Stockholm conference can be a 
path to genuine improvements in security. Thus the majority of par
ticipants already agree that the potential of Stockholm should be 
seriously explored.

The Soviet Union now faces a choice of whether to exaggerate 
differences in its relations with the West or to try, at Stockholm, the 
path of greater cooperation, looking not for unilateral gain but for 
mutual advantage. Relations between the United States and the Soviet 
Union are not destined to be trouble-free. There will always be com
petitive elements in relations between systems with such different 
social, political, and economic values. But limited cooperation is possi
ble in security affairs as in other areas.

If the Soviet Union decides that its interests lie in following a 
cooperative rather than an adversarial course, the Stockholm confer
ence can make a start toward improving the stability of the current 
system of international security. In so doing, it can lay the foundation 
of confidence and experience essential for more ambitious and com
plex negotiations in the future.

In itself, the Stockholm conference can be a forum of cooperative 
action, offering an opportunity to restart the international dialogue 
and improve the climate of relations among states. What is needed 
now is a commitment from all 35 participating states, including the 
Soviet Union, to seize that opportunity.

114. A ddress  by  the  H ead of the  U.S. D elegation to  the  
In term edia te-R ange Nuclear Forces N egotiations 
(N itze): N egotia ting  With the  Soviets, June  1, 1984^

In 1954, just after the summit meeting between President Eisenhow
er, Khrushchev, and Bulganin in Geneva, Chip Bohlen, then our Am
bassador to the U.S.S.R. invited Phyllis and me and our children to 
stay with them at the U.S. Ambassador's residence in Moscow. At that 
time the British Ambassador in Moscow was Sir William Hayter. 
There was a story about Hayter that, when asked what it was like to 
negotiate with the Russians, he said it was rather like dealing with a

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, August 1984, pp. 34-37. Ambassador Nitze spoke before 
the Foreign Policy Association in New York.
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defective vending machine. You put a coin in and nothing comes out. 
There may be some sense in shaking it; you may get your coin back; 
but there is no point of talking to it.

Soviet Tactics

Hayter's statement, like most witty cracks, is a gross overstatement, 
but there is a kernel of truth in it. Negotiations with the Russians can 
be important and sometimes, in the past, have achieved useful results. 
But progress is generally possible only if there has been a prior Soviet 
Defense Council, or full Politburo, decision favoring a deal on the 
specific subject matter. If there has been such a prior high-level deci
sion, then it is up to the Soviet negotiators to get the best possible 
deal for the U.S.S.R., but they will negotiate seriously with the objec
tive of arriving at a deal. If there has been no such prior positive high- 
level decision, the United States will find itself negotiating with itself. 
It will offer one position which will be firmly rejected, modify it in 
the hope that the new position will be more acceptable to the Soviet 
side, modify it again and again until finally it either comes down to a 
position so onesidedly favorable to the Soviets that*they can't fail to 
accept it or the United States has to draw back and wait until Soviet 
higher authority comes to the conclusion that other events in the 
world are evolving in such a way that it would, in fact, be advanta
geous for them to make a balanced deal on terms that take account of 
U.S. interests, not only their own.

As I look back on my experience in negotiating with representatives 
of the Soviet Union, a number of instances come to mind.

Lend-Lease. In 1943 President Roosevelt merged the organization of 
the Board of Economic Warfare, of which I was a part, with the Lend- 
Lease Administration in the Foreign Economic Administration. The 
lend-lease people had worked out a procedure under which the Soviet 
lend-lease mission in Washington would submit documentation indi
cating the specifications of the various items they needed and the 
ports to which they should be delivered by what dates. The Soviet 
mission had fallen behind in getting these documents to us. Arutinian, 
head of their mission in Washington, was called in to explain the 
delay. When the point was made to him that he was behind in giving 
us the necessary documentation, he flew into a rage. He cried out that 
he had come to the meeting to talk about "your behind,'' not "my 
behind." Nevertheless, the problems were sorted out, and we did 
manage to get to the Soviet Union the additional necessary war mate
rial in time to help them defeat Hitler's armies in Russia. In that 
instance both sides had a common interest in winning the war.

In the summer of 1946, I was appointed to head a U.S. team to 
negotiate with a Soviet team the implementation of Article XII of the 
Lend-Lease Agreement. That article called for the two sides to sit 
down promptly after the defeat of Germany to work out the optimum 
way of conducting trade between two states organized on different 
social principles. As it happened, Arutinian was again head of the
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Soviet team. It proved impossible to entice Arutinian into any discus
sion of the problem; he had received no green light to do so. I tried a 
number of different approaches but in response to each one Arutinian 
would say, "'Mr. Nitze, what is your specific proposal?" I was not 
authorized to make a specific proposal. I wanted to enter into a 
discussion with Arutinian and his team with a view to developing a 
joint proposal for consideration by our governments. This he would 
not do. Undoubtedly he had received no guidance from Moscow that 
they wanted an agreement on that subject at that time.

Forces in German}/. When the Soviets lifted the 1949 blockade of 
Berlin, they laid down as a precondition that we agree to a prompt 
meeting of the Foreign Ministers of the United States, the U.S.S.R., 
the United Kingdom, and France. They gave us little indication as to 
what it was they wished to discuss at that meeting. George Kennan 
and I thought they must have something highly important in mind; 
we thought they might well propose the removal of both U.S. and 
Soviet forces from Germany. We developed a plan called Plan A to 
respond to that contingency. Chip Bohlen told us we were quite 
wrong, that there was no possibility that the Soviet Union would wish 
to remove its forces from Germany. We developed another plan. Plan 
B, to respond to that alternate contingency. On the very first day of 
the conference. General Chuikov, the Soviet High Commissioner in 
Germany, asked Bohlen to have lunch with him. Early in the conver
sation Chuikov said that he understood there were those who thought 
both sides should remove their forces from Germany. He said, 'They 
are mad. The Germans hate us. It would be madness to remove our 
forces." It soon became evident in the conference that no progress was 
possible on the unification of Germany or even of Berlin. It was 
possible to work out clearing arrangements with respect to trade be
tween the two parts of Germany and Berlin and to make some head
way on the Austrian State Treaty, but nothing more. They had insist
ed on the foreign ministers meeting as a way of saving face when they 
had concluded it was wiser for them to lift the Berlin blockade than to 
continue with it.

Disarmament Prior to 1961, almost all thought about arms control was 
in the context of an international, worldwide disarmament solution. 
The Baruch Plan would have created a world entity with authority 
restricted to one subject matter—full ownership and control over nu
clear raw materials and the plants that processed or used those materi
als.  ̂ The Soviets rejected that concept. They later came up with an 
unenforceable and impractical plan for what they called "total and 
complete disarmament." ^

During 1959, 1960, and 1961, there were a series of meetings on the 
subject in what were called the eight-nation disarmament negotiations. 
I was an adviser to the U.S. delegation during a portion of those talks.

 ̂For the Baruch Plan, see Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 7-16.
3 See ibid., vol. II, pp. 1452-1474.
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It soon became quite evident that the Soviet position was wholly 
directed toward supporting their propaganda effort depicting the 
Soviet Union as the great proponent of peace and that they had no 
intention of arriving at any concrete agreement as a result of the talks.

Early in the Kennedy Administration, it became clear that the pollu
tion of the atmosphere caused by atmospheric tests of large weap
ons—particularly by the mammoth, multimegatonnage weapons tested 
by the Soviets—would, if continued, cause dangerous worldwide pol
lution of the atmosphere. Once we in Washington had worked out the 
kind of a limited test ban treaty we could live with, there was no great 
difficulty in working out an agreement with the Soviet Union.^ As I 
remember, it took Averell Harriman and Gladwyn Jebb no more than 
13 days in Moscow to do so. In that instance there was a definite 
common interest in arriving at an agreement. This was also true of the 
Nonproliferation Treaty^ which followed thereafter.

The idea of U.S.-U.S.S.R. talks directed toward the limitation of the 
nuclear weapons of the two principal nuclear powers, rather than 
toward a worldwide international disarmament agreement, arose later 
during the Kennedy Administration, specifically in 1963. Secretary 
McNamara tried to persuade Kosygin of the merits of such an ap
proach at Glassboro in 1967. It was not until 1968, however, that the 
Soviets came to the conclusion that such talks might be useful. The 
talks finally began in Helsinki in the fall of 1969. Semenov, the head 
of the Soviet delegation, said that it was not until the fall of 1970 that 
he received word indicating that the Politburo had decided in favor of 
reaching an agreement. The Politburo interest, however, was restricted 
to an agreement limiting antiballistic missile (ABM) systems, not to an 
agreement limiting the offensive forces of the two sides. After a 
further year of intense negotiations, it proved possible to arrive at the 
ABM Treaty.® A comprehensive treaty of indefinite duration on of
fensive forces proved to be impossible to obtain. In the attempt to get 
a comprehensive treaty on offensive forces to parallel the ABM 
Treaty, we offered a series of major concessions, but in the end they 
brought us nothing. The result was the ineffective short-term accord, 
the Interim Agreement.*^

During the SALT II negotiations, there never was an indication that 
the Politburo had come to the decision that they wanted a mutually 
advantageous agreement. This again resulted in the United States 
making one not fully reciprocated concession after another in an 
attempt to move the negotiations forward. The final signed but unrati
fied SALT II Treaty,® in my view, was unsatisfactory. It was a one
sided agreement which, by its terms, would expire in 1985, before it 
would have any substantial effect on the programs of either side.

* The treaty is printed iUJ., 1963, pp. 291-293. 
^ Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
« M l, 1972, pp. 197-201.
■' Ibid., pp. 202-205.
8 Ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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More importantly, it did not constitute a good foundation for SALT
III. The invasion of Afghanistan nailed down its nonratifiability.

INF Negotiations

Over the last 2 V2 years, I have been involved in the intermediate- 
range nuclear forces (INF) negotiations. Those negotiations have fo
cused on the Soviet SS-20 missile force and NATO's counterdeploy
ments of Pershing II and ground-launched cruise missiles (GLCMs). In 
November 1981, before the negotiations began, we stated the ongoing 
U.S. position. That was that the United States would entirely forgo its 
planned deployment of 572 Pershing IIs and GLCMs if the Soviets 
would eliminate their SS-20s.^ I continue to believe that objectively 
this would have been the optimum solution for both sides. It would 
have eliminated the entire class of INF missiles worldwide. It would 
have been verifiable with high confidence.

The first rounds of the negotiations in Geneva were largely explora
tory. The U.S. side set forth the considerations it thought important to 
arriving at a mutually acceptable agreement. In February 1982, we 
tabled a draft treaty text setting forth in detail the provisions we 
thought desirable to implement that approach. Subsequently the 
Soviet side set forth their considerations and tabled a draft treaty text 
which embodied their approach. Toward the end of the first two 
rounds, each side quite fully understood the position of the other side. 
The question was how could one cut through the maze of disagree
ments and arrive at a mutually acceptable compromise.

At that point Ambassador Kvitsinskiy, the head of the Soviet dele
gation, told me that a basic review of Soviet policy toward the INF 
negotiations was scheduled to take place that summer in Moscow. He 
said he thought it important to make as much progress as we could 
prior to that review taking place. Once it had taken place the Soviet 
position would become set in concrete and it would be much harder 
thereafter to get it changed. It was with the prospect in mind that he 
and I decided we should attempt, with some urgency, to work out a 
package of mutual concessions which might cut through the panoply 
of issues dividing the sides. The result was the ''walk in the woods" 
formula, in which the United States would have moved off of its 
proposal to eliminate all longer-range INF missiles and would have 
agreed to deploy only cruise missiles, and, for their part, the Soviets 
would have accepted some U.S. deployments in Europe, agreed to 
reduce their systems in Europe to an equal level, and to freeze their 
systems in Asia. This dropped their unjustified demand for compensa
tion for British and French nuclear forces.

From the U.S. standpoint the "walk-in-the-woods" formula was not 
wholly satisfactory. The United States would have preferred freedom 
to choose within the agreed ceiling the number of Pershing IIs or 
cruise-missile launchers which it wished to deploy. It also would have

® See ihid., 1981, PP- 573-574.
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preferred a lower ceiling on SS-20s in the Far East than a freeze at the 
then current number of 90. However, Washington approved the basic 
approach and the method by which Kvitsinskiy and I had arrived at 
the formula.

On the Soviet side all the basic elements of the package were 
rejected, as was the free, uninstructed mode of negotiation which led 
to it. I was subsequently told by Ambassador Kvitsinskiy that 
Moscow had pretty well completed its policy review by the time he 
returned to Moscow after our ''walk in the woods.'' Our formula was 
quite contrary to the decisions they had reached. As best as I can 
reconstruct it, they had come to the following decisions.

• From the standpoint of the sum of Soviet interests and objectives, 
it would be better for there to be no agreement and for U.S. de
ployments to go forward as scheduled rather than for them to 
agree to and thus sanction any U.S. INF missile deployments 
whatsoever. The reason for this was basically political. For the 
U.S.S.R. to enter into an agreement sanctioning even minimal U.S. 
deployments would undercut their growing group of supporters in 
NATO Europe, including the supporters of anti-Americanism and 
the antinuclear and peace movements. These were all groups into 
the support of which they had made a major investment.

• They judged it improbable that the United States and NATO 
would agree to forgo deploying INF missiles if the U.S.S.R. would 
not eliminate their SS-20s and that the negotiations were, there
fore, headed for a stalemate.

• It was decided to initiate immediately a propaganda campaign de
signed to throw the onus for the failure of the negotiations onto 
the United States.

• They decided to convey to the U.S. INF delegation a threat to pull
out of the Geneva negotiations if and when the United States
took practical steps to deploy INF weapons.

• They authorized the Soviet military to proceed with full prepara
tions for counter-coimterdeployments to begin when U.S. coun
terdeployments began.

• They decided that after the United States had begun their coun
terdeployment to the SS-20s and the Soviets had begun their
counter-counterdeployments to the Pershing IIs and GLCMs, the
U.S.S.R. would take the position that in any follow-on negotia
tion the proper trade would be their counter-counterdeployments 
against our counterdeployments. This would leave their existing 
SS-20 deployments substantially untouched.

After they walked out of the INF and START negotiations in 
November-December 1983, they announced they were undertaking 
another basic policy review of these issues. It appears that that review 
has resulted largely in a confirmation and hardening of their earlier
1982 decisions.
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Soviet Decisionmaking Process

A  good deal of study had been given to the question of how 
decisions are arrived at in the Soviet Union. I think it is pretty well 
agreed that nothing can be done by the Soviet Government or by any 
of the other organs of Soviet society subject to party control which is 
in conflict with decisions of the Politburo. Furthermore, it is generally 
agreed that the basic issues concerning defense, national security, and 
arms control are made in the Defense Council, which is customarily 
chaired by the General Secretary of the Party and on which a certain 
number of the other members of the Politburo also sit. Kvitsinskiy 
told me there is also a subordinate body, chaired by Foreign Minister 
Gromyko, which deals with the day-to-day operations concerned with 
arms control. On that committee are members of the military estab
lishment; Zamyatin, who chairs the Central Committee subcommittee 
dealing with the media and propaganda; and Zagladin, who chairs the 
Central Committee subcommittee dealing with relations with other 
communist parties and with what they call ''political action," as well 
as representatives from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the KGB. 
Kvitsinskiy left me with the impression that it was this group that 
formulated his instructions and coordinated them with the political 
action, propaganda, and other campaigns which were related to the 
objectives which their arms control positions and statements were 
designed to support.

Future of INF Talks

What is the outlook for the immediate future? The U.S. position is 
clear. We do not think the INF talks, or START, should have been 
broken off. The Soviet spokesmen gave as the reason for their walking 
out, the votes in the British Parliament, the Italian Parliament, and 
finally in the Bundestag reaffirming their 1979 decision that in the 
absence of an INF agreement, the United States should deploy INF 
missiles on their territory. The Soviets say they cannot negotiate while 
we are deploying; we must remove the missiles already deployed 
before they will return to the negotiating tables. This is a worthless 
argument. We sat at the table in Geneva and negotiated hard and 
constructively for 2 years while they were adding to their already 
large deployments of SS-20s an additional SS-20 system per week.

We are ready to return to the negotiating table on 24-hours' notice. 
Part of our INF delegation is in Geneva at the present time. The rest 
of us are prepared to return on a moment's notice. It is the Soviet 
Union, not the United States, which has blocked and continues to 
block progress in the negotiations. Soviet higher authority does not 
wish at this time to resume either the INF or the START negotiations. 
Instead, they are concentrating upon a political, psychological warfare 
campaign backed by a continuing comprehensive military build-up. 
They hope to expand and exploit fissures within the North Atlantic 
alliance and over time, if possible, to get the United States out of
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Europe. The main target of their campaign is the United States and, in 
particular. President Reagan.

Soviet Analysis of Policy

It is worth reviewing for a moment the way in which communists 
think that policy should be analyzed. They start with the proposition 
that there are certain fundamental theses which distinguish the com
munist approach to the world from that of others, particularly from 
that of the capitalist world. Among those theses is the primacy of the 
class struggle and the continuing fight against imperialism in the 
formerly colonial world. These theses they hold to be unchangeable.

They have a different view with respect to strategy. They think that 
strategy should, from time to time, be changed to reflect changes in 
the correlation of forces. In the correlation of forces they include not 
only military forces but economic, political, and psychological ones as 
well. When the correlation of forces is favorable to their side, their 
doctrine calls on them to exploit that favorable correlation by moving 
forward. When it is negative, the doctrine calls upon them to hold or 
to retreat while they attempt to reverse the trends in the correlation of 
forces.

With respect to tactics, they believe there should be great flexibility. 
The guiding thoughts should be deception and surprise. They also 
hold that it is important at all times to decide upon what they call the 
'^general line/' By that they mean that it is necessary at all times to 
correctly identify that group which constitutes the major potential 
future threat to their ability to carry their program forward. During 
the early years after the October 1917 revolution, the ''general line" 
called for concentrating their attack on the social democrats within the 
U.S.S.R., the group having the greatest potential appeal to workers, 
the class they claimed to represent but were less close to than the 
social democrats. Later, after their victory in the civil war, the "general 
line" called for concentrating their attack on the social democrats in 
other countries, particularly Germany. In 1946 Stalin made it clear that 
he saw the United States as being the principal potential opponent, 
even at a time when President Truman and his advisers were striving 
hard to preserve in peacetime the wartime collaboration between the 
United States and the U.S.S.R. Today the general line focuses directly 
on the United States, and particularly on President Reagan, as being at 
the heart of the only potentially effective opposition to their program.

A further Soviet communist precept is never to let emotion interfere 
with what they call "scientific realism." One should never let anger 
influence one's judgment, although it might be advisable from time to 
time to show anger. For some time before 1960 we were flying U~2s 
over the U.S.S.R., but they could not shoot them down. During that 
period they showed no anger. The moment they were able to shoot 
down a U-2, Khrushchev put on a tremendous show of anger and beat 
his shoe upon the podium at the UN meeting of that year. I doubt 
that there is merit in the common thesis that the Soviet leadership is
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angry at the United States or at President Reagan, I believe that 
propagandists are telling the Politburo that, at least for the time being, 
this is the astute impression to create.

A major point that emerges from what I have been saying is that 
there is, indeed, a contrast between the way the United States and 
other countries in the West approach foreign policy issues and the 
way in which they are approached by the Soviet Union. We approach 
foreign affairs from the standpoint of being a uniquely important 
member, but still a member having rights no greater than those of 
other members, in a relatively loose coalition of independent states. 
The government of each of the NATO states, for instance, is responsi
ble to a parliament elected by the votes of a free populace informed 
by a free press. On the Soviet side the situation is quite different. 
Those who equate what they call the two superpowers and imply that 
they somehow are equally responsible for today's difficulties are far 
off the mark. The United States, like every democratic country, con
tinuously makes mistakes, but the processes of a democratic govern
ment permit mistaken trends to be reversed and to some extent cor
rected. The totalitarian states, when they go wrong, can go very wrong 
indeed.

115. A ddress by President R eagan  [Extract], June  4, 
1984 1

• • • • • • •

This is my deepest commitment: to achieve stable peace, not just by 
being prepared to deter aggression but also by assuring that economic 
strength helps to lead the way to greater stability through growth and 
human progress—being prepared with the strength of our commitment 
to pursue all possible avenues for arms reduction; and being prepared 
with the greatest strength of all, the spiritual strength and self-confi
dence that enables us to reach out to our adversaries. To them, and to 
all of you who have always been our dear and trusted friends, I tell 
you today from my heart, America is prepared for peace.

What we're doing now in American foreign policy is bringing an 
enduring steadiness, particularly in the search for arms reduction. Too 
often in the past, we sought to achieve grandiose objectives and 
sweeping agreements overnight. At other times, we set our sights so 
low that the agreements, when they were made, permitted the num
bers and categories of weapons to soar. For example, one nation from 
the time of the signing of the SALT II agreement  ̂ until the present

 ̂ Weekly CompilaHon of Presidential Documents, June 11, 1984, pp. 831-833. The President 
addressed a Joint Session of the National Parliament in Dublin, Ireland.

2 Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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has added 3,950 warheads to its arsenal. That might be arms limita
tion; it certainly isn't arms reduction. The result was—it wasn't even 
arms control. Through all of this. I'm afraid, differing proposals and 
shifting policies have sometimes left both friends and adversaries 
confused or disconcerted.

And that's why we've put forward, methodically, one of the most 
extensive arms control programs in history. We believe there can be 
only one policy, for all nations, if we are to preserve civilization in 
this modern age: A nuclear war cannot be won and must never be 
fought.

In five areas, we have proposed substantive initiatives. In Vienna 
less than 2 months ago, the Western side put forward new proposals 
on reducing the levels of conventional military forces in Europe. In the 
same week in Geneva, Vice President Bush put forward a draft agree
ment for a worldwide ban on chemical weapons,® the gases that have 
been used in Afghanistan and in Kampuchea. In Stockholm, we're 
pursuing at the Conference on Disarmament in Europe a series of 
proposals that will help reduce the possibility of conflict. And in 
Geneva—as most of you are aware—we have been participating, until 
recently, in arms reduction talks on two fronts: the START talks on 
reducing intercontinental nuclear forces, and the INF talks, which deal 
with the issue of intermediate-range missiles worldwide. In addition, 
we're working to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons and to re
quire comprehensive safeguards on all nuclear exports.

During the months the START and INF talks were underway, the 
United States proposed seven different initiatives. None of these were 
offered on a take-it or leave-it basis. Indeed, we made a number of 
adjustments to respond to the stated concerns of the Soviet side. 
While Soviet flexibility did not match our own, the Soviets also made 
some steps of the kind required in any serious negotiations. But then, 
after the first deployment of intermediate-range missiles here in 
Europe, the Soviets quit the bargaining table.

Now, this deployment was not something we welcomed. It had been 
my hope, and that of the European leaders, that negotiations would 
make the deployments unnecessary. Unfortunately, the Soviet stance 
in those talks left us no alternative. Since 1977, while we were not 
deploying, but urging the Soviets to negotiate, they were deploying 
some 370 SS-20 missiles, capable of reaching every city in every 
country in Europe. We and our allies could not ignore this threat 
forever.

But I believe today it is still possible to reach an agreement. Let me 
assure you that in both the START and INF talks, we want to hear 
Soviet proposals; we want them to hear our own; and we're prepared 
to negotiate tomorrow if the Soviets so choose. I'm prepared to halt, 
and even reverse, the deployment of our intermediate-range missiles 
from Europe as the outcome of a verifiable and equitable agreement.

® See Documents 75 and 76, both April 18.
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But for such an outcome to be possible, we need to have the Soviets 
return to the bargaining table. And before this body, and the people of 
Europe, I call on them to do so.

Indeed, I believe we must not be satisfied—we dare not rest, until 
the day weVe banished these terrible weapons of war from the face of 
the Earth forever.

My deepest hope and dream has been that if once we can, together, 
start down the road of reduction, we will inevitably see the common 
sense of going all the way, so that our children and grandchildren will 
not have to live with that threat hanging over the world.

In addition to the arms control negotiations, I want to stress today 
that the United States seeks greater dialog in two other critical areas of 
East-West relations. Just as we seek to reduce the burden of arma
ments, we want to find, also, ways to limit their use in troublesome or 
potentially difficult regional situations. So, we seek serious discussions 
with the Soviets to guard against miscalculation or misunderstanding 
in troubled or strategically sensitive areas of the world. I want to 
stress again today the serious commitment of the United States to 
such a process.

In the Stockholm conference I mentioned a moment ago, the United 
States and 34 other nations are negotiating measures to lessen East- 
West tensions and reduce uncertainties arising from military activities 
in Europe, the area with the greatest concentration of armed forces in 
the world. The 16 nations of the Atlantic Alliance have advanced 
concrete proposals which would make conflict in Europe less likely.^ 
The Soviet Union has not accepted these proposals, but has focused 
upon a declaration of the non-use of force.

Well, mere restatement of a principle all nations have agreed to in 
the U.N. Charter and elsewhere, would be an inadequate conclusion to 
a conference whose mandate calls for much more. We must translate 
the idea into actions which build effective barriers against the use of 
force in Europe. If the Soviet Union will agree to such concrete 
actions, which other countries in the Stockholm conference already 
seem prepared to accept, this would be an important step forward in 
creating a more peaceful world.

If discussions on reaffirming the principle not to use force, a princi
ple in which we believe so deeply, will bring the Soviet Union to 
negotiate agreements which will give concrete, new meaning to that 
principle, we will gladly enter into such discussions. I urge the Soviet 
Union now to join all other countries in the Stockholm conference to 
move promptly to take these steps which will help ensure peace and 
stability in Europe.

We seek to build confidence and trust with the Soviets in areas of 
mutual interest by moving forward in our bilateral relations on a 
broad front. In the economic field, we're taking a number of steps to

 ̂For the Department of State announcement of these proposals, January 24, see 
Document 13.
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increase exchanges in nonstrategic goods. In other areas, we have, for 
example, extended our very useful incidents at sea agreement for 
another term.® And weVe proposed discussions for specific steps to 
expand and multiply contacts of benefit to our people. I might add 
here that the democracies have a strong mutual obligation to work for 
progress in the area of human rights. And positive Soviet steps in this 
area would be considered by the United States a significant signal.

In summary then, we're seeking increased discussion and negotiation 
to reduce armaments, solve regional problems, and improve bilateral 
relations. Progress on these fronts would enhance peace and security 
for people everywhere.

Tm afraid the Soviet response has been disappointing. Rather than 
join us in our efforts to calm tensions and achieve agreements, the 
Soviets appear to have chosen to withdraw and to try to achieve their 
objective through propaganda, rather than negotiations.

The Soviets seek to place the blame on the Americans for this self- 
imposed isolation. But they have not taken these steps by our choice. 
We remain ready for them to join with us and the rest of the world 
community to build a more peaceful world. In solidarity with our 
allies, confident of our strength, we threaten no nation. Peace and 
prosperity are in the Soviet interest as well as in ours. So, let us move 
forward.

Steadiness in pursuing our arms reduction initiatives and bettering 
East-West relations will eventually bear fruit. But steadiness is also 
needed in sustaining the cause of human freedom.

• • • • • • •

116. S ta tem en t by the  A ssis tan t Secretary  of S ta te  for 
East A sian an d  Pacific A ffairs  (W olfow itz) Before the  
House Committee on Foreign Affairs: Nuclear Coop
e ra tion  With China [Extract], June  S, 1984 ^

• • • • • • •

Finally, we initialed one other important agreement, an agreement 
on peaceful nuclear cooperation. Since this agreement will have to be 
reviewed by the Congress, I would like to touch on it for a moment 
even though detailed testimony on the agreement by Ambassador 
Kennedy [Richard T. Kennedy, special adviser to the Secretary on 
nonproliferation policy and nuclear energy affairs]^ must await final

5 23 UST 1168, TIAS 7379; protocol 24 UST 1063, TIAS 7624. 
 ̂Department of State Bulletin, July 1984, pp. 49-50.

2 Brackets in the source text.
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executive branch review and Presidential approval and authorization 
of the text.

I believe that the peaceful nuclear cooperation agreement is an 
important one. It will not only have a significant, positive impact on 
overall U.S.-China relations but it will also further the nonprolifera
tion and other foreign policy interests of the United States. Our 
interest in concluding this agreement with China results in part from 
the potentially significant commercial and trade benefits; however, our 
most important objective during the 3 years of negotiations that pro
duced the agreement has been to further U.S. nonproliferation inter
ests.

During the period of our negotiations, China took several important 
steps which clarify its nonproliferation and export policies.

• China joined the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) in 
January.

• China made clear that thereafter it would require IAEA safeguards 
on its nuclear exports.

• Premier Zhao made important and authoritative statements of 
China's nonproliferation policy which make clear that China will 
not contribute to proliferation.

This agreement will provide both a framework and a context for the 
continuation of discussions with China on nonproliferation matters. 
Naturally, in the case of a nuclear cooperation agreement with the 
P.R.C. as with all countries, we will follow the procedures established 
by U.S. law for review and submission to Congress. After the Presi
dent approves the agreement and it is signed, the agreement text, 
along with the required accompanying documents, will be transmitted 
to the Congress. Following its receipt by the Congress, the Adminis
tration will be prepared to discuss all aspects of the proposed agree
ment in detail. We expect this to be able to occur shortly.

Agreement on nuclear cooperation and on measures to develop fur
ther our economic and commercial ties are signs of a relationship that 
is developing in a healthy way. This Administration believes such 
developments benefit not only our economic interests but our security 
concerns as well.

• • • • • • •

117. Declaration by  the  London Economic Summit M eeting: 
East-W est Relations an d  Arms Control, June  9, 1984 ^

1. We had a substantial discussion of East-West relations. We 
stressed that the first need is for solidarity and resolve among us all.

 ̂ Weekly CompilaHon of Presidential Documents, June 18, 1984, p. 860. The 10th economic 
summit of industrialized nations, which was held in London at Lancaster House, June 7-

ConHnued
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2. At the same time, we are determined to pursue the search for 
extended political dialogue and long-term co-operation with the Soviet 
Union and her allies. Contacts exist and are being developed in a 
number of fields. Each of us will pursue all useful opportunities for 
dialogue.

3. Our aim is security and the lowest possible level of forces. We 
wish to see early and positive results in the various arms control 
negotiations and the speedy resumption of those now suspended. The 
United States has offered to re-start nuclear arms control talks any
where, at any time, without preconditions. We hope that the Soviet 
Union will act in a constructive and positive way. We are convinced 
that this would be in the common interest of both East and West. We 
are in favour of agreements which would build confidence and give 
concrete expression, through precise commitments, to the principle of 
the non-use of force.

4. We believe that East and West have important common interests: 
in preserving peace; in enhancing confidence and security; in reducing 
the risks of surprise attack or war by accident; in improving crisis 
management techniques; and in preventing the spread of nuclear 
weapons.

118. News Interview  of Soviet P resident Chernenko: Anti
satellite  Arms Control, June  12, 1984 ^

Q u estion . During the debate on the Reagan administration's mili
tary programmes, which it is planned to finance from the defence 
budget for fiscal 1985, the House of Representatives of the United 
States Congress adopted an amendment prohibiting appropriations for 
the testing of United States anti-satellite weapons in outer space 
should the USSR and other countries refrain from conducting such 
tests. 2 In the light of that vote, would the USSR Government agree to 
freeze anti-satellite weapon tests for a further year or longer on a basis 
of reciprocity with the United States?

A n sw er. It is obvious that the vote in the House of Representatives 
reflects the concern of United States legislators at the possibility of the 
spread of the arms race to outer space. There is every reason for such 
disquiet. The situation as it now stands is this: either the militarization 
of space will be prevented, or space will be transformed into the 
source of a formidable danger hanging over the whole of humanity.

9, 1984, was hosted by British Prime Minister Thatcher and attended by Canadian 
Prime Minister Trudeau, French President Mitterrand, Federal Republic of Germany 
Chancellor Kohl, Italian Prime Minister Craxi, Japanese Prime Minister Nakasone, Presi
dent of the European Community Commission Thorn, and President Reagan.

 ̂CD/510. The interview was published in IzvesHa. The questions were put by Ameri
can journalist J. Kingsbury-Smith.

2 This amendment did not become law. For the portion of the final defense authoriza
tion act dealing with tests of antisatellite weapons, see 98 Stat. 2509-2510.
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As regards the Soviet Union, it has consistently argued that space 
should remain peaceful. Striving to further the achievement of that 
goal, the USSR has already unilaterally assumed, last year, an obliga
tion not to put anti-satellite weapons into outer space; in other words, 
it has introduced a unilateral moratorium on such launchings for as 
long as other States, including the United States, refrain from placing 
in space anti-satellite weapons of any kind.^ Naturally, this undertak
ing also covers test launching of anti-satellite weapons.

This moratorium declared by the Soviet Union is still in effect. At 
the same time, we consider that, for all its usefulness, the moratorium 
is only a first step towards the total prohibition of anti-satellite weap
ons, including the elimination of such systems as already exist. It is 
precisely for that reason that we are proposing to the United States 
embarking without delay on official talks for the achievement of an 
agreement to that effect.

The Soviet Union's concrete proposals on this question are well 
known, they enjoy the support of an overwhelming majority of the 
States Members of the United Nations. Only the United States Gov
ernment is opposed.

Q u estion . Could a freeze on anti-satellite weapon tests be effective
ly verified and, if so, how?

A n sw er. The Soviet Union is convinced that a freeze on anti- 
satellite weapons can be verified, and highly reliably at that, by, first 
and foremost, the national technical means available to the parties. 
Statements by many prominent United States experts also support 
such a conclusion.

Effective verification of compliance by the parties with a moratori
um on orbital-effect anti-satellite weapons could be assured by the 
means for the tracking of space objects which the parties have at their 
disposal. As regards sub-orbital-effect anti-satellite systems, use could 
be made, in addition to those already mentioned, of other United 
States and Soviet radio-electronic devices deployed on land, in the 
Pacific Ocean and in space. In unclear situations, there could be 
exchanges of information and consultations. If necessary, other forms 
can also be found.

Given a genuine interest in finding effective solutions, any related 
issues, including those of verification, could be successfully resolved in 
the course of the talks proposed by the Soviet Union, both on anti
satellite weapons and on the baiming of the militarization of space in 
general.

I should like to emphasize yet again that agreement must be sought 
on these issues without delay, before space weapons have been de
ployed, before there is another surge of unpredictable consequences in 
the space arms race. Tomorrow may be too late.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 684-686.
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Those who, invoking in advance the ''impossibility" of verifying 
agreements limiting the arms race in space, attempt to rule out all 
productive talks in this field are consciously bent on having their 
hands free to pursue a policy of militarizing space in the hope of 
gaining military advantages.

I shall put it bluntly: such a policy is both hopeless and dangerous. 
If it leads anywhere, it will only be to a sharp increase in the threat of 
war. This cannot be allowed to happen. The need is for urgent and 
effective measures to keep space peaceful. The Soviet Union is totally 
in favour of that course.

119. W arsaw  Pact A ppea l to NATO: Conclusion of a 
Treaty on the  Mutual Renunciation of the  Use of 
Armed Force and  on the  M aintenance of Peaceful 
Relations, June  12, 1984 ^

In the present tense international situation, which is characterized, 
especially in Europe, by mounting tension among States and growing 
dangers of war, the States Members of the Warsaw Treaty of Friend
ship, Cooperation and Mutual Assistance—the People's Republic of 
Bulgaria, the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic, the German Democratic 
Republic, the Hungarian People's Republic, the Polish People's Repub
lic, the Socialist Republic of Romania and the Union of Soviet Social
ist Republics—appeal to all NATO Member States to make joint 
efforts to reduce tension, improve the political atmosphere of mutual 
relations, increase trust and strengthen peace for the benefit of all 
peoples.

The Warsaw Treaty Member States believe that this goal would be 
served by a joint consideration of the proposal presented by them in 
their Political Declaration, made in Prague on January 5, 1983, con
cerning the conclusion of a treaty on the mutual renunciation of the 
use of armed force and on the maintenance of peaceful relations.^

The core of that proposal is well-known. The Warsaw Treaty 
Member States propose to the NATO Member States a mutual com
mitment, in the form of a treaty, not to be the first to use either 
nuclear or conventional weapons against each other and therefore not 
to be the first to use any military force at all against each other. Such 
commitment would apply to the territory of all the States parties to 
the treaty, and also to their military and civil personnel, sea-going, air- 
and spacecraft and other installations belonging to them, wherever 
they may be located.

It would seem possible to provide in the treaty for a similar commit
ment on the non-use of force by the member States of both alliances

1 A /39/300.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 2-18.
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against third countries, whether those have bilateral relations of alli
ance with them or are non-aligned or neutral countries.

Another important aspect of the treaty could be a commitment by 
the States parties not to jeopardize the safety of international sea, air 
and space communications passing through areas outside any national 
jurisdiction.

The treaty could also provide for a commitment by the States 
parties to strive for ending the arms race, limiting and reducing arma
ments and promoting disarmament, such commitment to apply to both 
nuclear and conventional weapons. Similarly, the treaty could include 
a commitment jointly to examine practical measures to avert the 
danger of a surprise attack. It would be useful for the treaty to express 
readiness to cooperate in enhancing the effectiveness of the United 
Nations on the basis of its Charter.

A treaty on the mutual renunciation of the use of armed force and 
on the maintenance of peaceful relations would not, of course, limit 
the inalienable rights of the States parties to individual and collective 
self-defence in accordance with Article 51 of the United Nations 
Charter.

The treaty would be open from the outset for any other States 
wishing to join it.

These and other questions relating to the proposal for the conclu
sion of such a treaty ranked high on the agenda of bilateral consulta
tions held between the Warsaw Treaty Member States, several NATO 
Member States and some other countries over the past period.

Those consultations contributed to a better understanding of the 
proposal of the Warsaw Treaty Member States. Nevertheless, the 
Warsaw Treaty Member States take it into account that there are 
different views and ideas expressed about the said proposal as a whole 
and on some of its aspects, which deserve serious study. All this is 
indicative of a need to deepen the dialogue about the conclusion of a 
treaty on the mutual renunciation of the use of armed force and on 
the maintenance of peaceful relations. The Warsaw Treaty Member 
States are ready to do so.

The Warsaw Treaty Member States call for a new step to be made 
in the consideration of the proposal for such a treaty, namely for the 
starting of multilateral consultations. They are convinced that it is 
precisely a multilateral forum that is best capable of undertaking a 
profound analysis and a joint consideration of the positions of all 
participants, their ideas and approaches regarding the treaty as a whole 
and its various aspects, as has been borne out by the experience of 
several multilateral forums that have discussed or are discussing the 
complex issues of European security.

The participants in such consultations could include the States 
Members of the Warsaw Treaty and of NATO as well as all other 
interested States in Europe. The consultations could take up the idea 
of the proposed treaty and its main aspects.
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The consultations could be concerned with, among others, the sub
stance and scope of possible treaty obligations, their relationship to 
commitments arising out of the Charter of the United Nations, the 
Helsinki Final Act  ̂ and other bilateral and multilateral treaties and 
agreements, and cooperation in ensuring compliance with the obliga
tions undertaken in the treaty.

Concerning the character of multilateral consultations, the Warsaw 
Treaty Member States are of the view that the future parties to the 
treaty could set about considering substantive issues immediately or, 
should the NATO Member States prefer gradual progress, clarifying 
the scope and manner of discussing such issues at a later stage.

As regards the manner of holding multilateral consultations, includ
ing their venue, they could, in the opinion of the Warsaw Treaty 
Member States, be agreed upon without any particular difficulty.

The Warsaw Treaty Member States are naturally prepared to con
duct exchanges of views on their proposal with any interested States 
at the Stockholm Conference on Confidence- and Security-Building 
Measures and Disarmament or on a bilateral basis.

The peoples of Europe and the world expect genuine steps to be 
taken towards maintaining peace and security and averting the danger 
of a nuclear catastrophe. It is precisely in this spirit that the Warsaw 
Treaty Member States address this appeal to the NATO Member 
States and hope to receive a positive response.

120. S ta tem ent by  the  French R epresen ta tive  (d e  la 
Gorce) to  the  Conference on Disarmament: O uter 
Space, June  12, 1984 ^

Today we open the second part of our annual session. It is the firm 
hope of the French delegation that it will be marked by progress. First 
of all in the sphere of chemical disarmament. We are resuming our 
task with proven methods and on the basis of particularly comprehen
sive documentation. Our wish is the same as regards radiological 
weapons, an item on which negotiation must be continued in the 
framework of the A d Hoc Committee that we have re-established. We 
also hope that the committee dealing with negative security assurances 
will be able to resume a task in which we continue to be very keenly 
interested. Finally, the Conference will have to consider what is to be 
done with regard to the comprehensive programme of disarmament, 
concerning which we have also re-established an ad hoc committee.

® The arms control portions of the Final Act may be found ibid., 1975, pp. 304-308, 
the complete text in Department of State Bulletin, September 1, 1975, pp. 323 ff.

1 CD/PV.263, pp. 18-22.
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Further tasks await us in the days ahead: the resumption of consul
tations concerning the establishment of subsidiary bodies in relation to 
other items on our agenda and the definition of their terms of refer
ence. Among those items, there is one to which the French Govern
ment attaches major importance, namely, the prevention of an arms 
race in outer space.

The French delegation, acting on instructions from its Government, 
would like today to set out France's views on this matter. It has 
already referred on several occasions to the problems of the military 
use of space and last year devoted a working paper, CD/375, dated 14 
April 1983, to the subject. ̂

The French delegation has also taken note with the greatest interest 
of the positions and ideas expressed by other delegations. It remarks 
the importance and interest which the international community now 
attaches to this question.

I should now like to explain:
Why my Government feels it necessary to set out today, on the 

occasion of the resumption of our session, its over-all position on 
these problems;

What are its concerns in connection both with the aspects relating 
to the deployment of anti-satellite systems and with the prospects of 
the development of anti-missile defense systems.

France is worried about the new turn, whether as regards anti
missile systems or as regards anti-satellite devices, that competition for 
the military use of space is likely to take. Anti-missile systems and 
anti-satellite devices alike eventually entail serious risks of destabiliza
tion because of the scope of the efforts that the USSR or the United 
States have undertaken or are preparing to undertake. Such a develop
ment would naturally have direct implications for France, for her 
security and for that of Europe. It would also affect the balance of 
East-West relations and international security. It is therefore of rel
evance to the entire international community, if only because of its 
impact upon the prospects for co-operation in developing the peaceful 
uses of outer space to which France remains deeply attached.

International opinion is justifiably disturbed at such developments, 
which seem to introduce a new and dangerous dimension into the 
arms race. It is important to assert that they do not constitute the only 
possible outcome in this respect and that there is an alternative in the 
form of negotiations with a view to specific and verifiable results.

If we have chosen to take a stand today in order to express as 
clearly as possible the conclusions we have reached, it is because there 
is a consensus that the Conference on Disarmament is the appropriate 
multilateral forum. Such an approach naturally does not preclude 
direct contacts between the United States and the USSR. At the recent 
ministerial session of the Atlantic Alliance, on 31 May last, France, 
like its allies—and I quote the communique—welcomed ''the United

2 Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 337-343.
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States willingness to discuss with the Soviet Union programmes of 
research on strategic defence'".®

Whether it be with regard to the limitation of anti-satellite systems 
or to that of anti-missile systems, we consider that appropriate con
tacts between those two countries should be encouraged. The question 
is none the less of concern to all the countries in the world, and the 
Conference on Disarmament, which is representative of the entire 
international community, is therefore the appropriate body for its 
discussion.

I shall now turn to the second point: what are France's thoughts and 
proposals?

Firstly, the prospect of the development of new anti-ballistic missile 
technologies is disturbing in several respects.

Deterrence, which has played a vital role in the maintenance of 
peace in Europe, is based on the maintenance, in the face of an attack, 
of an assured strike-back capability. The various technological devel
opments notwithstanding, it has so far been possible to maintain such 
a capacity.

But nowadays France, like the entire international community, is 
inevitable’ disturbed at the appearance of new technologies that might 
jeopardize the stability—and hence the peace—that has so far resulted 
from the very high degree of invulnerability of the means for nuclear 
second strikes and from the direct control of those means by the 
political authorities.

A situation in which each of the two main Powers sought to render 
its territory totally invulnerable, that is to evade all second strikes— 
without, incidentally, being at all sure of success in that respect— 
would be fraught with danger.

On the one hand, the mere announcement of an intention to press 
ahead with the development of such systems would itself constitute 
an incitement to the revival of the offensive arms race: each Power 
would seek to saturate the anti-ballistic missile systems planned by 
the other and to multiply its non-ballistic delivery vehicles (such as 
cruise missiles).

Hence, far from promoting the reduction of offensive systems, the 
prospect of the deployment of new defensive systems is likely to lead 
to contrary developments.

On the other hand, the devices in question, some of which would 
be automatic, might, for reasons having to do with the technologies 
involved, uncontrollably replace political decision-making.

The substantial research programmes in question have so far devel
oped on each side without infringing the provisions of the existing 
international agreements, notably the United States-Soviet treaty on 
anti-ballistic missile systems that was concluded in 1 9 7 2 . They are

 ̂D ated M ay 31, Docum ent 110.
 ̂Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
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nevertheless of such a kind as to create, henceforth, a momentum that 
would be contrary to the restoration of strategic balances at the lowest 
possible level.

That is why the French Government is concerned at the efforts 
undertaken both by the United States and by the USSR to hasten the 
development of these new anti-ballistic missile systems.

Secondly, the French Government would like the new and future 
anti-ballistic technology to be the subject of serious negotiation with a 
view to reaching agreement on verifiable limits that would come into 
effect before irreversible developments have occurred.

All the countries of the world have a common interest in seeing the 
restoration and maintenance of the strategic balance, followed by the 
reduction of the level of armaments and, therefore, to see the success
ful conclusion of the bilateral negotiations initiated between the 
United States and the USSR.

That interest is, of course, shared by France, too. My country con
firmed last September, before the United Nations General Assembly, 
the conditions under which it, in its turn, would be able to participate 
in the efforts to reduce nuclear weapons; it emphasized the vital 
importance of maintaining a limit on ABM systems.®

To return to the past, France paid tribute to the effort and reciprocal 
limitation that characterized the bilateral United States-Soviet treaty 
of 1972 on anti-ballistic missile systems, even though that document 
permits the retention, in each country, of a not inconsiderable capacity 
for whose modernization it provides.

Further, France, as a party to the 1967 Outer Space Treaty,® is very 
anxious that it should be observed. But, as the President of the 
Republic pointed out in his statement to the thirty-eighth United 
Nations General Assembly, that treaty provides only a partial response 
to the questions raised by the development of space technologies, 
since it only prohibits the permanent stationing of nuclear and other 
weapons of mass destruction.

Thirdly, France proposes that all the countries concerned, and first 
and foremost the United States and the USSR, should engage in a 
genuine multilateral dialogue with a view to the duly monitored limi
tation of new anti-ballistic technologies.

In view of the interaction between anti-satellite systems and ABM 
systems, France believes that it is the resultant whole that should be 
the subject of thorough examination.

It is already unrealistic even now, and it would not necessarily be 
desirable, to fix as the objective the complete demilitarization of space. 
It is, however, desirable and possible to achieve undertakings that 
would have the following features:

They would be limited, having as their objective the forestalling of 
destabilizing military developments without affecting the military ac

5 A /38/PV .9, pp. 28-32.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 38-43.
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tivities that contribute to strategic stability and those that can be of 
assistance in the monitoring of disarmament agreements, account 
being taken of the joint nature of certain civil and military uses of 
space;

They would be progressive, with a view to limiting as a matter of 
priority those developments that would be likely to create a state of 
affairs that would be irreversible because it would not lend itself to 
subsequent verification;

Finally, they would be verifiable; all States must feel confident of 
respect for the application of such limitations and none must find 
itself in a position to benefit from a violation or the evasion of the 
agreed limits. There is a need to this end for the rapid initiation of an 
effort at international consultation covering the following points:

(1) The very strict limitation of anti-satellite systems, including in 
particular the prohibition of all such systems capable of hitting satel
lites in high orbit, the preservation of which is the most important 
from the point of view of strategic balance;

(2) The prohibition, for a renewable period of five years, of the de
ployment on the ground, in the atmosphere or in space of beam- 
weapon systems capable of destroying ballistic missiles or satellites at 
great distances and, as the corollary to this, the banning of the corre
sponding tests;

(3) The strengthening of the present system of declaration as estab
lished by the Convention of 14 June 1975 on the registration of 
space objects, with each State or launching agency undertaking to pro
vide more detailed information on the specifications and purposes of 
objects launched so as to improve the possibility of verification;

(4) A pledge by the United States and the USSR to extend to the 
satellites of third countries the provisions concerning the immunity of 
certain space objects on which they have reached bilateral agreement 
between themselves.

The action proposed by the French Government therefore aims to 
preserve the great prospects for progress held out to the international 
community by the peaceful use of outer space. It also seeks to pre
serve in the actual military sphere the observation, communication and 
monitoring tools that contribute to stability and, as a result, to securi
ty and peace.

We cannot resign ourselves to the introduction and proliferation in 
space of new weapons that would create serious risks of destabiliza
tion and would trigger a new and ruinous arms race.

7 28 UST 695; TIAS 8480.
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121. S ta tem ent by Deputy Secretary  of S ta te  Dam Before 
the  S enate  Committee on Foreign Relations, June 13, 
1984 1

No issue is of greater importance to the Administration or to the 
American people than war and peace. As President Reagan has said, 
''We must both defend freedom and preserve the peace. We must 
stand true to our principles and friends while preventing a holocaust." 
There is no escaping this dual responsibility. Indeed, the task of 
preserving our freedom and security has never been more important or 
more complex than it is today.

A sound national security policy rests on the conviction that, what
ever our differences, the United States and the Soviet Union have a 
profound common interest in avoiding nuclear war and its unimagina
ble consequences. A responsible national security policy must include 
both a firm resolve to maintain deterrent forces and an active pursuit 
of arms control to restrain competition. That is our policy.

Arms control is not a panacea for our problems around the world. It 
is one facet of our relationship with the Soviet Union, albeit a very 
important one.

It is useful to keep in mind what nuclear arms control can and 
cannot do. Arms control cannot:

• Eliminate the threat of nuclear war. Nuclear weapons cannot be 
disinvented;

• Save vast amounts of money. Nuclear forces constitute about 15% 
of the budget of the Defense Department;

• Substantially reduce casualties or damage should a nuclear war 
occur. A small number of weapons can do catastrophic damage.

Arms control, however, can:

• Substantially reduce nuclear forces.
• If approached properly (that is, if the constraints encourage an 

evolution toward smaller, more survivable, and more stable forces 
on both sides), arms control can enhance stability and reduce the 
risk of war.

We must bear in mind that progress in arms control requires good 
faith bargaining on both sides and also depends on many factors 
beyond the substance of our proposals. For arms control to succeed, 
we must work to shape the conditions that make success possible: we 
must maintain the balance of power and ensure the strength of our 
alliances even as we recognize the legitimate security concerns of our 
adversaries.

Modernization of our military forces is an important—and essen
tial—element of our approach to preserving the balance and creating 
an environment in which arms control can be successful. As you

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, August 1984, pp. 44-46. 
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know, during the past decade or more, Soviet military expenditures 
have, in many vital categories, far outstripped our own. The Presi
dent's modernization program is designed to restore the balance, en
hance deterrence, and increase Soviet incentives to negotiate equitable, 
verifiable arms control agreements. Modernization is, thus, an integral 
part of our national security policy that includes both effective deter
rence and effective arms control.

In all of the many arms control efforts this Administration has 
undertaken, we are guided by four objectives.

Reductions. We seek agreements that actually constrain the military 
capabilities of the parties through substantial reductions in weapons 
and forces, not merely freezing them at existing or higher levels.

Equality. The final result should be equal or equivalent levels of 
forces on both sides. An agreement that legitimizes unequal forces 
creates instability which could unravel the agreement and may, over 
time, increase the risk of conflict.

Stability. An agreement must improve the stability of deterrence in a 
crisis. If each side's forces are secure enough to survive an all-out 
attack, the incentive to preempt in a crisis or confrontation will be 
minimized. This is an important message of the bipartisan Scowcroft 
commission's report on the future of our strategic forces.^

Verifiability. Finally, arms control agreements must be effectively ver
ifiable. In the past, agreements for which compliance cannot be veri
fied have generated mistrust and suspicion rather than reinforced the 
prospects with greater stability. The President's January report to Con
gress finding Soviet violations or probable violations of several arms 
control agreements  ̂ underscores the need for effective verification.

Building on these four principles, this Administration has undertak
en an unprecedented range of arms control negotiations across the 
whole spectrum of East-West security issues. As part of our effort to 
create an environment conducive to successful negotiations, the Ad
ministration has adopted a policy of not taking actions that would 
undercut existing strategic arms agreements, provided the Soviet 
Union exercises equal restraint. This continues to be our policy.

Let me turn now to several of the more significant subjects.

Strategic Arms Reduction Talks

The major goal of our approach to strategic arms control is to 
enhance stability and reduce the risk of war through significant reduc
tions in U.S. and Soviet ballistic missile forces, particularly ICBMs 
[intercontinental ballistic missiles].^ As you are well aware, these sys
tems can present special problems. Reduced reliance on ICBMs—espe
cially large MIRVed [multiple independently-targetable reentry vehi
cle] ICBMs—would directly diminish the incentive for one side to use

2 That report is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 273-300. 
® See Documents 10 and 11, both January 23.
 ̂These and following brackets are in the source text.
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its nuclear weapons first in a crisis against elements of the other side's 
strategic deterrent.

Thus, the heart of our position in START [strategic arms reduction 
talks] is a substantial reduction in the number of ballistic missile 
warheads. After close consultation with Congress, we have proposed 
to accomplish these reductions by means of a ''build-down,'' where 
each side reduces more weapons than it deploys until the agreed limit 
is reached.

In addition, we have been sensitive to Soviet concerns that our 
position requires extensive restructuring of their strategic force. Con
sequently, over the past year we made several modifications to our 
original proposal. We tabled a draft treaty that collapsed the two 
phases envisioned in our original proposal into a single agreement, 
making clear that all systems would be limited from the outset. We 
also demonstrated flexibility and solicited Soviet ideas on how to 
reduce the current large disparity in ballistic missile throw-weight. 
Finally, the President has communicated our willingness to negotiate 
trade-offs between areas of comparative U.S. and Soviet advantage.

Soviet responsiveness to our concerns over the course of five rounds 
of negotiation has been less than we would have liked, but they have 
taken some positive steps. While our positions remain far apart, the 
Soviets have indicated their willingness to discuss reductions in their 
nuclear delivery vehicles and have offered some changes in their own 
position. For the most part, however, the Soviet proposals are designed 
to allow them to retain their advantage in ballistic missile destructive 
power and even to increase the number of their ballistic missile war
heads.

We believe our proposal for trade-offs could pave the way for 
future progress. But, unfortunately, the Soviets tied progress in 
START to preventing INF [intermediate-range nuclear forces] deploy
ments in Europe. Last December, they refused to agree to a resump
tion date for START, apparently due to frustration over their failure 
to prevent the deployment of Pershing IIs and GLCMs [ground- 
launched cruise missiles]. What is needed now is for the Soviets to 
return to the negotiating table. It is in their interest as well as ours.

Intermediate^Range Nuclear Forces

Our proposals in negotiations on intermediate-range nuclear forces 
further underscore our commitment to the goal of reductions in nucle
ar weapons. The President's objective in these negotiations, familiar to 
all, was even more far reaching than in START—to eliminate an entire 
category of missiles on a global basis. When the Soviet Union found 
this approach too far reaching, we proposed an interim solution 
whereby we would significantly reduce our planned deployments if 
the Soviet Union would reduce its SS-4s, 5s, and 20s to an equal 
number of warheads. However, the Soviets rejected this interim ap
proach as well, since any outcome which would allow the deployment 
of a single U.S. intermediate-range missile is inconsistent with their
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policy of maintaining a monopoly of such missiles in Europe and Asia. 
We again modified our position several times during 1983 to take 
account of express Soviet concerns regarding Pershing II, aircraft limi
tations, and global constraints.

Nevertheless, the Soviets remained intransigent on preserving their 
monopoly of these missiles. Every Soviet proposal permits none for 
the United States. Their final idea, proffered immediately prior to 
breaking off negotiations, would have had each side reduce actual or 
planned deployments by 572 warheads—thus leaving them 700 war
heads and the United States zero.

The Soviet Union attributed its walkout to the initiation of the U.S. 
deployment of INF missiles in Europe. There is no justification for the 
Soviet walkout. We negotiated in good faith despite the fact that 
during the 2 years of negotiation the Soviet Union deployed over 100 
new SS-20 missiles with more than 300 warheads. Moreover, many 
U.S. nuclear weapons have been and are in the process of being 
withdrawn from Europe under decisions taken by NATO ministers in
1979 and 1983. By the time our INF deployments are complete, more 
than five warheads will have been withdrawn for every new one 
deployed.

We are ready to resume negotiations—in both START and INF—at 
any time and place, without preconditions. Our proposals are fair and 
workable. All the elements for an agreement are on the table. We 
hope the Soviet Union will come to recognize that its policy of non- 
negotiation and countermeasures is not intimidating Western publics.

Nuclear Testing

On nuclear testing limitations, the Administration determined that 
the 1974 Threshold Test Ban Treaty ® and its companion, the 1976 
Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty,® are not effectively verifiable in 
their present form. On a number of occasions last year, we approached 
the Soviets and invited them to discuss with us verification improve
ments to these accords. Each time, the U.S.S.R. rebuffed our request 
for talks. We remain determined to make progress in this area, but our 
efforts have been made much more difficult by the Soviet attitude. 
Possible next steps on this issue are under active review.

Space Arms Control

The United States has long been committed to the exploration and 
use of space for peaceful purposes. We played a leading role in 
formulating the considerable body of international law regarding 
space. The Limited Test Ban Treaty of 1963,'  ̂ the Outer Space Treaty 
of 1967,® and the Agreement on the Rescue of Astronauts, the Return

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 225-229. 
6 Ibid., 1976, pp. 328-332.

Ihil, 1963, pp. 291-293.
8 Ibid., 1967, pp. 38-43.

Document 121



466 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1984

of Astronauts and the Return of Objects Launched Into Outer Space 
of 1968 ® are notable examples. The Charter of the United Nations 
also includes provisions germane to outer space.

The United States does not seek an arms race in space, nor do we 
underestimate the current and potential future threat of Soviet antisat
ellite weapons. The Administration has been seriously studying the 
question of whether constraints on space weapons or activities could 
be found that would be equitable, verifiable, and compatible with U.S. 
security. The President's report on U.S. policy on controlling anti
satellite weapons, sent to Congress in April provides the initial 
findings of this study. We are continuing on an urgent basis our 
studies to see whether acceptable measures banning or limiting specific 
weapons systems can be identified.

Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions (MBFR)

In addition to our efforts to reduce nuclear weapons, we and our 
allies have continued discussions with the Warsaw Pact nations on the 
mutual and balanced reduction of conventional forces in central 
Europe. The United States is playing a constructive role, broadening 
the scope of the East-West arms control agenda and pursuing reduc
tions in conventional forces to lower, equal levels. The major stum
bling block for some time has been the discrepancy between the 
manpower figures provided by the Warsaw Pact and our estimates of 
those forces. We, with our NATO allies, recently proposed a new 
initiative designed to resolve this problem, which we hope will lead 
to serious negotiations on verifiable reductions to parity. The initial 
Soviet response, however, is not encouraging.

Chemical Weapons

Our major challenge in the area of chemical weapons is to reestab
lish the longstanding code of restraint against the use of chemical 
weapons. The United States seeks the total elimination of chemical 
weapons. In April, Vice President Bush presented to the Conference 
on Disarmament in Geneva a draft treaty for a comprehensive ban on 
their development, production, stockpiling, transfer, and use.^  ̂ The 
draft treaty also contains innovative verification provisions that we 
hope the Soviet Union will be willing to address. We firmly believe 
that the chemical weapons problem demands a radical solution, and 
we are prepared to go forth with one.

Confidence-Building Measures

Complementing our proposals to reduce nuclear and conventional 
forces, we are proposing confidence-building measures designed to 
reduce the risk of war as the result of surprise attack, accident, or

s 19 UST 7570; TIAS 6599.
0̂ See Documents 59 and 60, both March 31.
 ̂  ̂See Documents 80 and 108, dated April 19 and May 24, respectively. 

See Documents 75 and 76, both April 18.
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miscalculation. Over the last year, we and the Soviets have held a 
series of constructive meetings on upgrading the ''hotline/' the direct 
communications link between Washington and Moscow. ̂  ̂

In START and in INF, we have made a number of proposals, such 
as for prior notification of ballistic missile launches and major military 
exercises and expanded exchanges of military force data.

In the Stockholm Conference on Disarmament in Europe, the United 
States, with its allies, is pursuing additional measures on notification 
and inspection of military exercises. The Soviet Union has not accept
ed these proposals, focusing instead on a declaration of the non-use of 
force. As the President said in Dublin:

If discussions on reaffirming the principle not to use force, a 
principle in which we believe so deeply, will bring the Soviet 
Union to negotiate agreements which will give concrete, new 
meaning to that principle, we will gladly enter into such discus
sions.^^

Lastly, both East and West are already routinely exchanging notifi
cation of exercises that might be otherwise misinterpreted. We believe 
these practices should be broadened and made mandatory.

Conclusion

Ultimate success in these arms control efforts will depend on a 
number of factors: credible deterrent forces, a strong alliance, and a 
willingness to work together to conclude balanced and effective agree
ments which safeguard each nation's interests. But these conditions 
will, in turn, depend on the qualities that we as a nation bring to the 
negotiating table: patience, perseverance, and unity. Just as cohesion 
among allies is crucial to the West's position in such negotiations as 
INF and MBFR, unity in this country is critical to progress in all these 
negotiations. If we appear divided, the Soviets will conclude that they 
can accomplish at least some of their objectives without negotiations, 
without compromise, and without constraints on their forces. On the 
other hand, constructive bipartisan support of our arms control pro
posals and strategic modernization programs will advance the pros
pects for arms control.

President Reagan has often spoken of his desire to build a construc
tive relationship with the Soviet Union. His approach is based on 
credible deterrence, peaceful competition, and constructive coopera
tion. Unfortunately, the Soviets have not yet taken up this challenge. 
The shrill tenor of recent Soviet statements directed toward the United 
States is disappointing. While we have shown flexibility in both our 
INF and START proposals and have made clear we will meet the 
Soviets half way should they return to Geneva, they still refuse to 
reestablish the nuclear arms control dialogue. Success in arms control 
will require substantial changes in the Soviet approach.

^^For the ensuing agreement on this matter, dated July 17, see Document 142. 
See Document 115, dated June 4.

Document 121



4 68 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1984

We continue to express our willingness to resume these negotiations 
any time, without preconditions. We have no intention of sacrificing 
our basic objectives of reductions, equality, stability, and verification. 
Yet we realize there may be more than one way to achieve these 
objectives, and the President has made clear that there is flexibility in 
our approach. We stand ready; we have taken the first step. Now it is 
up to the Soviets to respond.

122. News Conference Remarks By President R eagan: Nu
clear Superiority or Parity? [Extract], June  14, 1984 ^

• • • • • • •

Q. Mr. President, before you came along, in recent years, the talk 
had been between the two governments of parity in force between the 
United States and the Soviet Union. Your supporters who wrote the
1980 Republican platform called for military superiority over the 
Soviet Union. It's been a little bit fuzzy since, although you, in a 
couple of speeches, I think, starting with the Star Wars speech, have 
gone back to using the parlance of parity. How do you feel the 
Republican platform this year would handle that issue? And between 
those two key words, ''superiority" and "parity," where should that 
platform go and your administration go?

The P re s id e n t My own view is that we should maintain the 
strength and deterrent that is necessary to assure, as much as you can 
have such assurance, that there won't be a confrontation, because the 
price would be too high, but, at the same time, emphasizing that we 
want more than anything else to join with them in reducing the 
number of weapons.

We've had arms limitation dealings and treaties and so forth, even 
such as the SALT treaties. ̂  All of those simply legalized an arms race. 
They were limitations or rules and regulations as to how many more 
weapons you could have. As a matter of fact, the Soviet Union added 
almost 4,000 warheads after the two sides had signed the SALT II 
agreement. That's not my idea of what we really need if we're to 
reduce the tensions in the world. What we need is to reduce, and, 
hopefully, to eliminate, the strategic nuclear weapons.

Q. If I may follow up, you're on record, and I think at least twice, 
of saying that we do not seek anything more than parity in the long 
run. Would not a platform that goes further than that and repeats the 
call for superiority give a wrong signal to the Soviet Union?

The P re s id e n t I would prefer that we not ask for superiority now 
that we've entered into and started this whole area. We are negotiat-

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, June 18, 1984, pp. 881-882.
2 Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff., and ihid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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ing with them with other countries in two negotiations that are going 
on that they did not leave or walk away from. And, yes, I believe that 
it could be counterproductive now to ask for that.

123. S ta tem ent by  the  United Kingdom: Joint Declaration 
on the  Nuclear Arms Race by  the  Leaders of Six 
Nations, June 14, 1984 ^

We join the signatories of the appeal in re-stating our conviction 
that there must never be another World War. The objective must 
remain to do everything in our power to prevent all war. Since 1945 
so-called conventional war has killed up to 10 million people in 
different parts of the world. During this period there has been peace 
in Europe, that is to say throughout the life-time of NATO and the 
Warsaw Pact. Nuclear deterrence has played an important part in this.

We are fully aware that a nuclear holocaust, if it were allowed to 
occur, would be an unprecedented disaster for mankind. But it serves 
no useful purpose to induce a misplaced sense of panic or fear about 
the likelihood of this happening. As the British Prime Minister told 
the United Nations Special Session on Disarmament, the fundamental 
risk to peace is not the existence of weapons of particular types. ̂  The 
springs of war lie in a readiness to resort to force to impose change on 
others. The leaders of the North Atlantic Alliance have stated clearly 
"none of our weapons will ever be used except in response to attack". 
We do not challenge the right of any sovereign state to self-defence. 
Equally we do not believe that anyone is in danger of misunderstand
ing Western firmness and unity in collective self-defence, which is the 
basis of a stable East/West balance.

The greatest contribution to preserving stability at lower levels of 
military force would be through the negotiating of balanced reductions 
in the levels of US and Soviet nuclear weapons. This is a more urgent 
and worthwhile task than freezes or bans which we cannot be sure of 
being able to verify and which would therefore not increase mutual 
confidence. But this requires both sides at the negotiating table. It was 
not the United States which walked away from Geneva last year. The 
Americans have said they remain ready to resume negotiations at any 
time without pre-conditions.

We should like to see all nations who are seriously interested in a 
responsible approach to nuclear and arms control issues, including all 
of those who have made or endorsed this appeal, follow the example

 ̂A/39/311-S/16629. For the six-nation declaration. May 22, see Document 107.
2 A/S-12/PV.24, p. 4.
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of the very large number of states who are parties to the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty.®

124. Program of Work A dop ted  by  the  Conference on Dis
arm am ent for Its Summer Session, June  14, 1984 ^

In compliance with rule 28 of its Rules of Procedure,  ̂ the Confer
ence on Disarmament adopts the following programme of work for the 
second part of its 1984 session:

12-15 June

18-22 June 
25-29 June

2-6 July

9-13 July 
16-20 July

23-27 July

30 July-3 August 

6-10 August

3 The text of the treaty may be found in
1 CD/506.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1979, p. 64. 
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Statements in plenary meetings. 
Consideration of the pro
gramme of work and the ques
tion of the establishment of ad
ditional subsidiary bodies and 
other organizational questions 
which will continue to be con
sidered beyond 15 June.

Nuclear test ban.
Cessation of the nuclear arms 
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13-31 August  ̂ Reports of ad hoc subsidiary
bodies; organizational ques
tions; consideration and adop
tion of the Annual Report to 
the General Assembly of the 
United Nations.

The Conference will continue consideration of the proposals submit
ted by members for its improved and effective functioning.

The Conference will consider the selection of additional members in 
pursuance of paragraph 19 of its report (CD/421).

Meetings of subsidiary bodies will be arranged after consultations 
between the President of the Conference and the Chairmen of the 
subsidiary bodies, according to the circumstances and needs of those 
bodies.

The Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to Consider International 
Co-operative Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic Events will 
meet from 30 July to 10 August 1984.

In adopting its programme of work, the Conference has kept in 
mind the provisions of rules 30 and 31 of its Rules of Procedure.'^

125. A ddress by the  H ead of the  U.S. D elegation to the 
Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (Row ny): D evelop
ments in the  Talks and  Lessons Learned From N egoti
ating  With the  Soviets [Extracts], June  21, 1984^

Developments in START

Let me briefly discuss the developments to date in START. On May 
9, 1982, President Reagan outlined the basic elements of the U.S. 
START proposal in a speech at Eureka College. ̂  The President sought 
to break the mold of past negotiations which concentrated on limiting 
strategic offensive arms at high levels. He sought to improve strategic 
stability through substantial reductions in the more destabilizing stra
tegic offensive arms. Specifically, he proposed to reduce the number of 
ballistic missile warheads on each side to 5,000 approximately a one- 
third reduction from existing U.S. and Soviet levels. He also proposed 
to reduce deployed ballistic missiles to no more than 850. This 
amounted to a 50% reduction from the prevailing U.S. level of such

 ̂The closing date will be decided upon later, but it is presumed that the Conference 
will adjourn not later than 31 August. [Footnote in original.]

 ̂Documents on Disarmament 1979, pp. 64-65.
 ̂Department of State Bulletin, August 1984, pp. 38-40, 42-43. Ambassador Rowny spoke 

before the Royal United Services Institute in London.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1982, pp. 286-289.
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missiles, a level that was already considerably lower than the Soviet 
level.

To achieve the basic objective of increased stability. President 
Reagan sought to focus reductions on the most threatening strategic 
weapons—ballistic missiles and, particularly, land-based intercontinen
tal ballistic missiles (ICBMs). These are the most dangerous systems 
because large numbers of powerful and highly accurate warheads can 
be deployed on them and because their fixed basing mode makes them 
vulnerable to attack. Our proposals also asked each nation to reduce 
its heavy bombers to lower equal levels.

The Soviets, for their part, proposed to limit the numbers of ballistic 
missiles and heavy bombers to a combined total of 1,800. It was 
encouraging that the Soviets joined us in departing from SALT II 
[strategic arms limitation talks]  ̂ by proposing to limit not only 
launchers but their weapons. In most other respects, however, the 
Soviet proposal closely paralleled the SALT II Treaty.

Nevertheless, by the spring of 1983, it was clear that the U.S. and 
the Soviet positions were still far apart. After an exhaustive reevalua
tion, President Reagan decided to make a number of changes in the 
U.S. position. These modifications were undertaken to meet the major 
concerns the Soviets had expressed with our original proposal.

• We offered to raise the proposed limit of 850 deployed ballistic 
missiles.

• We offered to drop the constraints we had proposed on the 
number of heavy and medium-sized ICBMs. We also said we 
would no longer insist on strict equality in U.S. and Soviet throw- 
weight, provided the agreement substantially reduced the current 
3 -to -l Soviet advantage in this area.

• We offered to limit air-launched cruise missiles (ALCMs) from 
the outset of an agreement and proposed limitations on numbers 
of heavy bombers and ALCMs to levels well below those of 
SALT II.

• In making these modifications, we reaffirmed the importance of 
reductions to 5,000 ballistic missile warheads.

On July 7, 1983, the United States tabled a draft START treaty 
which reflected these changes. In response, the Soviets modified some 
of the more extreme elements of their initial position. They stated 
their willingness to limit ALCMs numerically instead of banning them 
and revised their one-sided proposals on U.S. sea-based systems, 
which would have banned the U.S. D-5 missiles and limited us to 4-6 
Trident submarines.

As a result of these developments, when the fourth round of 
START ended last summer, we left Geneva with the expectation that 
we might be on the verge of a breakthrough. Both sides appeared to

 ̂Brackets in the source text.
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have begun the natural process of modifying their original ingoing 
positions in order to come closer to a mutually acceptable accord.

Prospects for progress in START were further enhanced in October
1983 when President Reagan decided to incorporate the mutual guar
anteed build-down into the U.S. START approach. Build-down, which 
is important not only in its own right but because it also has wide 
bipartisan backing in the U.S. Congress, is intended to encourage the 
modernization of strategic forces in a manner which leads toward 
stability. President Reagan also took the highly significant step of 
proposing that the United States and the Soviet Union explore the 
concept of trade-offs between areas of U.S. and Soviet advantage.

Unfortunately, when round five of START resumed in October
1983, the Soviets reacted negatively to the new U.S. proposals. They 
dismissed build-down and refused seriously to consider trade-offs. It 
was evident from the beginning of the round that the Soviets were 
concentrating their efforts on preventing U.S. deployments of missiles 
in Europe. Reflecting their displeasure that NATO had proceeded with 
INF deployments, the Soviets walked out of the INF talks and refused 
to agree to our proposal to resume START negotiations in February
1984.

As I mentioned earlier, considerable progress was made during the 
first year of the START negotiations, even though it was obviously 
less than we would have liked. For their part, the Soviets proposed 
lower limits on the numbers of missiles and bombers than they were 
willing to consider in SALT and acknowledged that, in any future 
agreement, it is not sufficient to limit only ballistic missile launchers. 
Some modest progress was also made on verification; the Soviets 
indicated a willingness to consider cooperative measures to supplement 
national technical means of verification.

Nevertheless, a wide gulf still separates the United States and the 
Soviet Union in several fundamental areas. The first major area of 
disagreement concerns the level of reductions. The United States has 
proposed the most substantial reductions since the beginning of U.S.- 
Soviet strategic arms negotiations. Even though the Soviets have pro
posed 25% reductions in the number of delivery vehicles, under their 
proposal the Soviets could actually deploy about 45% more missile 
warheads than they now have. Their proposal thus gives the appear
ance, but not the reality, of reducing offensive arms.

The second major area of disagreement concerns the treatment of 
heavy bombers and the nuclear weapons they carry. The United States 
proposed that heavy bombers and ALCMs, while limited to new lower 
levels, be treated separately and not lumped together in a combined 
aggregate limit of all weapons. We made this proposal because heavy 
bombers and their weapons are less destabilizing than ballistic mis
siles. The Soviets, however, have proposed a combined ceiling on 
ballistic missile warheads and all bomber weapons, including ALCMs, 
shorter range air-launched missiles, and bombs. In effect, the Soviet 
proposal would equate the large, highly accurate, and fast-flying war
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heads carried on their SS-18 ICBM with the much smaller warheads 
on a slower flying cruise missile. This proposal is unacceptable because 
it fails to distinguish between ballistic missiles—whose large size, 
multiple warheads, great accuracy, and short time of flight give them 
the capability to be used in a first strike—and cruise missiles—whose 
slow speed of flight makes them clearly retaliatory weapons.

Moreover, the Soviet proposal completely ignores the fact that the 
retaliatory U.S. bomber force must be capable of penetrating massive 
Soviet air defenses which are unconstrained by any agreement. It is 
clear that the Soviets seek, through their proposal, a large superiority 
in the number of ballistic missile warheads.

We recognize that the kind of changes we seek in Soviet and U.S. 
strategic forces cannot be accomplished quickly. Nor do we seek 
mirror image force structures with the U.S.S.R. We do, however, insist 
that any agreement substantially reduce the number of ballistic missile 
warheads and redress a serious disparity in missile throw-weight.

Fundamentally, the disagreement over these issues revolves around 
the question of whether a future agreement will allow the Soviets to 
maintain their 3 to 1 advantage in ballistic missile capability of strate
gic weapons. The best measurement of such capability is throw- 
weight, which constitutes the total weight of warheads a missile is 
capable of delivering to a target together with its associated targeting 
devices. Past agreements allowed the Soviets a superiority in ballistic 
missile throw-weight on grounds that their technology lagged behind 
ours. Whatever the merits of that argument then, it has no validity 
now, since the Soviets have caught up and even surpassed us in many 
areas of missile technology. The Soviet advantage in throw-weight has 
allowed them to deploy over 6,000 large and highly accurate warheads 
on their ICBMs. This gives the Soviets a massive and highly destabi
lizing advantage in their ability to attack '^hardened targets'' quickly. 
Such hardened targets include missile silos, command posts and the 
like. This means that the Soviet Union has the only genuine first- 
strike force in the world today, a situation which will not change 
when we deploy the MX, since the number we plan to deploy would 
be objectively insufficient for a first strike on the Soviet Union. The 
United States, of course, has never had and never will have any 
intention of using its strategic nuclear weapons in a first strike. Conse
quently, we must effectively refuse Soviet claims that the MX will 
even give us the potential of doing so.

• • • • • • •

Lessons Learned From Negotiating With the Soviets

Turning from START and alliance issues, let me discuss some of the 
lessons I have learned from 10 years of negotiating strategic arms 
control with the Soviets. The first lesson is that the wide differences 
in the historical and cultural experiences of the United States and the
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Soviet Union have a direct impact on our respective approaches to 
negotiations. Americans tend to be idealistic, activist, and pragmatic in 
our approach to problemsolving. We are often impatient. If one ap
proach does not work, we try another.

Conditioned by their Russian heritage, however, the Soviets take a 
longer view. Although they can be flexible on tactics, their long-term 
objectives seldom vary. Above all, they are remarkably patient.

The Russian language has no native root for the word ''compro
mise"; the word has been derived from other languages. To Soviet 
negotiators, compromise carries a distinctly pejorative connotation, one 
more associated with ''weakness'" or "capitulation" than with the 
Western connotation of "sensible" or "reasonable."

These differences in Soviet and American negotiating style have 
both positive and negative features. On the positive side, the Ameri
can orientation toward problemsolving means that most of the break
throughs in arms control negotiations have come about as a result of 
U.S. initiatives. On the other hand, our impatience has, on repeated 
occasions, allowed the Soviets to outlast us. A common Soviet tactic is 
to react, not initiate. As long as the United States keeps coming up 
with new proposals, the Soviets sit back patiently until one appears 
that they like.

It is particularly important that we remember this Soviet tactic now. 
In both START and INF, the United States has made a good faith 
effort to take account of Soviet concerns. We are prepared to continue 
to negotiate on that basis. But we cannot make unilateral concessions 
designed solely to lure the Soviets back to the negotiating table.

The second lesson is that even though our two nations differ in 
ideology, in historical experience, in moral values, and in negotiating 
style, we share one important common objective: a mutual desire to 
avoid nuclear war. We must, therefore, continue to negotiate with one 
another toward this common objective.

As long as the Soviet Union remains determined to expand its 
power and influence at the expense of legitimate Western interests, 
the United States and the Soviet Union will be rivals. Arms control 
will not end that rivalry which stems from the very nature of the 
Soviet system. Arms control can, however, make the rivalry less dan
gerous. It can add a measure of predictability to the U.S.-Soviet rela
tionship and place some bounds on the competition.

A corollary to this second lesson is that arms control is an important 
element of our foreign policy and thus cannot be divorced from the 
general climate of U.S.-Soviet relations. Arms control cannot by itself 
turn around a climate of relations which Soviet actions have soured. 
Nor, in the final analysis, would it be realistic to expect the United 
States and the Soviet Union to be able to conclude far-reaching arms 
control agreements at a time when relations are at a low point. At 
such times, our first priority must be to repair the basic fabric of the 
relationship, to set the stage for further arms control.
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A third lesson is that we must be realistic about the military bene
fits of strategic arms control. Balanced arms control agreements can 
improve stability. But arms control agreements can never, by them
selves, substitute for the determination of free people to maintain the 
ability to deter Soviet aggression. Indeed, such determination is a vital 
prerequisite for any effective arms control agreement with the U.S.S.R. 
This is a central paradox of arms control negotiations, a paradox not 
well understood by many Western critics. If we are to negotiate arms 
control agreements with the U.S.S.R., we must not appear to be overly 
eager for an arms control agreement. We must be able to convince the 
Soviets not only that they will be better off with an agreement, but 
that they will be worse off without one. Put another way, if we want 
to be in a position to negotiate arms reductions with the Soviets, we 
first have to convince them that we have the will to match them in 
the absence of an agreement.

At the same time, we have to recognize that arms control agree
ments must be based on existing military realities. One of these 
realities is the difference in the structure of U.S. and Soviet strategic 
forces. An arms control agreement can be useful in closing off danger
ous areas of competition and in encouraging trends which lead toward 
greater stability of the U.S.-Soviet military relationship. However, we 
should not delude ourselves into thinking that an arms control agree
ment will free us from the responsibility of taking care of our own 
security. Moreover, arms control agreements by themselves will not 
necessarily result in major savings in defense spending. Both the 
United States and the Soviet Union maintain large, complex, and 
expensive strategic forces. They will undoubtedly continue to do so 
after any conceivable strategic arms control agreement.

An arms control agreement should improve the stability of the 
strategic balance in two important ways.

First it should inhibit the deployment of large numbers of strategic 
offensive weapons capable of being used in a first strike.

Second, it should encourage the deployment of survivable and retalia
tory systems.

Achieving an agreement which improves the stability of the strate
gic balance calls for the necessity of recognizing that not all reductions 
have an equally beneficial impact on strategic stability. The SALT II 
Treaty,^ painfully negotiated over a period of 7 years, would have 
required a reduction of about 300 Soviet strategic missiles or bombers. 
One of its most important shortcomings, however, was that it permit
ted a massive increase in the numbers of ballistic missile warheads. 
The Soviets were able to use their throw-weight advantage to deploy 
such massive numbers of large, highly accurate nuclear warheads that 
they are in a position to threaten the destruction of a large part of the

Documents on Disarmament 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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U.S. ICBM force with only a small portion of their own strategic 
forces.

It is evident, therefore, that only an agreement which limits in a 
verifiable manner both the number and the destructive power of 
ballistic missile warheads can genuinely improve the stability of the 
strategic balance.

Stability, survivability, and modernization are interrelated, particu
larly in view of the different way the United States and the U.S.S.R. 
have chosen to structure their strategic forces. Historically, the Soviet 
Union has deployed the bulk of its strategic forces in land-based 
ICBMs. Nevertheless, the Soviets recognize that their ICBMs will 
become more vulnerable as the United States begins to redress its 
current asymmetries by deploying modern, more capable systems. The 
Soviets, therefore, are already planning to deploy a portion of their 
ICBMs in a mobile basing mode. The United States, even though it 
has a smaller portion of its total forces in land-based systems, also 
recognizes the decreased vulnerability of moving to mobile land-based 
systems.

Mobile ICBMs demonstrate what may become an increasingly diffi
cult problem for arms control in the coming years: their verifiability. 
Mobile ICBMs must be effectively verified. Otherwise they could be 
extremely destabilizing because the opposing side might have no real 
idea of the magnitude of the threat it faces.

Cruise missiles present a similar dilemma. Because of their long 
flight time, cruise missiles are inherently retaliatory weapons. Yet 
cruise missiles, because of their small size and because they can be 
deployed in a variety of basing modes, are difficult to verify.

The United States has a number of serious concerns about Soviet 
failure to comply with previous arms control agreements. We will 
continue to press these concerns with the Soviet Union through diplo
matic channels and insist upon explanations, clarifications, and correc
tive actions. At the same time, the United States is continuing to carry 
out its own obligations and commitments under relevant agreements.

We should recognize, however, that ensuring compliance with arms 
control agreements remains a serious problem. Better verification and 
compliance provisions and better treaty drafting will help, and we are 
working toward this in ongoing negotiations. It is fundamentally im
portant, however, that the Soviets take a constructive attitude toward 
compliance.

Future arms control agreements will, accordingly, require more ef
fective verification measures than in past agreements. In particular, a 
START agreement will require cooperative verification measures, pos
sibly including some form of onsite inspection, to supplement national 
technical means.

• • • • • • •
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126. S ta tem ent by the  U.S. R epresen ta tive  (Fields) to  the  
Conference on Disarmament: Chemical W eapons Con
v en tion— W hat Parties Must Not Do [Extract], June 
21, 1984 1

On 18 April of this year, the Vice-President of the United States, 
the Honourable George Bush, introduced in this conference a draft 
convention for the prohibition of chemical weapons, contained in 
document CD/500.^ This draft convention contains the United States 
proposals for the contents of an agreement that would provide a 
complete and verifiable ban on chemical weapons. It was introduced in 
order to help accelerate the work of the Conference on Disarmament 
in achieving such a ban. The introduction of this text is the most 
recent in a long series of United States efforts and initiatives towards 
the achievement of this goal. Our draft is intended as a contribution 
to the Conference's work and will provide the basis for other papers 
to be presented by the United States delegation on specific issues as 
they are discussed. But, as I indicated in my statement of 26 April,^ 
my delegation does not have a monopoly on creativity. We are ready 
and willing to consider any alternative approaches as long as they 
would satisfy our fundamental objective, and that is an effective ban 
on chemical weapons.

The efforts of many interested delegations have gone into the proc
ess of this important undertaking, and much more remains to be done. 
A week ago today, many now in this Chamber had just returned from 
the chemical weapons workshop sponsored by the Federal Republic of 
Germany. The workshop was a significant contribution to our work 
on a chemical weapons ban, and all of those in attendance have a 
better understanding of the complexity of the problems associated 
with the destruction of chemical weapons. Moreover, they have clearer 
insights into the verifiability of this process and the importance of on
site verification of destruction of chemical weapons to the effective
ness of a convention. We are indebted to the Federal Republic of 
Germany for this excellent manifestation of its continuing support of 
this critical negotiation.

Today I want to emphasize our readiness to continue to work 
intensively and constructively to reach a ban on chemical weapons. 
Not only is my delegation here in full force, but we have brought 
with us several experts, including a lawyer, who will work full-time 
on the Conference's effort to conclude a chemical weapons ban so that 
such a ban can be a reality as soon as possible.

1 CD/PV.266, pp. 6-9.
2 Document 75.
 ̂Document 88.
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Today I would like to begin a review of the current status of the 
issues involved in a chemical weapons ban, and explain how the 
United States draft convention approaches each of these issues. Basi
cally, a ban on chemical weapons must deal with four types of issues: 
first, what a party to the convention is prohibited from doing, that is, 
what it must not do; second, what a party may do; third, what a party 
must do; and fourth, the verification measures that will be necessary to 
provide confidence that States are complying with their obligations.

Today I will discuss the first set of issues—what a party must not 
do under a chemical weapons ban. In this area agreement appears to 
have been reached on the key issues, although a number of secondary 
issues remain. You will notice that in this area the United States draft 
draws extensively from the results of the Conference on Disarma
ment's past work.

A statement of what must be prohibited by a chemical weapons ban 
can be summarized in a single phrase—a party should not have any
thing—anything at all—to do with chemical weapons. This basic pro
hibition is expressed in the first article of the United States draft 
convention. The parties must not develop, produce, otherwise acquire, 
stockpile, retain, or transfer chemical weapons. To understand the 
scope of this prohibition, however, it is necessary to understand what 
is meant by the term ''chemical weapons". This term is defined by 
article II. "Chemical weapons" are defined as, first, "super-toxic lethal, 
other lethal, and other harmful chemicals and their precursors" of 
types or in quantities not justified for permitted purposes. Thus, the 
definition of "chemical weapons" incorporates a general "purpose" 
criterion.

"Super-toxic lethal chemicals" are extremely dangerous and toxic 
chemicals, such as mustard gas and the nerve gases, that have little or 
no use other than in chemical warfare. "Other lethal chemicals" are 
chemicals that are somewhat less dangerous and less toxic, chemicals 
such as hydrogen cyanide or phosgene, that can be used in chemical 
warfare but also have uses in the chemical industry. "Other harmful 
chemicals" are chemicals that are less toxic still, and therefore less 
dangerous, but which nevertheless have potential uses in chemical 
warfare and which need to be regulated. The term "precursors" in
cludes any chemical which may be used in production of these chemi
cals. I emphasize again that all of these chemicals—"super-toxic 
lethal", "other lethal", "other harmful", and "precursors"—are includ
ed in the definition of chemical weapons.

There are also certain chemicals which are specifically excluded by 
this definition, namely less toxic chemicals that are used for domestic 
law-enforcement and domestic riot control purposes. Also excluded 
are less toxic chemicals used as herbicides. The hostile use of such 
chemicals as herbicides, however, is already effectively banned by 
international law. We recognize that many advocate the inclusion of 
such chemicals in a chemical weapons ban. In view of the widespread 
development, production, and use of these chemicals for permitted
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purposes, we have not been persuaded that including them would 
increase the effectiveness of the convention.

But the scope of the definition of ''chemical weapons" in the United 
States draft does not stop with toxic chemicals. Also included are 
munitions or devices specifically designed to cause death or harm 
through the release of the various chemicals 1 have discussed. Thus, 
not only are chemicals included in the definition of "chemical weap
ons", but also any type of munitions or devices used to release them 
on the battlefield. Finally, the definition of "chemical weapons" in
cludes any equipment or chemical specifically designed to be used in 
conjunction with such munitions or devices. Thus, for example, a 
chemical specifically designed to make a gas mask ineffective by 
neutralizing its charcoal filter is considered to be a chemical weapon.

The basic prohibition contained in article I goes beyond the obliga
tion that 1 have discussed thus far—this article also provides an obli
gation not to conduct other activities in preparation for the use of 
chemical weapons. This reflects an idea proposed in this forum by the 
delegation of Sweden, that such activities as the training of troops to 
use chemical weapons be banned along with the chemical weapons 
themselves. Further refinement of this concept is necessary to make it 
more precise and to ensure that legitimate protective activities are not 
hampered.

Subparagraph (c) of article I would prohibit the use of chemical 
weapons in any armed conflict. This provision was incorporated in 
recognition of the importance attached by States to a provision ban
ning use of chemical weapons. The language proposed by the United 
States provides for a comprehensive ban without undermining the 
1925 Geneva Protocol.'  ̂ The prohibition in the United States draft is 
similar to, but distinct from, the prohibition contained in the Protocol. 
The Protocol bans the use of chemical weapons in war, although many 
Parties have explicitly reserved the right to retaliatory use.

Article I must be read in conjunction with article XIV, which stipu
lates that nothing in this Convention shall detract from the 1925 
Geneva Protocol, which would continue in full force. Thus, in effect, 
the proposed chemical weapons convention would broaden a State's 
obligation but not replace the Protocol. If for any reason a party to the 
convention should withdraw from the chemical weapons convention, 
the 1925 Protocol would still be in place—as a sort of "safety net"—to 
continue to regulate that party's actions. However, as I suggested 
moments earlier, the proposed prohibition on use has several impor
tant differences from that now in existence pursuant to the Geneva 
Protocol. For one thing, combined with the prohibition on possession, 
there would be effectively no right of retaliatory use of chemical 
weapons after the existing stocks of a State have been destroyed. 
Second, the proposed provision prohibits use in any "armed conflict" 
rather than in "war". The concept of "armed conflict" is well-defined

 ̂The protocol may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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in the laws of war; the most recent revisions to the laws of war 
contained in the 1977 Protocols additional to the 1949 Geneva Con
ventions,® for example, have taken great pains to emphasize that they 
will be applicable in all '"armed conflicts" rather than only in ''wars of 
national liberation" where some have argued that international law 
pertaining to "war" does not apply.

Finally, sub-paragraph (d) of article I of the United States draft is an 
undertaking not to assist, encourage, or induce, directly or indirectly, 
anyone to engage in activities prohibited to the parties. This, in es
sence, is a non-circumvention clause, if you will. It means that no 
party could circumvent the convention by aiding any other States, 
organizations, or individuals in doing something that it could not do 
itself under the convention.

Thus, we can see that article I contains a comprehensive set of 
provisions designed to prevent chemical warfare. The situation once 
the treaty becomes effective would be in sharp contrast to the current 
situation. States would not have the capacity to wage war with chemi
cal weapons, whereas today the most common way of deterring chem
ical warfare is by threatening retaliation in kind. By seeking to elimi
nate the capacity to wage chemical warfare and not merely to deter 
the use of such a capability, we are seeking a more stable international 
situation and enhanced security for all.

Today I have outlined what in our view should be prohibited under 
a chemical weapons ban. This area is perhaps less controversial than 
others, but it is fundamental to a sound convention. As I have men
tioned, I will return to our draft convention in later interventions to 
address other aspects of the United States approach.

127. S ta tem ent by  ACDA Director A delm an Before the  
S ena te  Committee on Foreign Relations an d  a Sub
committee of the  S ena te  Committee on G overnm ental 
Affairs: Chemical W eapons, June  28, 1984 ^

I have, as Senator Pressler and you know, tried for years in this 
administration, at the United Nations and now at ACDA, to spread 
the word on the danger of these nightmare weapons that you talk 
about. I know that this committee has been at the forefront of these 
efforts, and this kind of hearing is important in that regard.

The Reagan administration has been dealing with these problems in 
a number of areas. Last April, Vice President Bush presented a U.S. 
draft treaty for a total global ban on chemical weapons to the Confer-

International Legal Materials, November 16, 1977, issue # 6 , pp. 1391 ff. and 1442 ff. 
 ̂Chemical Warfare: Arms Control and Nonproliferation: Joint Hearing Before the Committee on 

Foreign Relations and the Subcommittee on Energy, Nuclear Proliferation and Government Processes of the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs, . .. pp. 4-5.
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ence on Disarmament in Geneva.^ This action signifies the depth of 
our concern about these weapons and the intensity of our efforts to 
ban them.

Only a complete ban can guarantee that a country at war will not, 
in an hour of desperation, grab for the most terrifying weapon at its 
disposal. If the weapons are not there, they cannot be grabbed and 
they cannot be used.

The problem that we face can be stated in summary form as fol
lows: The legal, moral and political barriers that the civilized world 
erected after World War I are in danger of crumbling. After the 
experience of a million casualties on the fronts of World War I in the 
1915-17 period the international community gathered together, en
tered into the kind of treaties that you discussed, Mr. Chairman, and 
did not use chemical weapons on a large scale for some 50 years.

In more recent time, the Soviets have been using chemical weapons 
in Southeast Asia, in Afghanistan; and now, with the Iraq-Iran war, 
the barriers are in danger of crumbling. You know from your experi
ence with the nonproliferation regime, that the Non-Proliferation 
Act  ̂ is an important step in the effort to establish an international 
norm against the spread of nuclear weapons. Likewise, the draft treaty 
that Vice President Bush tabled in Geneva is part of our attempt to 
establish an international norm, a standard of behavior, such that use 
of chemical weapons is as deplorable to leaders of other countries, to 
international organizations and to public opinion around the world as 
the spread of nuclear weapons would be.

Now, this is a very difficult effort to pursue, but it's a very impor
tant effort to pursue, and it's one that is at the heart of our activities 
in Geneva.

Let me say finally, Mr. Chairman, that the use of chemical weapons 
that has caused us concern in Southeast Asia and in Afghanistan 
seems, according to reports, to have been dwindling in terms of the 
number of incidents and the toxicity of the use there. But we have to 
be very wary of these reports because intelligence on these kinds of 
matters is not always reliable.

If it is true that the number of attacks and their toxicity have been 
declining over the last year, then I think that the reduction has 
resulted in some measure from the efforts that this committee has 
made, that we have made at the United Nations, and that the Presi
dent has made in arousing public opinion and raising the international 
standard.

I think that this shows that we have to keep up the pressure, keep 
up the intensity. In the vast realm of arms control, this is an area 
where the executive and legislative branch can work together, where 
Republicans and Democrats can work together, where there has not

2 Dated April 18, Docum ent 75.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 118 ff.
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been any kind of division that hobbles us as in other areas of arms 
control.

I would be glad Mr. Chairman, to submit my prepared statement for 
the record and to move along to questions if you would like.

128. A ddress by  the  Special A dviser to the  Secretary  of 
S ta te  on N onproliferation Policy and  Nuclear Energy 
Affairs (K ennedy): Reliable Nuclear Supply, June  28, 
1984 1

It is a great pleasure and honor for me to have the opportunity to 
speak to this very distinguished audience. I particularly enjoy an 
opportunity to step back from the trees in order to take a look at the 
forest—to take a look at the bigger picture. In dealing with nonprolif
eration problems on a day-to-day basis, one must not lose sight of the 
basic objectives and policies which guide us, and it is helpful to 
reexamine them periodically.

What I would like to discuss with you is both the fundamental 
importance and the implications of being a reliable nuclear supplier. 
At the outset, let me assert that the nonproliferation regime in place 
today could not have been achieved and cannot be maintained for the 
future without widespread confidence in the reliability of supply and 
cooperative undertakings in the nuclear arena. But it is equally true 
that reliability of supply implies obligations not only on the part of 
suppliers but on the part of recipients as well.

Over 30 years ago. President Eisenhower took a historic step which, 
in a sense, created the worldwide civilian nuclear industry: he inaugu
rated the Atoms for Peace program in 1953.  ̂ The United States volun
teered to share the nuclear technologies it had developed so that they 
could benefit all mankind. In the intervening years, American policy 
has sought to assure that nations could benefit from the peaceful 
application of nuclear technology under a system which prevented the 
misuse of that technology. Atoms for peace, not war, has been our 
objective. Our basic approach today is one of continuity with the 
principles of the past—to assure the benefits of peaceful nuclear tech
nology and to prevent its misuse. All of our efforts have been bent to 
the task of ensuring that these principles are not only honored in the 
abstract but are given concrete expression in practice.

There is now in place an international nuclear regime which, while 
clearly not perfect, is functioning effectively. We want to make that 
regime and the institutions, norms, and practices which comprise it, 
stronger, more complete, and more effective. This Administration, like

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, October 1984, pp. 40-43. Ambassador Kennedy spoke 
before the Center for Strategic and International Studies at Georgetown University in 
Washington, D.C.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 393-400.
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its predecessors, has fully embraced nonproliferation as a high priority 
and has taken numerous steps to further the objective of strengthen
ing the nonproliferation regime. Let me cite a few specifics.

• We have actively encouraged additional adherence to the NPT 
[Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty].^

• We have provided strong financial and technical support to IAEA 
[International Atomic Energy Agency] safeguards.

• We have implemented the voluntary offer to accept IAEA safe
guards.

• We ratified the physical security convention and have strongly 
urged others to do so.®

• We ratified Protocol I of the treaty of Tlatelolco ® and have urged 
others to ratify the treaty to bring it fully into force.

• We have made considerable progress in addressing the problem of 
safeguards on large reprocessing plants.

• We have pursued an initiative aimed at the adoption by all major 
suppliers of comprehensive safeguards as a condition for future 
nuclear supply commitments.

• We have buttressed U.S. alliances and security ties that reduce in
centives to acquire nuclear explosives.

In addition, there has been a number of other developments which 
have strengthened the nonproliferation regime, for example:

• China has taken steps to participate in international nonprolifera
tion efforts and has joined the IAEA.

• South Africa announced earlier this year that it would require 
IAEA safeguards on all its nuclear exports and is also discussing 
with the IAEA the application of safeguards to its new semicom
mercial enrichment plant.

• The trigger lists have been further clarified and refined.®

We also can and should take considerable satisfaction from the 
progress we have made in strengthening those internationally agreed 
rules of nuclear trade without which peaceful nuclear commerce would 
not be possible.

In the United States, we have laws, policies, and procedures aimed 
at preventing the spread of nuclear weapons. Every other major nucle
ar exporting country has adopted its own, although obviously not 
wholly identical, restrictions. We can and should take considerable 
comfort from these facts.

® Ihid., 1968, pp. 461-465. These and following brackets are in the source text.
4 Ibid., 1977, pp. 738-775.
5 Ibid., 1980, pp. 129-138.
6 Ibid., 1968, pp. 69-83.

See Document 19, dated January 31.
® For the list not connected with the NPT, see Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 7-25.
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The Need To Strengthen Rules of Nuclear Trade

But let us be completely candid: there are strains on the existing 
norms, and there is need for still further efforts to broaden and 
strengthen these rules of nuclear trade.

In many countries, there are large nuclear industries created at a 
time when projected energy demand was much greater and when it 
seemed that the future for nuclear power was unbounded. But times 
have changed, and we are all faced with the problem of how to 
preserve those nuclear industries for the future when demand for 
nuclear power will again grow—as I believe it will. In this situation, it 
is only natural that competitive pressures are intense. And those pres
sures are focused increasingly on the effort to find new markets 
abroad.

But it is in the interest of every nation—supplier and purchaser 
alike—that competition for those markets be carried out in terms of 
such factors, for example, as the quality and capacity of equipment, 
know-how, and expertise and delivery schedules. These are the tradi
tional and understood grounds for competition in the marketplace.

Competition must not be conducted in a way that it will hinge on 
the readiness of a supplier to shade safeguards or other nonprolifera
tion conditions, to look for possible technology sweeteners that will 
make purchasing from it seem more attractive than from another 
country that honors existing sound norms. For, once the process of 
shading our shared non-proliferation standards begins, we will end up 
with the lowest common denominator of what can be agreed to among 
nations. Each will be motivated not by its or the world's long-term 
interest but by short-term gain and fear of what its neighbors might 
do. Under these conditions, the nonproliferation regime will gradually 
unravel, and we will find ourselves unable to realize the atom's prom
ise for the health and well-being of all.

Let me emphasize that, for our part, the United States has never 
sacrificed, and will never sacrifice, its nonproliferation principles for 
commercial gain or economic advantage. We have set this high stand
ard for our own conduct. We believe it should be the universal norm.

The prospective emergence of new suppliers on the scene adds even 
greater urgency to efforts to preserve and strengthen the agreed rules 
of nuclear trade. If there is disharmony and controversy among the 
major nuclear suppliers on conditions for nuclear export, some new 
suppliers inevitably will be tempted to use nonproliferation conditions 
as a bargaining factor in their pursuit of sales. If they see existing 
suppliers performing in this way, what else can we reasonably expect? 
By contrast, agreement now among the existing suppliers on sound 
guidelines and a commitment to honor those guidelines will make it 
easier to urge new suppliers to follow those agreed and sensible export 
practices in the future.

A further word about such common supplier policies and guidelines: 
it is clear that no list of sensitive materials can ever be immutable. The
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items on any such list must change over time as technologies change 
and as our understanding of technologies becomes broader and deeper.

But there are other items whose relation to sensitive activities is 
more complex. What should we do, for example, if a nation seeks to 
buy a computer which could be useful in the operation of an unsafe
guarded reprocessing plant?

Here we get to the heart of the dual-use question: the same com
puter that could help in the operation of a reprocessing plant could 
also be used quite properly and harmlessly in a large chemical facility. 
How should the nations of the world decide which request to honor 
and which to reject? The nuclear-exporting states, after all, are those 
most likely to be in a position to export the computer in question. 
Should there be a policy aimed at foreclosing the export of any item 
which has a dual use? Should any item be barred which could con
ceivably find its way into a facility which could be used in developing 
nuclear explosives?

These are not simple questions, and there are no simple answers. 
Clearly, for example, a blanket export prohibition might prevent the 
construction of a perfectly respectable—indeed, vitally necessary— 
chemical plant in a developing country. But by the same token, the 
potential dangers cannot be ignored.

If we can have confidence that the intended use of that mythical 
computer is not related to the manufacture of nuclear explosives, the 
question is clearly much easier to answer. But how can the requesting 
nation generate that confidence? One clear answer would be by adher
ing to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty or, in the case of Latin 
American countries, by accepting and agreeing to be bound by the 
treaty of Tlatelolco. The voluntary acceptance of IAEA safeguards on 
all of a country's nuclear facilities and activities is yet another way to 
generate that needed confidence.

Let me elaborate. In order to manufacture nuclear explosives, a 
nation needs two things.

First is the know-how and technical backup—the scientists and the 
necessary materials and equipment. This is the technical side of the 
equation and, though the barriers are considerable and must remain 
so, more and more nations are coming to possess the technical where
withal to cross those barriers.

Second is the political decision to "'go nuclear." A nation must con
sciously make this hard decision. Presumably, it would make that 
decision because it sees some benefit to itself in doing so. This is the 
political ingredient. After all is said and done, the political ingredient 
is by far the more important. All the export controls that suppliers can 
devise or safeguards that the IAEA can implement cannot forever bar 
a country from acquiring nuclear explosives. A nation, however, can 
rule out ''going nuclear" by an act of political will. It can turn its back 
on the development of nuclear weapons by adhering to the Nuclear 
Non-Proliferation Treaty and accepting safeguards on all its nuclear
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activities. Over 120 non-nuclear-weapons states so far have done just 
that. Adherence to a regional treaty such as the treaty of Tlatelolco 
can serve the same purpose.

But there is more to it than a simple signature on a treaty. The best 
way for a nation to demonstrate its bona fides—the most graphic 
way—is to accept safeguards in spirit as well as in the letter. It is 
unseemly for nations with facilities subject to safeguards to haggle 
about the niceties of safeguards—whether a given action or a particu
lar technical change is within the writ of a particular IAEA safeguards 
agreement. Instead of a preoccupation with preventing the agency 
from going beyond the precise legal letter of safeguards—a preoccupa
tion with form over substance—such nations—indeed, all nations— 
should work to strengthen the IAEA safeguards system and help it to 
perform its vital task.

Only such a cooperative attitude can provide the proper basis for 
nuclear commerce. Without it, that mutual trust and confidence, 
which is essential to continued use of nuclear energy for peaceful 
purposes, will be lacking. For after we strip away all the verbiage, it 
comes down to this: trust must be the predicate for all nuclear com
merce. The exporting nation must have confidence that the materials it 
exports will not be turned into devices of war and destruction; the 
recipient nation must have confidence that, having demonstrated by 
word and deed its own bona fides, it can get the help it needs to 
realize the atom's peaceful promise.

A  Positive Approach to Nuclear Power

While there has been a broad continuity with past administrations 
on nonproliferation policy goals, the Reagan Admirustration has 
placed more emphasis on the need for mutual confidence among 
exporting and recipient countries. There are several aspects of present 
policy which impact on this.

The Administration, for instance, has taken a very positive approach 
to nuclear power. It considers nuclear power to be a clean, efficient, 
and safe way to generate electricity. It is not considered a choice of 
last resort. Instead, it is seen to be a key element in our domestic 
energy future. And nuclear-generated energy is recognized as impor
tant for the economic development and energy security of many na
tions. The Administration stands by the idea that where the necessary 
nonproliferation conditions are met, nations can and should have 
access to the benefits of nuclear energy.

Next, the Administration firmly believes that the United States 
must be—and must be seen to be—a predictable and reliable supplier 
of nuclear materials, equipment, and technology. For only in that 
event can the United States reasonably expect to exert the influence 
which its technological experience and competence could rightly be 
presumed to yield. In his key nonproliferation policy statement of

Document 128



488 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1984

July 1981,^ President Reagan noted that many friends of the United 
States had lost confidence in our ability to recognize their needs. 
Therefore, he called for the reestablishment of this nation as a "pre
dictable and reliable partner under adequate safeguards/"

Another important aspect of this Administration's policies involves 
its attitude toward reprocessing and the use of plutonium. There is no 
question that plutonium is an inherently dangerous substance. How to 
control it has always been a very real and substantial challenge for the 
nonproliferation regime. U.S. policy seeks to inhibit the spread of 
sensitive technology, equipment, and material which could lead to 
production of weapons-useable material, particularly where there is a 
risk of proliferation. We want to restrict the number of reprocessing 
plants around the world and to limit other sensitive fuel cycle activi
ties. These are not and should not be items of general commerce.

The approach to these concerns and objectives, however, has not 
been to seek the abandonment of reprocessing in any of the industri
alized countries or the reversal of plans to enlarge existing capabilities. 
Instead of a universal approach aimed at foreclosing reprocessing and 
plutonium use everywhere, a coherent, realistic, yet prudent plutoni
um use policy is being pursued which differentiates among countries 
on the basis of their needs and their nonproliferation credentials. 
Specifically, President Reagan decided that the United States should 
not attempt to inhibit or set back civil reprocessing and breeder reactor 
development abroad in nations with advanced nuclear power programs 
and where it did not constitute a proliferation risk. An important 
aspect of this approach is a willingness under the proper circumstances 
to grant programmatic approvals for the reprocessing of U.S.-origin 
fuel—approvals which we believe are essential to the maintenance and 
improvement of close relationships with our industrialized nuclear 
partners.

The effort to pursue a more positive approach to nuclear coopera
tion—to be perceived as a reliable nuclear partner and to be a reliable 
supplier as contemplated by the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act —is 
a key element of the Administration's policy. The United States real
izes that it cannot take a unilateral approach to nuclear supplier policy 
if it is to continue to play a meaningful role with respect to nuclear 
commerce and the nonproliferation regime. We no longer possess the 
degree of influence in the nuclear field—scientific or commercial—that 
we once enjoyed. Indeed, none of today's suppliers does. As mastery 
of the technology has become more widespread, the ability of any one 
nation to influence others through a nuclear supply relationship, let 
alone dictate their nuclear energy choices, has diminished. This trend 
can only continue over the long term, particularly as new suppliers 
enter the scene.

9 Ihil, 1981, pp. 278-280. 
Ihil, 1978, pp. 118-164.
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But what does being a reliable supplier mean in terms of specifics? 
It is essential that nuclear trading partners have confidence that if they 
adopt and apply the strong nonproliferation stance of which I have 
spoken, the suppliers, including the United States, will be responsible 
to the needs of their nuclear programs. Needlessly long delays in 
responding to specific requests must be avoided. And requests must be 
responded to in a consistent manner. If such confidence is not main
tained, these partners will inevitably seek to disengage themselves 
from dependence on the otherwise responsible suppliers and look 
elsewhere.

Nuclear trading partners also must believe that they can conduct 
commercial nuclear relations with each other without running the risk 
that new legal requirements of one side will change the name of the 
game without the other's consent. They must not be led to think that, 
at any time, they may be forced to choose between breaking off a 
relationship which is crucial to their own economy or accepting intru
sions by others into matters they believe are within the scope of their 
sovereignty. Such unpredictability and change does not serve nonpro
liferation interests.

As an example—and only that—consider one side effect of the 
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act. That act provided a positive benefit by 
establishing a new legislative underpinning for U.S. nuclear exports. 
But, unfortunately, the perception of some of our closest allies was 
that it called into question existing agreements. At least in the initial 
stage of the implementation of the law, many nations perceived it as 
an attempt to substitute unilaterally U.S. desires for international 
consensus in the nuclear field. It appeared to them that we were using 
domestic legislative and administrative processes to adopt rules for the 
conduct of nuclear commerce— r̂ules which affected their own nuclear 
programs—thereby imposing those rules on our trading partners by 
fiat. We were perceived to be ignoring the traditional forms of agree
ment, accommodation, negotiation, and mutual adjustment of interests 
which characterize international diplomacy. Consequently, we were 
less able to win their support on pressing supply, safeguards, and 
other nonproliferation matters.

With time we believe we are regaining the confidence and trust of 
our nuclear partner; but one lesson is clear—in the future we should 
seek to avoid major sudden changes in nuclear export policy. As I 
noted, I cite this experience only as an example—an example which 
could be repeated by any supplier if it acts imilaterally and without 
developing the climate of agreement and support which a successful 
nonproliferation regime requires. But that is not to say that we would 
shrink from pursuing a course that we consider the proper one—that 
we would sacrifice principle on the altar of harmony.

But what about recipient countries which for one reason or another 
have not demonstrated their own bona fides through adherence to the 
NPT or, at least, acceptance of full-scope safeguards. Certainly, such 
countries must not have the degree of access to nuclear goods that
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countries which have taken these actions enjoy. However, it is self- 
defeating to preclude maintaining a dialogue with countries which 
pursue nuclear policies different from our own. We must allow our
selves some maneuvering room to influence the nuclear policies of 
such countries to move them to accept international nonproliferation 
norms.

Let me return to the point I made at the beginning. I have tried to 
illustrate that reliability of supply implies obligations not only on the 
part of suppliers but on the part of recipients as well. Suppliers can 
only be seen as capricious if they are or are perceived to be attempting 
to dictate unilaterally and in an absolutist fashion the scope and terms 
of international commerce. By the same token, only if they are seen to 
be reliable, reasonable, and predictable, can suppliers expect to have 
the long-run influence over the future course of nuclear commerce 
that they should rightly expect. On the other hand, suppliers cannot 
be called upon to make nuclear energy technology available if the 
recipients are unwilling to undertake the fundamental obligation to 
fully assure against the possible misuse of that technology.

For our part, we recognize that it is essential that a common under
standing be achieved with nations whose perception of their self- 
interest differs perhaps markedly from our own perceptions of that 
interest. Nations do not respond to fiats lightly, and this is especially 
so when they have alternatives. As a general proposition, we favor 
dialogue over confrontation, persuasion over intimidation, and 
common sense over iron dogma. Nevertheless, in the pursuit of 
common understandings, we must build upon the norms which have 
evolved over the decades and not succumb to the lowest common 
denominator.

129. S ta tem en t by  the  U.S. R ep resen ta tive  (Fields) to the 
C onference on Disarmament: Chemical W eapons Con
v en tion— W hat Parties M ay Do, June  28, 1984 ^

• • • • • • •

In my statement before this Conference on 21 June,  ̂ I discussed a 
fundamental requirement for any successful chemical weapons ban, 
the requirement that such a ban be comprehensive. I explained how 
the United States draft convention  ̂ would provide such a comprehen
sive ban. I described, in essence, what we believe that a party to a 
convention must not do. I mentioned that certain ''permitted activities" 
are not included in our proposed ban—in other words, there are 
certain things that a party may do. In my remarks today I will describe

1 CD/PV.268, pp. 7-10.
2 Document 126.
® Dated April 18, Document 75.
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more completely the United States views on permitted activities under 
the chemical weapons convention.

Let me begin by stating our objective in this regard. The primary 
objective of all the participants in the chemical weapons negotiations 
is to achieve a comprehensive and verifiable ban on chemical weapons. 
But many of us also share another objective—an important objective— 
that the legitimate, peaceful chemical activities in our countries be 
allowed to continue and expand without being unduly hindered by a 
chemical weapons convention.

These legitimate, peaceful uses of toxic chemicals generally are re
garded as uses for ''permitted purposes''. This term is defined in 
paragraph 8 of article II of the United States draft convention. By 
"permitted purposes" we mean, first, industrial, agricultural, research, 
medical, or other peaceful purposes. Uses of chemicals for such pur
poses have obvious benefits, not only to the countries represented in 
this distinguished forum, but to all mankind. The use of certain 
pesticides, for example, can greatly increase the yield of agricultural 
lands, thus enabling the world's population to be nourished better.

The problem with permitted uses of toxic chemicals is that they 
pose a potential for misuse and a corresponding problem for verifica
tion. We all want peaceful uses of chemicals to continue, but none of 
us wants such activities to be used for clandestine chemical weapons 
production. This is a very serious problem, since many chemicals that 
are used in industry can also be effectively used in chemical warfare. 
Thus, we recognize that a certain degree of regulation of permitted 
activities will be necessary in any convention banning chemical weap
ons. The United States proposal for such regulations, and their imple
mentation, is presented in article III and annex III of our draft conven
tion. In paragraph 1 of article III we propose that a party may only 
possess or use chemicals for permitted activities in types and quanti
ties consistent with such purposes. Thus, if anyone, whether linked to 
the government or not, purports to be engaged in permitted activities 
but possesses chemicals inappropriate to that activity or in amounts in 
excess of that legitimately needed for the activity, then that would be 
a violation of the convention.

Moreover, although any chemical may be used for one or more 
permitted purposes, there are some specific chemicals which pose 
special risks for diversion to chemical weapons purposes, and we 
believe that these chemicals must be subject to particular regulation, 
depending on the degree of risk they pose and the degree to which 
they are used in industry. To this end. Annex III presents three 
schedules of chemicals that are subject to special regulation if they are 
used for permitted purposes.

First, there are some chemicals—for example, super-toxic lethal 
nerve gases—that are extremely dangerous, but also have limited ap
plications for research, medical, or protective purposes. These chemi
cals are listed in Schedule A. Paragraph 3 of article III proposes that 
the production and use of such chemicals shall be in "laboratory
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quantities", that is, a few kilograms. In other words, no large-scale 
commercial uses of such chemicals would be allowed.

Second, there are other chemicals, such as hydrogen cyanide and 
phosgene, which are used for permitted purposes in large quantities, 
yet which also pose a particular risk for diversion to chemical weapons 
purposes. This category includes both precursors and toxic chemicals. 
These chemicals are listed in Schedule B. The United States believes 
that each party should be required to make annual reports concerning 
the production and use of such chemicals. Because of the large-scale 
production and widespread use of these chemicals, more stringent 
verification measures, such as on-site inspection, would not increase 
confidence in compliance.

Finally, there are some chemicals which are used for permitted 
purposes that are not as widely used as those listed in Schedule B, and 
which pose a greater risk of diversion to chemical weapons purposes. 
These chemicals are listed in Schedule C. They are largely ''key pre
cursors", although some toxic chemicals should also be included. The 
United States proposes not only that production and use of such 
chemicals be declared, but also that their production should be subject 
to systematic international on-site inspection on the basis of random 
selection of facilities. Our approach in this area is based on earlier 
proposals by the delegations of the United Kingdom and the Federal 
Republic of Germany.

But the list of activities that should be permitted does not stop with 
these peaceful uses that I have discussed thus far. We believe that any 
convention must also have provisions, such as those in articles II and 
III of the United States draft, which allow the use of certain chemicals 
for "protective purposes". "Protective purposes" are defined as a 
subset of "permitted purposes"; they are purposes directly related to 
protection against chemical weapons, rather than directly related to 
the weapons themselves. For example, while a party may not produce 
mustard gas so as to be able to engage in chemical warfare, it may 
produce a small amount of mustard gas necessary to test clothing 
designed to protect its troops from chemical attack.

Obviously, to prevent a party from using the "protective purposes" 
exception to maintain an inherent chemical weapons production capa
bility, the amount of chemicals that a party may have for "protective 
purposes" must be carefully regulated. This is true for all toxic chemi
cals, but especially for super-toxic lethal chemicals and their precur
sors. Paragraph 2 of article III of the United States draft provides for 
such detailed limitations. Specifically, the amount of super-toxic lethal 
chemicals and key precursors that a party may produce or use for 
these purposes is strictly limited to the amount that can be justified 
for protective purposes, and in no event may the total amount exceed 
one ton per year. Once a party has produced or acquired its one ton 
limit, even if it has used some of that amount, it may not produce or 
acquire additional chemicals until the following year. If a party choos
es to produce super-toxic lethal chemicals or key precursors for pro
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tective purposes, such production may only occur at "a single special
ized facility"; that is, a single, declared facility of limited capacity. 
This facility would be subject to special verification measures. While a 
party may transfer such chemicals for protective purposes to another 
party, the amounts of such transfers are limited, and such chemicals 
may not be transferred to a non-party State or re-transferred to a third 
State. If a party transfers such chemicals for protective purposes, it 
must declare these transfers.

Thus, as is clear from paragraph 8 of article II, the United States 
believes that permitted activities should include those related to peace
ful uses of chemicals in our chemical industries and to protective 
activities. Paragraph 8 also includes as a "permitted purpose" any 
military purpose that does not make use of the chemical action of a 
toxic chemical to cause death or injury. This is an important, but 
relatively technical exception, which permits, for example, the military 
to use a toxic chemical as a rocket fuel. This provision would not 
provide a party with a capability for chemical warfare, since the 
chemicals involved are not suitable for this purpose.

There are two other reasonable activities that would be allowed 
under the United States draft convention. Paragraph 4 of article III 
allows one party to assist another in the destruction of chemical 
weapons. Also, paragraph 5 of article III specifically protects activities 
for economic and technical development and co-operation in the field 
of peaceful chemical activities, including the exchange of toxic chemi
cals and equipment for peaceful purposes, from undue interference.

Though it is important not to hamper unduly the activities of our 
chemical industries, we must ensure that such industries are not mis
used for the clandestine production of chemical weapons. This is the 
most important unresolved issue in the area of "permitted purposes". 
In attempting to develop a general approach for providing assurance of 
the proper use of a party's chemical industry, a number of construc
tive and comprehensive proposals have been made by western delega
tions. But there have been no responses to these proposals nor any 
counter-proposals on this vital question. Progress simply cannot be 
made when members of the Conference choose not to participate 
actively in this crucial area of discussion.

I believe that I have demonstrated today that the United States 
approach would not unduly interfere with necessary, permitted activi
ties and yet would be effective in ensuring that such activities were 
not abused for prohibited purposes. We look forward to receiving 
comments from other delegations on the United States approach to 
this important issue. I will continue to explain the United States draft 
convention in subsequent statements.
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130. Soviet S ta tem ent Submitted to the  U.S. Governm ent: 
O uter Space Talks, June  29, 1984 ^

The Soviet Government most insistently draws attention to the need 
to take urgent measures to prevent the militarization of outer space.

The spread of the arms race to space would dramatically enhance 
the risk of military catastrophe and subvert prospects for the limita
tion and reduction of armaments in general. Awareness of this fact is 
growing everywhere and demands are mounting for a halt to this 
development of events before it is too late. Everything should be done 
not to miss this opportunity and dependably to block every channel of 
the militarization of outer space without exception.

In practical terms this means that weapons of any kind—conven
tional, nuclear, laser, beam, or any other weapons—must not be intro
duced in space or deployed there on either manned or unmanned 
systems.

Space weapons in any basing mode should not be developed, tested, 
or deployed either for antimissile defenses, or as antisatellite weapons, 
or weapons intended against targets on earth or in the air. The sys
tems already developed must be destroyed.

The use of force in space or from space against earth, and also from 
earth against objects in space must be banned for all time.

This approach, under which a whole class of armaments—attack 
space systems, including anti-satellite and anti-missile space-based 
systems, as well as any ground- , air- , or sea-laimched systems intend
ed to hit targets in space—would be banned and eliminated, makes it 
possible to ensure dependable verification of the observance by the 
sides of their commitments.

The Government of the Soviet Union offers the Government of the 
United States of America talks at the level of specially appointed 
delegations to prevent the militarization of outer space. The question 
of the complete mutual renunciation of antisatellite systems should be 
resolved within the framework of those talks.

These talks could be initiated in Vienna (Austria) in September this 
year, given the consent of the Austrian Government. The specific date 
for the opening of the talks could be agreed upon through diplomatic 
channels.

To provide favourable conditions for the achievement of agreement 
and to take practical measures immediately to prevent the race in 
space weapons, the Soviet Union also offers to impose on a reciprocal 
basis a moratorium on the tests and deployment of these weapons 
beginning with the date of the opening of the talks.

Naturally, other states will be welcome to join this moratorium.
Being the leading powers in space exploration, the USSR and the 

United States are called upon to do everything they can to ensure

 ̂ Moscow Pravda in Russian, July 1, 1984; FBIS Daily Report, vol. Ill, July 2, 1984, pp. 
AA1-AA2.
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peaceful space for mankind and to set an example for other states in 
accomplishing that task facing the whole of humanity by laying the 
foundations for a multilateral agreement to this effect.

In view of the urgency and importance of the question, the Soviet 
Government expects an early and positive response from the Govern
ment of the United States to this address.

131. White House S ta tem ent on O uter Space N egotiations 
With th e  Soviet Union, June  29, 1984 ^

The United States Government has taken note of the statement by 
the Soviet Government proposing a meeting of delegations in Septem
ber to begin negotiations on ''preventing the militarization of outer 
space/'^ The militarization of space began when the first ballistic 
missiles were tested and when such missiles and other weapons sys
tems using outer space began to be deployed. The United States 
Government therefore draws attention to the pressing need for the 
resumption of negotiations aimed at a radical reduction of nuclear 
weapons, on a balanced and verifiable basis.

Therefore, the United States Government has informed the Govern
ment of the Soviet Union that it is prepared to meet with the Soviet 
Union in September, at any location agreeable to the Soviet Union and 
the government of the country where the meeting is held, for the 
following purposes: (1) to discuss and define mutually agreeable ar
rangements under which negotiations on the reduction of strategic and 
intermediate-range nuclear weapons can be resumed, and (2) to discuss 
and seek agreement on feasible negotiating approaches which could 
lead to verifiable and effective limitations on antisatellite weapons. 
We will also be prepared to discuss any other arms control concerns or 
other matters of interest to both sides.

We will continue contacts with the Soviet Union through diplomatic 
channels on arrangements for these September talks.

132. M essage  From U.N. Secretary-G eneral Perez de  Cuel
lar to  the  Presidents of Iran and  Iraq: Use of Chemi
cal W eapons, June 29, 1984 ^

I am deeply gratified and encouraged that the Governments of Iran 
and Iraq are implementing in good faith their undertakings to refrain 
from military attacks on purely civilian areas. While there have been 
reports of civilian casualties, I have reason to believe that both Gov-

 ̂ Weekly CompilaHon of Presidential Documents, July 2, 1984, p. 958. 
® Supra.
1 S/16663.
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ernments are determined to honour the commitments made in re
sponse to my appeal. This is to be commended by the international 
community.

I feel I should underline once again, now that the inspection ar
rangements are in place, that compliance with the undertakings is 
principally the responsibility of the two Governments. In this respect I 
must point out that, inasmuch as my appeal as well as the responses 
of the two Governments were motivated by a desire to spare innocent 
civilian lives, I am deeply concerned that allegations have been made 
that civilian population centres are being used for concentration of 
military forces. If this were indeed the case, such actions would con
stitute a violation of the spirit of my appeal and of basic standards of 
warfare that the international community expects to be observed.

I am sure you will understand that, until this ruinous conflict can be 
stopped, I have a special responsibility to make every effort to miti
gate the suffering it causes.

In this respect it is a deplorable fact that chemical weapons have 
been used in contravention of the Geneva Protocol of 1925,^ as sub
stantiated by the specialists' mission in March 1984.^ This drew wide
spread international condemnation. It is imperative that resort to such 
weapons should not recur.

For these reasons I cannot remain indifferent to the alarming indica
tions that such weapons might be used again. I therefore feel duty 
bound at this time to call upon the Governments of the Republic of 
Iraq and of the Islamic Republic of Iran to declare to the Secretary- 
General of the United Nations, in the same humanitarian spirit in 
which they gave him their undertakings in respect to the cessation of 
military attacks on civilian areas, that, in order to alleviate the inhu
manity of warfare, each undertakes a solemn commitment not to use 
chemical weapons of any kind for any reason.

Except for requiring a reciprocal commitment, these undertakings, 
by their very nature, must be unconditional.

I address this appeal to you in the conviction that the declarations I 
am requesting will be furnished to me within three days so that these 
humanitarian pledges may be made known to the international com
munity. This will be highly significant not only for its immediate 
effects but also for its future implications for other States which might 
be involved in conflict.

I am addressing an identical message to the President of Iraq/Iran.

2 For the text of the Protocol, see Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
® See Docum ents 51 and 53, March 21 and 26.
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133. S ta tem ent by  the  Group of 21 Submitted to  the  Con
ference on Disarmament: Conference N egotiations 
and  A d  Hoc Committees, June  29, 1984 ^

1. The Group of 21 is deeply concerned that the Conference on 
Disarmament, during the first part of its 1984 session as well, has not 
been able to overcome the impasse confronting it since its first session 
in 1979, thus, removing the Conference further from the hopes and 
expectations of the world generated by the Final Document of the 
First Special Session of the United Nations General Assembly devoted 
to Disarmament (SSOD I).̂  This impasse has been particularly dis
tressing because the Conference, lacking political will on the part of 
certain nuclear powers, has not to date made any significant progress 
in negotiating on items of utmost concern on its Agenda such as 
Nuclear Test Ban, Cessation of the Nuclear Arms Race and Nuclear 
Disarmament and Prevention of Nuclear War to which the United 
Nations General Assembly has accorded the highest priority. As the 
Group of 21 has repeatedly stated this persistent state of affairs seri
ously undermines the effectiveness of the Conference as the single 
multilateral negotiating forum in the field of disarmament.

2. The absence of any significant progress must be viewed against 
the background of adverse trends in the international situation includ
ing, inter alia, an accelerated arms race, intensified re-armament pro
grammes particularly in the nuclear field, the imminence of a major 
new arms race in outer space and the escalating military expenditure 
affecting the economic and social situation of all States especially the 
developing ones. These trends are viewed with deep alarm by the 
Group of 21 because of their possible consequences for the survival of 
mankind.

3. The Group of 21 deplores the fact that no consensus has been 
achieved so far over a negotiating mandate for the renewal of the 
work of the Ad hoc Committee on Nuclear Test Ban. The Group is 
firmly convinced that such a mandate should provide for the Ad hoc 
Committee to '̂irutiate immediately the multilateral negotiation of a 
treaty for the prohibition of all nuclear-weapon tests'' as recommend
ed in UNGA Resolution 38/62.

4. All nations have a vital interest in negotiations on nuclear disar
mament because the existence of nuclear weapons in the arsenals of a 
handful of States and the quantitative and qualitative development of 
such weapons directly and fundamentally jeopardize the vital security 
interests of both nuclear and non-nuclear weapon States alike. The 
Group of 21 reaffirms its conviction that multilateral negotiations on 
nuclear disarmament have been long overdue and notes with grave 
concern that, the Conference on Disarmament has failed even to begin

 ̂CD/513. The statement was introduced by the Yugoslav Representative (Vidas) in 
plenary the day before. (CD/PV. 268, pp. 14-16).

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 411-439.
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serious consideration of item 2 of its Agenda, entitled ''Cessation of 
the Nuclear Arms Race and Nuclear Disarmament".

5. The Group of 21 is convinced that, pending the complete elimina
tion of nuclear weapons, urgent measures are necessary to prevent the 
outbreak of a nuclear war, which, as rightly stated in the Final Docu
ment of SSOD I, is the most acute and pressing task of the present 
day. There was a clear recommendation of the General Assembly to 
the Conference on Disarmament in Resolution 38/183 G adopted by 
an overwhelming majority of member States for urgent negotiations 
with a view to achieving agreement on appropriate and practical meas
ures for the prevention of nuclear war. The Group of 21 has demon
strated great flexibility in order at least to get a serious discussion on 
this subject started in the Conference on Disarmament within an Ad 
hoc Committee. However, all these efforts have so far been in vain.

6. The Group of 21 is gravely concerned at the danger posed by the 
implications of the recent developments in regard to the arms race in 
outer space. Unless urgent steps are taken now to prevent the militari
zation of outer space, it will soon be too late to reverse the trend. 
Reaffirming its conviction that outer space should be used exclusively 
for peaceful purposes, the Group of 21 stresses the urgent need to 
begin within the CD the negotiation of an agreement or agreements, 
as appropriate, to prevent an arms race in all its aspects in outer space.

7. The Group of 21 wishes to express its satisfaction that the 
Conference has pursued its negotiating mandate and made progress in 
the elaboration of a convention on the prohibition of chemical weap
ons. The Group considers that in view of recent events the Ad hoc 
Committee on Chemical Weapons should continue the drafting of the 
convention with the greatest urgency and with a view to ensuring that 
a draft text of the convention should be submitted in the report of the 
Conference to the thirty-ninth session of the United Nations General 
Assembly or as soon as possible.

8. The Group of 21 deeply regrets that negotiations in the Ad hoc 
Committee on Negative Security Assurances have reached an impasse 
as a result of the refusal of several nuclear-weapon States to revise 
their existing unilateral declarations which are partial, conditional and 
subjective. The Group of 21 therefore urges, once again, the concerned 
nuclear-weapon States to enable the Ad hoc Committee to proceed to 
the elaboration of a common formula or common approach acceptable 
to all to be included in an international instrument as called for by the 
relevant resolutions of the United Nations.

9. The Group of 21 attaches great importance to the continuation of 
the work of the Ad hoc Committee on the Comprehensive Programme 
on Disarmament which it hopes will lead to a successful conclusion as 
envisaged in UNGA Resolution 38/183/K. It also hoped that progress 
will be achieved in the negotiations within the Ad hoc Committee on 
Radiological Weapons.

10. The Group of 21 appeals to all delegations to make sincere 
efforts to overcome the present impasse in which the Conference is
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placed by conducting negotiations in accordance with paragraph 120 
of the Final Document of SSOD I, taking into account the positions 
and views of all its members. Failure to do so will result in world 
public opinion placing the onus of responsibility on those delegations 
within the Conference who have either been reluctant to commence 
negotiations at all or have contributed inadequately to the negotiating 
process.

11. The Group of 21 pledges to continue to play an active role in 
the negotiations in the Conference on Disarmament and to contribute 
towards fulfilling the role of the Conference as the single multilateral 
disarmament negotiating forum.

134. M essage  From Iranian P resident Khamenei to the 
U.N. Secretary-G eneral: Use of Chemical W eapons, 
July 2, 1984 ^

I acknowledge the receipt of your message about terminating the 
use of chemical weapons in the course of the war imposed on Iran by 
Iraq.

As you are well aware, despite the fact that the Iraqi regime in 
contravention of all international norms and conventions, has resorted 
to extensive use of chemical weapons against our forces, the Islamic 
Republic of Iran has never indulged in retaliation. The Islamic Repub
lic of Iran continues to remain strongly against any resort to these 
inhuman weapons and unconditionally condemns their use.

Although the Iraqi use of chemical weapons drew widespread inter
national condemnation, the United Nations Security Council in con
tinuation of its partial and one-sided policies, chose to adopt the same 
position as it previously had in the case of the destruction of civilian 
areas. Unfortunately, the same position was maintained regarding the 
Iraqi disruption of the security in the Persian Gulf.

Notwithstanding these bitter facts, the Government of the Islamic 
Republic of Iran, based on its respect for the Islamic and humanitarian 
principles and in order to reaffirm its good faith, welcomes your 
appeal and declares that it is fully committed to continue with its 
policy not to use chemical weapons. However, I deem it necessary to 
express, once again, our total lack of faith in the commitments under
taken by the Iraqi regime. The claim as to the concentration of mili
tary forces in civilian areas (civilian population centres) is merely an 
excuse for bombarding these areas. It therefore justifies our lack of 
confidence in the Iraqi regime's adherence to its commitments, and as 
such it requires Your Excellency's vigilance and firm position.

 ̂ S/16664. The message was sent in response to the Secretary-General's message of 
June 29, Document 132.
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135. S ta tem ent by  the  U.S. R ep resen ta tive  (Fields) to  the  
Conference on Disarmament: Chemical W eapons Con
ven tion— W hat Parties Must Do [Extract], Ju ly  5, 
1984 1

• • • • • • •

Mr. President, today I will continue my series of statements to the 
Conference explaining how the United States draft convention on the 
prohibition of chemical weapons approaches each of the four major 
issues involved in a comprehensive and effective chemical weapons 
ban. Today I will consider the issue of what a party must do under 
such a ban. ^

There are two main actions that a party is required to take under 
the convention. First, a party must declare its activities related to 
chemical weapons and declare the areas and facilities where these 
activities take place. Second, a party must destroy the production 
facilities and stockpiles that provide it with a capability to wage 
chemical warfare. I will deal with each of these requirements in turn.

In order to establish the locations and facilities that will be subject 
to systematic verification, article IV of the United States draft conven
tion requires a party to provide detailed information concerning all its 
activities that have a bearing on its capability to wage chemical war
fare. The first of these "'declarations" would occur even before the 
convention has entered into force for a party. The United States has 
proposed in document CD/500, ̂  its draft convention, that a party be 
required to state when it signs the convention whether chemical 
weapons or chemical weapons production facilities are located on its 
territory or are under its control anywhere in the world. This declara
tion would provide a foundation for aiding the verification of the 
convention and would be an important confidence-building measure.

Thirty days after the convention has entered into force for a party, 
more detailed declarations must be made concerning a party's chemical 
warfare capability. If a party in fact possesses chemical weapons, that 
party must precisely state the location of those weapons and the 
inventory of chemicals and weapons at each location by name, chemi
cal structural formula, toxicity, and weight. Moreover, a party must 
declare whether it has any super-toxic lethal chemicals or key precur
sors for protective purposes, since these chemicals have a relationship 
to a party's capability to wage chemical warfare and thus must be 
closely monitored and regulated. If a party does not possess chemical 
weapons, this must also be declared.

To give a more complete description of a party's potential chemical 
warfare capability, other types of chemicals that pose a risk of being

 ̂ CD/PV.270, pp. 17-21.
2 Dated April 18, Docum ent 75.
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diverted to chemical weapons purposes must also be declared on an 
annual basis. The extremely dangerous chemicals on schedule A of the 
draft convention, though permitted in very small quantities for re
search, medical, or protective purposes, pose a high risk for diversion 
to chemical weapons. Information on the persons authorized to possess 
those chemicals and the quantity produced and uses made of them 
must be reported annually. Chemicals on schedule B have large-scale 
peaceful purposes but also pose a particular risk for diversion to 
chemical weapons. Annual reports must be made on the quantities of 
these chemicals produced, imported, and exported, and on their end 
uses. Annual reports on chemicals listed on schedule C, which also 
pose a particular risk of being diverted to chemical weapons, must be 
submitted on the amount produced, imported, or exported, if that 
amount exceeds a specific limit per year.

Thus, the United States draft convention requires information of 
varying detail on all the chemicals that have some bearing on the 
capability of a party to wage chemical warfare. This information is 
necessary to ensure that these chemicals are being destroyed, used, or 
monitored in accordance with the provisions of the convention.

It is equally necessary to have detailed information on production 
facilities that produce or have produced chemicals which could be 
used as chemical weapons. The definition of a ''chemical weapons 
production facility'' is contained in paragraph 10 of article II. The 
United States draft convention would require parties, within 30 days 
of entry into force, to declare their chemical weapons production 
facilities and give their location, nature, and capacity, along with other 
information specified in annex II. Annex II requires that chemical 
weapons production facilities be declared even if they have been 
destroyed or converted to peaceful purposes, or were or are dual- 
purpose facilities. Conversely, a party must declare if it does not have 
any chemical weapons production facilities. The convention also re
quires the declaration of any production facility of super-toxic lethal 
chemicals and key precursors for protective purposes and of any facili
ty producing the chemicals on schedules B and C. Declarations must 
also be made concerning facilities used for developing and testing 
chemical weapons. All the facilities declared are those either directly 
connected with chemical weapons or those producing chemicals that 
pose a particular risk of being diverted for chemical weapons purposes.

The information contained in the declarations would not only be 
necessary to help the Consultative Committee in determining which 
locations and facilities on the territory of a party would be subject to 
systematic international on-site verification. It would also help specify 
those facilities and chemical stocks that will have to be destroyed 
under the provisions of articles V and VI of the draft convention. 
These articles require a party to destroy all of its chemical weapons 
and all of its chemical weapons production facilities.

Along with the initial declaration concerning its chemical weapons, 
a party must submit a detailed plan for their destruction, including the
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locations and manner of their destruction, schedules of quantities and 
types of chemical weapons to be destroyed, and the end-products of 
the destruction process. Pursuant to article V, destruction of chemical 
weapons must begin not later than 12 months and finish not later 
than 10 years after the convention enters into force. This destruction 
process would be subject to systematic international on-site verifica
tion, including the continuous presence of inspectors and the continu
ous monitoring with on-site instruments. In accordance with article V, 
a party would also be required to make annual reports concerning the 
implementation of its destruction plan.

Paragraph 1 (E) of article V provides that the destruction of chemi
cal weapons is to be controlled by a time-table contained in annex II. 
This time-table is not specified in the United States draft and needs to 
be the topic of negotiations here in the Conference on Disarmament. It 
is vital that the time-table for the destruction of chemical weapons be 
such that, during the destruction period, no State can gain a military 
advantage over another due to the pace of its destruction activities. 
The negotiation of this time-table will require the consideration of 
many factors to achieve a fair and balanced result. Because of the 
importance of this time-table to a party's national security, it is neces
sary that it be specified before the convention is opened for signature. 
We cannot delay consideration for this crucial provision of the con
vention until after entry into force, as some have suggested. I urge 
delegations to begin to examine this basic issue.

Before leaving the subject of destruction of chemical weapons, I 
would like to discuss one other issue. Some delegations have urged 
that diversion of chemicals contained in chemical weapons to permit
ted purposes be allowed in addition to destruction. The United States 
has opposed the concept of diversion, primarily because of concerns 
about how to verify that the items involved are not placed in clandes
tine chemical weapons stockpiles. Clearly, additional, very intrusive 
verification measures would be necessary to ensure that such a pro
hibited action was not taking place. In view of the concerns expressed 
by the Soviet Union and others about international on-site verifica
tion, the United States chose the approach which would minimize the 
need for such inspection, that is, to require that all chemical weapons 
be destroyed. However, the United States delegation is willing to 
consider any proposals for diversion, as long as these proposals specify 
in detail what could be diverted and the verification measures that 
would apply to such diversion. This would enable members of the 
Conference on Disarmament to determine whether the requirement for 
effective verification will be satisfied by those proposals.

Article VI of the draft convention requires a party to cease produc
tion of chemical weapons immediately and then to destroy its chemi
cal weapons production facilities within 10 years. A party must submit 
a plan for the destruction of these production facilities that explains 
the method that will be used to close and destroy the equipment and 
structures comprising the facility, and that specifies the time periods

Document 135



FIELDS STATEMENT, JULY 5 503

when each specific production facility will be destroyed. As with 
chemical weapons, production facilities must be destroyed in accord
ance with an agreed time-table that ensures that no State will gain a 
military advantage during the destruction process. This time-table 
would also have to be negotiated before the convention is opened for 
signature. The destruction of these facilities would be subject to sys
tematic international on-site verification, and annual reports on the 
destruction process would be also required.

Pursuant to the definition of chemical weapons production facility 
in the draft convention, parties would not only be required to destroy 
facilities that actually produce chemical munitions. Parties would also 
be required, with one exception, to destroy any facility that was 
designed, constructed, or used since 1 January 1946 to produce for use 
in chemical weapons any toxic chemicals or key precursors. The only 
exception to this broad requirement would be for facilities that in the 
past produced a toxic chemical listed in schedule B of annex III that 
was used for chemical weapons purposes.

The effect of the combined action of article VI and the definition of 
the term ''chemical weapons production facility" can best be illustrat
ed by a few examples. A facility that was built for the production of 
toxic chemicals solely intended for chemical weapons but that was 
later converted to other purposes would have to be destroyed, since it 
was designed and built for chemical weapons purposes. A dual pur
pose facility—that is, one that produces toxic chemicals for both 
chemical weapons purposes and for permitted purposes—would also 
have to be destroyed, in order to provide complete confidence that it 
will not clandestinely produce chemical weapons in the future. These 
examples illustrate the requirement to destroy facilities that have had 
a direct connection with a party's chemical warfare capability.

On the other hand, a facility that has produced hydrogen cyanide— 
a chemical listed on schedule B—and, in the past, sold some to the 
military for chemical weapons use, would not have to be destroyed 
under the United States draft convention. Since the chemicals on 
schedule B are produced in such large quantities for permitted pur
poses, requiring the destruction of a facility that at one time in the 
past happened to sell such chemicals to the military would not in
crease confidence in compliance. In any event, the production of 
schedule B chemicals is subject to the verification requirements con
tained in annex III.

Some have argued that the United States approach on this issue 
requires the destruction of too many facilities that are put to peaceful 
uses in addition to uses involving chemical weapons. But the United 
States objective in these negotiations is to eliminate now and forever 
the capability of a party to wage chemical warfare. In order for there 
to be the highest degree of confidence that this objective has been 
achieved, it is necessary that all chemical facilities that were either 
designed, constructed, or used for the production of chemical weapons 
be destroyed. My delegation acknowledges that there might be some
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economic costs in connection with this approach, both to other coun
tries and certainly to the United States. However, the United States is 
willing, and believes other countries will be willing, to pay this 
modest cost in order to assure the world that it will not be possible for 
a party to this convention to wage chemical warfare.

The most important unresolved issues regarding declaration and 
destruction involve chemical weapons production facilities. Belatedly, 
in this fifth year of the negotiations of the Conference on Disarma
ment on chemical weapons, serious efforts to define this term have 
begun. We welcome these efforts and urge that they be continued and 
expanded. Also, positions remain far apart on both the timing and the 
content of the declarations of these facilities. Some delegations have 
not presented any views on important aspects of this problem, arguing 
that these issues should be dealt with at a later time. We cannot make 
progress in this way. I hope that those delegations will begin to 
participate actively in efforts to find solutions to these unresolved 
problems.

In brief, the United States draft convention provides that a party 
must supply detailed information on its chemical weapons, chemical 
weapons production facilities, and other activities that relate to its 
capability to wage chemical warfare. Once that information has been 
provided, the draft convention provides that a party must destroy its 
chemical weapons and those production facilities that have a direct 
relationship to its chemical warfare capability. These two actions that 
a party must take will, along with other provisions of the draft 
agreement, provide for a comprehensive and effective ban on chemical 
weapons.

In my next statement, I will continue to examine the manner in 
which the United States draft convention addresses the major issues 
involved in a chemical weapons ban.

136. TASS S ta tem ent on O uter Space W eapons  Talks, July 
6, 1984 1

As is known, on June 29 the Government of the USSR made an 
official offer to the Government of the United States to begin talks on 
preventing the militarization of outer space. ̂  The matter at issue is a 
problem of exceptional importance, that of preventing the spread of 
the arms race to a new field. Not to do this, and do this without delay 
at that, is to allow the danger of nuclear catastrophe to increase and 
space to become a source of a mortal threat to mankind.

In order to preclude such a development completely and reliably, 
the Soviet Union offers to reach agreement on banning and scrapping

 ̂ Moscow TASS in English, July 6, 1984; FBIS Daily Report, vol. Ill, July 6, 1984, p. 
AAl.

2 Document 130.

Document 136



FIELDS STATEMENT, JULY 12 505

a whole class of armaments—strike space systems, including space- 
based anti-satellite and anti-missile systems, as well as any land- 
based, air-based or sea-based systems designed to hit targets in space.

But in response to this explicit offer of the USSR the U.S. Adminis
tration has assumed a negative posture, embarking on the path of 
advancing pre-conditions and linking the talks on space with a discus
sion of questions of strategic and European based nuclear arms.^

By having blasted away the talks on nuclear armaments and training 
its new missiles which are being installed in Western Europe on the 
Soviet Union and its allies, the American Administration is demon
strating its unwillingness to solve the problem of limiting and reduc
ing nuclear arms. Offering in these conditions to the Soviet Union to 
discuss questions of limiting nuclear arms does not square with ele
mentary logic and even with common sense. By linking questions of 
nuclear armaments with the problem of preventing the militarization 
of space, the American Administration is seeking to evade the talks on 
space.

It is also indicative that the U.S. Administration is sidestepping such 
an important element of the Soviet Union's proposal as the establish
ment of a mutual moratorium on the testing and deployment of strike 
space systems since the moment the talks go ahead.

In Washington they are now trying to conceal this position of theirs 
with statements on their readiness to arrive for the talks in Vienna. 
But what the American representatives will be talking on there is, 
ostensibly, not so important. No, it is important. And before the 
delegations of both sides get together, agreement must be reached on 
the subject of the talks.

TASS is authorized to declare that the Soviet Government confirms 
its offer to the Government of the United States to open formal talks 
on preventing the militarization of outer space. It is these, and not 
some other talks, that it is urging the U.S. Government to start, and it 
is awaiting a positive response from the latter.

137. S ta tem ent by the  U.S. R epresen ta tive  (Fields) to the  
Conference on Disarmament: Chemical W eapons Con
ven tion— International On-Site Inspection, July 12, 
1984 1

Mr. President, in my statement today, I will begin my explanation 
of how the United States draft convention  ̂ addresses the last of the 
four major issues involved in a comprehensive and effective chemical 
weapons ban. This is the vital issue of verification.

® For the U.S. response, see Document 131, June 29.
1 CD/PV.272, pp. 12-15.
2 Dated April 18, Document 75.
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Chemical weapons are much too dangerous a means of warfare to 
permit any uncertainty in an agreement banning these weapons. An 
agreement with the objective of banning chemical weapons that is not 
effectively verifiable would be less than worthless. It would, in fact, 
be dangerous. If such an agreement entered into force, there would be 
inevitable and continuous concern and uncertainty whether the other 
parties to the agreement were living up to their commitments. The 
uncertainties and lack of confidence that would flow from such an 
agreement would create tensions in the international community and 
could weaken confidence in other existing and proposed arms control 
agreements. This situation must and can be avoided.

While acknowledging that effective verification provisions are nec
essary for a successful chemical weapons ban, we must acknowledge 
at the same time that negotiation of such effective verification provi
sions will not be easy. Chemical weapons are not very different in 
appearance from conventional munitions, except on close inspection. 
Also, chemical weapons production facilities are not easily distin
guished from peaceful chemical production facilities.

There is already widespread recognition in this Conference that 
national technical means of verification will not be sufficient to assure 
confidence in compliance with a chemical weapons ban. This task will 
require, therefore, a more intrusive means of verification, in particular, 
on-site measures. The United States has not sought and is not seeking 
absolute verification. But the United States is seeking those measures 
that will provide the necessary confidence that the chemical weapons 
ban is being complied with.

In his speech before this body on 18 April of this year,® the Vice- 
President of the United States, the Honorable George Bush, cited four 
points with regard to which parties to a convention must be assured 
that the relevant provisions of the convention are being complied 
with. Let me cite these four points again: first, that all declared 
chemical weapons production facilities have been destroyed; second, 
that all declared chemical weapons have been destroyed; third, that 
the declared chemical weapons indeed constitute all of the chemical 
weapons of a party; and fourth, that the declared chemical weapons 
production facilities are all such facilities possessed by a party. The 
verification requirements regarding these four points can be described 
within two broad categories. First, the declared chemical weapons and 
production facilities—that is, the chemical weapons and production 
facilities whose existence and location have been declared by a party 
pursuant to the applicable provisions of the convention—will be sub
ject to systematic international on-site verification. Second, for assur
ance that undeclared chemical weapons or chemical weapons produc
tion facilities do not exist, or that prohibited activities are not occur
ring, States must rely largely on challenge verification procedures. 
Today, my statement will focus primarily on the regime of systematic

 ̂Document 76.
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international on-site verification that would be established by the 
draft convention.

Pursuant to the provisions of the United States draft, chemical 
weapons would be subject to systematic international on-site verifica
tion from the moment they were declared to the moment they were 
destroyed. A party ŝ declaration would be subject to an initial on-site 
inspection to confirm the accuracy of the declarations. Then the chem
ical weapons would be subject to continuous monitoring by on-site 
instruments and periodic on-site inspections to ensure that they are 
not removed from their declared locations except to be moved to a 
declared destruction facility.

At this time I would like to introduce a United States Working 
Paper on the declaration and monitoring of chemical weapons stock
piles,^ which my delegation is tabling today. This Working Paper 
contains a detailed outline of one possible approach for declaring 
chemical weapons and for monitoring them until they are destroyed, 
based on the approach contained in the United States draft conven
tion. The Working Paper focuses on types of on-site monitoring de
vices that could be utilized for this purpose. We hope this Working 
Paper will stimulate discussion on this important issue in a way that 
will aid in resolving it as soon as possible.

Because of the danger of diversion and other forms of evasion 
during the destruction process, the United States has proposed that the 
actual destruction of chemical weapons be monitored continuously not 
only by means of on-site instruments but also by the continuous 
presence of inspectors. Inspectors would always be on hand during 
destruction operations to monitor the destruction process itself and to 
ensure that the monitoring instruments were functioning properly. 
Thus, under the draft convention, chemical weapons would be closely 
monitored until they ceased to exist.

The types of procedures the United States believes are necessary for 
the destruction of chemical weapons were described in Working Paper 
CD/387,® tabled by my delegation on 6 July 1983. These procedures 
were demonstrated during the Workshop which was held at Tooele 
army depot in Utah in November 1983. The briefings presented to the 
Workshop were distributed to the Conference as Working Paper CD/ 
424 on 20 January 1984.

While still on this subject, I would like to refer to the Soviet 
statement made on 21 February that the Soviet Union is willing to 
accept the continuous stationing of international inspection teams at 
locations where certain types of chemical weapons are being de
stroyed.® We welcome the explanation of this Soviet proposal that is 
contained in document CD/CW/WP.78, dated 2 April 1984. We 
would like to ask the Soviet delegation to clarify two points in regard

 ̂Dated July 13, Docum ent 139.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 524-537.
® D ocum ent 33.
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to its proposal. First, would the continuous presence of inspectors 
during the destruction of chemical weapons be supplemented by con
tinuous monitoring with instruments? Second, under the Soviet pro
posal, would continuous presence of inspectors be limited only to the 
destruction of super-toxic lethal chemicals and their corresponding 
munitions and devices? We look forward to receiving answers to these 
two important questions.

In our draft convention, the facilities for producing chemical weap
ons would also be subject to systematic international on-site verifica
tion from the moment their location is declared until they are de
stroyed. This verification will ensure that the production facility 
ceases to produce chemical weapons and that it is eventually de
stroyed. During the initial inspection after declaration, the internation
al inspectors will prepare an inventory of key equipment at the chemi
cal weapons production facility. When the facility is destroyed, the 
inspectors will make sure that this key equipment is also destroyed. 
Unlike the destruction of chemical weapons, inspectors need not be 
continuously on site during the destruction of chemical weapons pro
duction facilities. However, on-site instruments will have to monitor 
the plant continuously to ensure that the facility remains inoperative 
during the destruction process. Of course, inspectors will be permitted 
to visit the facility periodically during the destruction process.

In addition to chemical weapons and their production facilities, 
systematic international on-site verification would be applied to other 
facilities that are designated in the draft convention. The single spe
cialized production facility envisioned by the draft convention for 
producing super-toxic lethal chemicals and key precursors for protec
tive purposes would be subject to on-site verification, consisting of 
both on-site sensors and inspectors. Also, facilities producing the 
chemicals listed on Schedule C would be subject to periodic on-site 
verification based on a random selection of facilities. The purpose of 
these inspections is to ensure that the chemicals produced by these 
facilities are not being diverted to chemical weapons purposes.

Mr. President, the issue of which verification measures are to be 
applied to chemicals of types listed on Schedule C and those produced 
by the single specialized production facility is one of the important 
unresolved verification issues. The United States and Western delega
tions have proposed methods for verifying that such chemicals are not 
being used in a manner prohibited by the draft convention. However, 
other delegations have neither responded to these proposals in detail 
nor made their own comprehensive proposals on how to deal with 
such chemicals. This issue of verification of ^'non-production'' can be 
resolved only if these delegations actively participate in exchanges of 
views on this important matter, so that a mutually acceptable solution 
can be negotiated in this body. I hope those delegations will soon 
make their positions known on this important issue.

There are a great many detailed, technical provisions that need to be 
negotiated in order to implement systematic international on-site veri
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fication. Annex II of the United States draft convention contains an 
outline of the provisions that we see as necessary for the successful 
operation of the verification regime. For example, to ensure that in
spectors can effectively perform their functions, they need to be grant
ed specific privileges and immunities. Inspectors should be granted 
entry visas promptly. Although a party subject to an inspection has 
the right to have its representatives accompany the inspection team, 
these representatives must be ready to accompany the inspectors im
mediately. The international inspectors should not be delayed because 
the host party claims its representatives are temporarily unavailable. 
Also, no bureaucratic constraints—for example, the need for approval 
by the host party for inspectors to travel to the location to be inspect
ed—should be allowed to delay the inspectors. Of course, the inspec
tions themselves should be carried out in such a way as to avoid 
hampering the economic and technical activities of a party and to be 
consistent with the safe operation of the inspected location. Many 
other details will have to be worked out between the Executive Coun
cil of the Consultative Committee and the party that will be inspected. 
For example, they will need to agree on subsidiary arrangements that 
specify in detail how on-site verification will be applied to each 
location subject to such verification.

These proposals for procedures to implement systematic internation
al on-site verification represent what the United States believes is 
necessary for the successful operation of this verification regime. They 
are subject to further modification, elaboration, and refinement. We 
hope other countries will have their own ideas on this subject and will 
put them before the Conference on Disarmament for consideration. 
We look forward to developing the contents of this part of Annex II 
in conjunction with our colleagues in the Conference on Disarmament.

The regime of systematic international on-site verification that I 
have outlined today is designed to ensure that declared chemical 
weapons and their production facilities are destroyed and that prohib
ited activities do not take place at other declared locations and facili
ties. We believe that this regime is both comprehensive and effective, 
certainly as it applies to those declared locations and facilities. Howev
er, the regime I have outlined today is inadequate by itself to provide 
the necessary assurance of compliance required for an agreement ban
ning chemical weapons. It must be complemented by an effective 
challenge inspection system. In another statement, I will examine the 
challenge inspection provisions that the United States believes are 
necessary for a comprehensive and effective ban on chemical weapons.
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138. S ta tem ent by  the  Sri Lankan R epresen ta tive  (D hana- 
p a la )  to the  Conference on Disarmament: Conference 
Procedures [Extract], July 12, 1984 ^

Numerous statements have been made about the lack of progress in 
the 1984 session of this Conference. The most significant in our view 
is the statement of the Group of 21 read out by Ambassador Vidas of 
Yugoslavia on 28 [2P] June.  ̂ To reiterate this theme and to echo the 
disappointment of other delegations may appear to be treading an 
already well-trodden path or an indulgence in defeatism. We cannot 
afford this luxury. If therefore my delegation reverts to this theme it is 
mainly to analyse the causes for our lack of progress and to set out as 
constructively as we can the course of action necessary to remedy this 
situation. We speak also from the hindsight of our experience in April 
when the Sri Lanka delegation had the privilege of being in the chair.

A diagnosis common to many of the statements made so far identi
fies the lack of political will on the part of certain delegations as the 
cause of our present state of paralysis. My delegation, representing as 
it does a small and militarily insignificant country, has no illusions 
about our ability, either through sincerity of appeal or grandiloquence 
of rhetoric, to generate that political will in the capitals that matter. 
We have, however, another, more limited, purpose in mind. That is to 
explore ways and means by which we can avoid the misuse of proce
dural issues through which the lack of political will is concealed. If we 
can achieve this we will make it abundantly clear to international 
public opinion that lack of political will and not disagreement over 
procedure is the root cause of our problem. As the Group of 21's June 
statement said, it will then be clear as to where the onus of responsi
bility lies.

We are all aware that the genesis of the Conference on Disarma
ment lies in paragraph 120 of the Final Document.^ That paragraph 
with admirable foresight required that our very composition should be 
subject to review. It was not the intention of those who subscribed to 
the epoch-making consensus of the first special session of the General 
Assembly devoted to disarmament that the Conference on Disarma
ment should be frozen in any dimension of time or space. Flexibility 
appears to be the hall-mark of the directions given to this Conference 
by the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to disar
mament and this flexibility was in turn incorporated by us in our rules 
of procedure as far as possible.

Thus it is logical for us from time to time to review our procedures 
in this Conference and to look for ways and means of improving the

1 CD/PV.272, pp. 24-28.
2 Document 133.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 433-434
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efficient discharge of the solemn responsibilities cast on us by the 
Final Document. For this reason my delegation feels that the frequen
cy with which the subject of procedures is addressed in this forum 
should compel us to give serious thought to ways and means of 
overcoming these procedural obstacles in our work. One possibility 
would be for the Conference to address these issues in a formal way 
by treating procedural issues as an item of the agenda and not in an ad 
hoc manner, as has been the case hitherto. Indeed we would go further 
and suggest that the very useful work going on in the informally 
constituted Group of Seven should be transferred into more formal 
and structured discussions in the framework of an appropriate open- 
ended body or even an ad hoc committee. It will perhaps be argued that 
we would be distracting the attention and energies of our Conference 
from consideration of disarmament issues into a consideration of pro
cedure. That distraction already exists. My delegation suggests we 
consider the benefits of a formalized discussion of this subject in order 
to minimize that distraction and not let it perennially interfere with 
our task as the single multilateral forum in the field of disarmament.

As I have stated earlier it is logical for bodies such as ours to subject 
ourselves to self-examination from time to time. Other multilateral 
bodies do so. As an example I would refer to the Economic and Social 
Council established by the Charter of the United Nations as the 
principal organ to co-ordinate the economic and social work of the 
United Nations. This body, which is meeting in Geneva at this 
moment, has an agenda item the ''Restructuring of the economic and 
social sectors of the United Nations system, including revitalization of 
the Economic and Social Council". My delegation would be happy to 
see an item in the agenda of the Conference on Disarmament for the 
revitalization of our Conference in the fulfilment of our responsibil
ities set out in paragraph 120 of the Final Document.

There may be delegations which, for reasons of their own, may 
want the status quo to continue. I doubt however whether any delega
tion will express total satisfaction with the present state of affairs. Let 
there be no misunderstanding. We do not seek to elevate procedural 
issues to the same level as substantive disarmament issues. Far from it. 
What we do seek to do is to address the issues of procedure frontally 
and purposefully so as finally to eliminate their subtle use, or misuse, 
to delay progress on our task of negotiating for general and complete 
disarmament under effective international control.

I am confident that very useful work is being accomplished in the 
Group of Seven that has been informally constituted. The results of 
this work will no doubt be available to us at the end of this session 
perhaps in the form of a working paper. Notwithstanding this, my 
delegation considers that the importance of the subject particularly as 
an impediment to be cleared in order to facilitate our work as a 
multilateral negotiating body on disarmament issues, requires a more 
structured format and the participation of as many delegations as wish 
to participate. A survey of the compendium of proposals concerning
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the improved and effective functioning of the Conference on Disarma
ment prepared for us by the Secretariat indicates that the subject is of 
concern to not a few of the delegations present here. Would it not 
therefore be justified for us to convert a limited and informal discus
sion into a more broad-based and structured one? The wisdom of the 
''wise men" in the Group of Seven will still be available to us in all its 
fullness and richness. The difference lies in the fact that this wisdom 
will interact with the views of other delegations as well.

So much for the manner in which my delegation thinks this impor
tant subject should be addressed. I now move on to the procedural 
issues themselves. We have had many useful contributions on the 
improved and effective functioning of the Conference on Disarma
ment in the past. Working Paper 100 of 5 August 1983 contains some 
of the ideas that have been expressed from time to time. In the 1984 
session we had very early in the year a significant statement by 
Ambassador Vidas of Yugoslavia.^ My delegation endorses the Yugo
slav delegation's view that the Conference on Disarmament must work 
on a continuous basis without compartmentalizing our work into dis
tinct annual sessions with fresh agendas to be negotiated and consid
eration to be given anew to the setting up of ad hoc committees and 
their mandates. We are approaching the month of August when we 
will consider the adoption of our annual report. My delegation would 
like to draw the attention of the Conference to the Yugoslav delega
tion's proposal that we should consider the adoption of the agenda for 
the 1985 session, the renewal of the mandates of the A d Hoc Commit
tees and the election of their Chairmen within the framework of this 
exercise of adopting our report, thus minimizing the procedural work 
at the beginning of the next session.

More recently, in the second half of our session. Ambassador Cara- 
sales of Argentina made a valuable contribution seeking to place the 
so-called procedural differences in their proper context.^ We agree 
that the fundamental disagreements in the Conference on Disarma
ment are disagreements on substance. Procedure is only a carapace. Let 
us be clear on this dichotomy. There is a time and place for procedural 
discussions. Let us prescribe that time and that place so that the 
differences that arise thereafter in the mainstream of our work can be 
seen for what they are—differences on substance. Then and only then 
will we begin on our task of negotiating on the basis of those differ
ences so that there can be some congruence of views in the cause of 
disarmament. The procedural impediments in having multilateral ne
gotiations on disarmament are in fact no greater than those confront
ing bilateral negotiations for disarmament—despite the plurality of 
partners in the process. What is important is the political will to 
overcome these procedural differences by not confusing them with 
differences on substance. If there can be political will for bilateral

 ̂CD/PV.243, pp. 18-23.
5 CD/PV.265, pp. 8-12.
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negotiations, what seriously can be the reason for our inability in the 
Conference on Disarmament to agree on a mandate for establishing an 
ad hoc committee with a view to negotiating on the identical disarma
ment issue? Is it that the Conference, as a multilateral negotiating 
body, evokes political will less spontaneously than in bilateral negotia
tions? In the answer to this lies the measures of our commitment to 
the Conference on Disarmament as the single multilateral negotiating 
body for disarmament.

There are many other issues that can legitimately be discussed in an 
appropriate body devoted to the improved and effective functioning of 
the Conference on Disarmament. They include the practical applica
tion of rule 18 of our rules of procedure ® which has resulted in 
consensus being interpreted as unanimity. It is relevant to note that 
through paragraph 120 of the Final Document of its first special 
session devoted to disarmament the General Assembly entrusted the 
Conference on Disarmament to use the basis of ''consensus" to negoti
ate on disarmament matters. In reality, however, this concept of con
sensus has been used not to negotiate on substance, but as a veto in 
the consideration of peripheral issues that should have been the sub
ject of compromise and mutual accommodation. My delegation recalls 
that in the discussions that preceded the finalization of the rules of 
procedure the Group of 21 attempted to qualify the meaning of con
sensus despite the nebulous and intractable nature of the concept. We 
recall that in the Non-Aligned Movement, one of the earliest interna
tional groupings to adopt this unique form of decision-making, con
sensus is defined thus:

Consensus has a certain indefinable quality hard to express in 
words although we all know instinctively what it means. It pre
supposes understanding of, and respect for, different points of 
view including disagreement and implies mutual accommodation 
on the basis of which agreement can emerge by a sincere process 
of adjustment among member nations in the true spirit of Non- 
Alignment. Consensus is both a process and a final compromise formula, 
shaped by prior consultations, discussions, and negotiations into a 
generally agreed position. In other words consensus is a general 
convergence and harmonization of views reflecting the broadest 
consent of the Conference or Meeting enhancing, or, at least pre
serving the unity and strength of the Movement.

It is abundantly clear, despite the fact that the Conference on 
Disarmament is a different context from the Non-Aligned Movement, 
that consensus and unanimity are two distinct and different concepts 
and that consensus does not give delegations a veto power. We must 
therefore ensure that the true spirit of consensus is understood and 
observed. Another area of discussion has been the procedure whereby 
the participation of non-members has been decided. Sri Lanka, as a 
small coimtry which had to wait over seven years after we regained

® Documents on Disarmament, 1979, p. 63.
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independence to enter the United Nations Organization and 30 years 
before we were admitted to a multilateral negotiating body on disar
mament, is firmly committed to the principle of universality and the 
democratization of international relations. Consequently we have 
much sympathy for the proposals of the Mexican delegation regarding 
the manner in which non-members should be invited to participate in 
the proceedings of the Conference on Disarmament.

If we have portrayed the work of this session in negative terms, that 
would not be entirely accurate. For there have been useful exchanges 
of views and some forward movement has taken place. We refer in 
particular to the work of the A d Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons 
under the able Chairmanship of Ambassador Ekeus of Sweden. My 
delegation proposes to address this item of our agenda in a separate 
statement. Suffice to say at this point of time that our consideration of 
this item was assisted in a practical and constructive manner by the 
Workshop on the Destruction of Chemical Weapons conducted by the 
Federal Republic of Germany from 12 to 14 June in Munster. My 
delegation, which participated in this Workshop, benefited from the 
experience and takes this opportunity of expressing our appreciation 
to the delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany.

We have also heard an interesting proposal from the distinguished 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of Japan regarding a step-by-step formula 
for a nuclear test ban.*̂  This proposal would no doubt receive serious 
consideration when the A d Hoc Committee on a Nuclear Test Ban 
receives an acceptable negotiating mandate for further work. The 
Group of 21, by its statement on 28 June, conveyed clearly and 
unambiguously its dedication to achieving progress in the Conference 
on Disarmament, demonstrating its flexibility in many areas of discus
sion. We have had a draft treaty presented by the delegation of USSR 
on preventing an arms race in outer space ® which merits study within 
an ad hoc committee on this agenda item, if only we can agree on the 
proposed mandate. These are only some of the useful contributions 
that have been made. There will no doubt be more. And yet we 
remain far away from concrete action leading to agreements on disar
mament issues. That is a disservice to the mandate of our Conference 
as a negotiating body. But far more importantly, it is a betrayal of the 
hopes of mankind.

 ̂The Japanese working paper on this subject is Document 152, July 25.
® Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 684-686.
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139. U.S. P aper Submitted to the  Conference on Disarma
ment: The Declaration and  Interim Monitoring of 
Chemical W eapons  Stockpiles, July  13, 1984 ^

Introduction

The over-all United States approach to a complete and effective 
chemical weapons (CW) prohibition is contained in CD/500, "United 
States Draft Convention on the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons'' 
presented to the Conference on 18 April 1984.  ̂ The United States 
approach is designed to give all parties to a chemical weapons conven
tion confidence that other parties are complying with all provisions of 
the convention and to reduce the risk that violations of the convention 
could go undetected. A principal means for attaining such confidence 
involves the initial declaration and subsequent monitoring of CW 
stockpiles prior to destruction. The purpose of this paper is to stimu
late discussion of such monitoring arrangements and to outline in 
detail the approach contained in our draft convention.

Declaration and Inspection of Chemical Weapons Stockpiles

As set forth in the United States Draft Convention, each party 
would be obliged to declare all chemical weapons stocks (bulk agent 
and filled munitions) under its jurisdiction or control and the precise 
location of those stocks. The declarations would include the detailed 
composition of the stocks at each location, and the chemicals would be 
declared by scientific chemical name, toxicity and weight. The fraction 
in munitions would be specified and munitions/devices would be 
declared by type and quantity. Confidence in the accuracy of these 
declarations is essential and will be particularly useful for promoting 
early confidence in the effectiveness of the treaty regime as a whole. 
For this reason, the United States maintains that any party having CW 
stocks should be obligated to accept international on-site inspection of 
its stocks promptly after declaration, on an agreed basis, to confirm 
that declarations are accurate.

International Monitoring of Chemical Weapons Stockpiles

As pointed out by several delegations, chemical weapons stockpiles 
would continue to pose a security risk until they have been destroyed; 
thus, the stocks must be placed under effective international monitor
ing arrangements until the destruction process has been completed.

Monitoring arrangements could in principle take the form of contin
uous on-site presence of verification personnel or a combination of 
continuous monitoring by on-site sensors and periodic verification 
visits by international personnel.

1 CD/516.
2 Document 75.
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In our view a combination of on-site sensors and periodic on-site 
visits would be the optimum approach. Under the United States Draft 
Convention such monitoring could be required for up to ten years.

During the initial confirmatory on-site inspection of declared stock
piles to assure the accuracy of a declaration, an on-site survey would 
be undertaken at each location to determine which of the agreed types 
of sensors would be required for monitoring the stocks there, prior to 
removal for destruction. After emplacement of sensors by international 
personnel was completed, on-site inspection would be performed to 
ensure no stocks had been removed from that location since the initial 
confirmatory inspection.

The types of sensors to be installed would depend on such variables 
as the type of storage structure, the nature of the structure floor and 
the climate of the area. (For stocks in open-in storage, temporary 
storage structures may be required to accommodate sensor emplace
ment.) Redundancy should be built into the monitoring system to 
ensure that failure of an individual sensor will not jeopardize the 
monitoring capability of the system. Similarly a back-up power supply 
would be needed to ensure that sensors (and the lighting for a TV 
system) would continue to operate in the event of a power failure. To 
increase confidence and minimize false alarms, three types of tamper 
resistant sensors should be utilized:

Point sensors, such as a balanced magnetic sensor, would detect and 
record entries into the storage structure through normally used or 
available entry points.

Volumetric sensors, such as a motion detecting sensor, would detect 
the presence of an individual or vehicle within the storage building 
and ensure against entry gained by defeating the point sensor.

An exterior TV system should be installed so as to permit unob
structed coverage of several bunker or storage structures (actual place
ment would be determined during the site survey). To minimize 
equipment problems, the TV cameras would be enclosed in special 
boxes to protect them from the weather and tampering. Adequate 
lighting would also be required within the facility. The emplacement 
of this exterior system should not interfere with the operation of 
existing exterior security systems.

Remote Monitoring of On-Site Sensors

An international verification center (IVC) operated by international 
personnel could be established at an agreed location (for example, 
Geneva, Switzerland). Data from each site would be sent, through a 
location transmitter, to a receiver in the IVC.

The sensor system, including the television camera, would operate 
24 hours per day. Transmission of data would only occur, however, 
when one of the sensors indicated that a storage structure was being 
opened.

To ensure the integrity of the data, the sensors and cables between 
the sensors and transmitter would be protected by tamper-indicating
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devices. Data would be converted from analog to digital form when
ever necessary and an ''authentication'^ scheme would be adopted. 
Data would not be encrypted, but a unique identifier would be added 
to each group of data points transmitted. This identifying "tag" or 
signal would be generated by each sensor. Any attempt to alter the 
data during transmission could be detected at the IVC since it would 
cause a mismatch between the expected and received signals. The IVC 
would also have a capability to make routine checks of the sensor 
system to ensure that the sensors were functioning properly.

In the event that data from the sensors, loss of power, or a routine 
system check, indicated some problem, the international personnel 
would thoroughly and rapidly check the data and the monitoring 
system to determine whether the anomaly resulted from equipment 
malfunction or from activities at the storage site. If, after a thorough 
check, the problem was unresolved, the IVC would be empowered to 
take immediate action to ascertain the actual situation, including thor
ough on-site inspection. If the problem was judged due to simple 
equipment malfunction, expeditious repair would be carried out under 
agreed procedures.

Stockpile and Sensor Maintenance

Agreed procedures would be adopted for routine maintenance of 
sensors, storage buildings, and bulk agent and munitions in storage. 
General routine maintenance of stored bulk agent and munitions by 
host nation maintenance crews could be carried out without interfer
ence. Such maintenance would, of course, activate the sensors, alerting 
the IVC. Advance notification of the maintenance schedule would 
prevent unnecessary IVC queries and serve as a confidence-building 
measure. Removal or sealing of leaking munitions and/or bulk agent 
containers (should it be necessary) could be performed upon detection 
on an emergency basis, outside the pre-arranged schedule. Visual con
firmation of the emergency and actions taken would be received by 
the IVC through the exterior TV cameras. Periodic exterior checks and 
maintenance of buildings (such as roof repair) need not be pre-ar
ranged; however, post-notification of these activities would prevent 
unnecessary IVC queries and serve as a confidence-building measure. 
Maintenance of sensors would be performed only by international 
personnel on an agreed basis which would provide for unencumbered 
routine maintenance and emergency repair.

An additional set of agreed procedures would be developed for the 
removal of stocks from each storage site for transfer to a destruction 
facility.
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140. S ta tem en t by  Pakistani P resident Zia-ul Haq: Palci- 
stan i Nuclear Program [Extract], July 14, 1984 ^

• • • • • • •

We have repeatedly given assurances of our peaceful use of atomic 
energy, but some of our friends still think that Pakistan is interested 
in making an atomic bomb and that Pakistan's nuclear programme is 
against peace, and therefore no opportunities should be provided to 
her to promote this programme. Recently again. Senator Cranston of 
the United States said that Pakistan is getting plutonium from the 
Karachi nuclear power plant and has set up a plant at Kahuta where 
uranium is being enriched and that Pakistan has the capability and the 
Pakistani engineers possess the competence to produce the atomic 
bomb. The Government of Pakistan on several occasions, has categori
cally rebutted these allegations. It must, however, be clarified that we 
need atomic energy for peaceful purposes and to have it is our right. 
Almighty Allah has no doubt blessed us with capable scientists and 
innovative brains and we also have the capability, but we are against 
stockpiling of atomic weapons, which may lead to nuclear war.

We are against proliferation of nuclear weapons and in this regard 
we have made many proposals which show that Pakistan is for peace 
and disarmament. We are ready to accept measures which are neces
sary to contain nuclear proliferation. But it is strange that only Paki
stan is asked to sign the non-proliferation treaty,^ while other coun
tries like South Africa, Israel, India and many others who have at
tained nuclear capability are never asked to do so. Why this discrimi
nation?

This is clearly a travesty of justice and fair play. The argument boils 
down to this: Since these countries possess it, we cannot say anything 
to them. But since you do not possess the atomic weapon therefore we 
will use pressure against you.

We have conveyed it to them if they can make India, which has a 
number of nuclear power plants and has already exploded a nuclear 
device, sign the non-proliferation treaty, Pakistan will also sign it. To 
this, we did not receive any reply.

We have told India that if she has doubts about our nuclear pro
gramme, we may enter into an agreement to sign the nuclear non
proliferation treaty. We even offered India mutual inspection of 
atomic installations in the two countries but we never received a reply. 
As far as Senator Cranston's allegations are concerned, we have told 
our friends to judge us from our past conduct and statements. Look 
into the explanations which we have given. We have always main
tained that Pakistan's programme is totally peaceful. As you know I

 ̂ Karachi DAWN in English, July 14, 1984, p. 6; FBIS Daily Report, vol. Ill, July 24, 
1984, pp. F4-F5.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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have said it many times that Pakistan has succeeded in enrichment of 
uranium and with the blessings of Allah there are only a few countries 
in the world who possess this capability.

But it is like a sword which is a weapon but can also cut your 
throat. There is no such thing as a peaceful nuclear device or 
nonpeaceful nuclear device as claimed by the Indian side with refer
ence to nuclear energy. We say that Pakistan has not any programme 
of military nature, nor intends to have one in future. Our programme 
is only for peaceful purposes and no one can stop us from that.

With the blessings of Allah, Pakistan will be able to meet its energy 
deficiencies through nuclear energy. I hope that after my today's 
statement such allegations will stop coming up. I want my friends to 
know that relations among countries are very important and very 
delicate.

• • • • • • •

141. S ta tem ent by President R eagan: Conference on Confi
dence- and  Security-Building M easures and  Disarma
m ent in Europe, July 17, 1984 ^

Today, I met with Ambassador James E. Goodby, the chief of the 
U.S. delegation to the Conference on Confidence- and Security-Build
ing Measures and Disarmament in Europe. This conference, commonly 
known as the CDE or the Stockholm conference, involves the United 
States, Canada, and 33 European nations and is part of the East-West 
dialogue which originated in the Helsinki accords of 1975.^

Ambassador Goodby briefed me on the second round of the confer
ence, which has just concluded, and on the prospects for progress 
when the talks resume in September. He noted the continuing efforts 
of the United States and our NATO allies to achieve an outcome 
which will genuinely increase mutual confidence and reduce the risk 
of war in Europe. Earlier, in the first round of the conference, the 
West put forward a package of concrete proposals designed to achieve 
these goals.^

In an effort to achieve progress in Stockholm, I announced in June 
in my address to the Irish Parliament that the United States is pre
pared to consider the Soviet proposal for a declaration on the non-use 
of force if the Soviet Union is willing to discuss concrete measures to 
put that principle into action.'  ̂ We are disappointed, however, that the

'  Department of State Bulletin, September 1984, p. 23.
 ̂Ihid., September 1, 1975, pp. 323 ff.; the arms control portions are printed in 

Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304-308.
 ̂For the Department of State announcement about these proposals, see Document 13, 

January 24.
 ̂See Document 115, June 4.
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Soviet Union has so far failed to join the great majority of the 35 
participating nations at Stockholm which have demonstrated a desire 
to begin such concrete negotiations.

I assured Ambassador Goodby that he has my continuing strong 
support in our efforts to get on with the practical negotiations for 
which this conference was intended. We will continue to do our best 
to achieve progress at Stockholm, just as we and our allies are working 
hard together in other multilateral areas of arms control—such as the 
East-West conventional force talks in Vienna and the 40-Nation Con
ference on Disarmament in Geneva.

We are equally ready to seek resolutions to bilateral U.S.-Soviet 
arms control issues on a flexible basis, but there must, of course, be a 
willingness on both sides to engage in practical discussions. We, for 
our part, will not be found wanting.

142. A greem en t B etw een th e  United S ta tes  of America 
and  the  Union of Soviet Socialist Republics To Expand 
th e  U.S.-USSR Direct Communications Link, July  17, 
1984 1

The Department of State, referring to the Memorandum of Under
standing between the United States of America and the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics regarding the Establishment of a Direct 
Communications Link, signed June 20, 1963;  ̂ to the Agreement on 
Measures to Improve the Direct Communications Link, signed Sep
tember 30, 1971;  ̂ and to the exchange of views between the two 
parties in Moscow and Washington during which it was deemed 
desirable to arrange for facsimile communication in addition to the 
current teletype Direct Communications Link, proposes that for this 
purpose the parties shall:

1. Establish and maintain three transmission links employing 
INTELSAT and STATSIONAR satellites and cable technology with 
secure order wire circuit for operational monitoring. In this regard:

(a) Each party shall provide communications circuits capable of 
simultaneously transmitting and receiving 4800 bits per second.

(b) Operation of facsimile communication shall begin with the 
test operation over the INTELSAT satellite channel as soon as de
velopment, procurement and delivery of the necessary equipment 
by the sides are completed.

(c) Facsimile communication via STATSIONAR shall be estab
lished after transition of the Direct Communications Link teletype 
circuit from MOLNIYA to STATSIONAR using mutually agree

1 ACDA files.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 236-238.

3 Ibid., 1971, pp. 635-639.
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able transition procedures and after successful tests of facsimile 
communication via INTELSAT and cable.

2. Employ agreed-upon information security devices to assure secure 
transmission of facsimile materials. In this regard:

(a) The information security devices shall consist of micro
processors that ŵ ill combine the digital facsimile output w ith  buf
fered random data read from standard SVa inch floppy disks. The 
American side shall provide a specification describing the key data 
format and necessary keying material resident on a floppy disk 
for both parties until such time as the Soviet side develops this 
capability. Beyond that time, each party shall provide necessary 
keying material to the other.

(b) The American side shall provide to the Soviet side the 
floppy disk drives integral to the operation of the microprocessor.

(c) The necessary security devices as well as spare parts for the 
said equipment shall be provided by the American side to the 
Soviet side in return for payment of costs thereof by the Soviet 
side.

3. Establish and maintain at each operating end of the Direct Com
munications Link facsimile terminals of the same make and model. In 
this regard:

(a) Each party shall be responsible for the acquisition, installa
tion, operation and maintenance of its own facsimile machines, 
the related information security devices, and local transmission 
circuits appropriate to the implementation of this understanding, 
except as otherwise specified.

(b) A Group III facsimile unit which meets CCITT Recommen
dations T.4 and T.30 and operates at 4300 bits per second shall be 
used for this purpose.

(c) The necessary facsimile equipment as well as spare parts for 
the said equipment shall be provided to the Soviet side by the 
American side in return for payment of costs thereof by the 
Soviet side.

4. Establish and maintain secure orderwire communications neces
sary for coordination of facsimile operation. In this regard:

(a) The orderwire terminals used with the information security 
devices described in Paragraph 2(a) shall incorporate standard 
U.S.S.R. Cyrillic and United States Latin keyboards and cathode 
ray tube displays to permit telegraphic exchange of information 
between operators. The specific layout of the Cyrillic keyboard 
shall be as specified by the Soviet side.

(b) To coordinate the work of the facsimile equipment opera
tors, an orderwire shall be configured so as to permit, prior to the 
transmission and reception of facsimile messages, the exchange of 
all information pertinent to the coordination of such messages.

(c) Orderwire messages concerning facsimile transmissions shall 
be encoded using the same information security devices specified 
in Paragraph 2(a).
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(d) The orderwire shall use the same modem and communica
tions link as used for facsimile transmission.

(e) A printer shall be included to provide a record copy of all 
information exchanged on the orderwire.

(f) The necessary order wire equipment as well as spare parts 
for the said equipment shall be provided by the American side to 
the Soviet side, in return for payment of costs thereof by the 
Soviet side.

5. Ensure the exchange of information necessary for the operation 
and maintenance of the facsimile system.

6. Take all possible measures to assure the continuous, secure and 
reliable operation of the facsimile equipment, information security de
vices and communications links including orderwire, for which each 
party is responsible in accordance with this agreement.

The Department of State also proposes that the parties, in consider
ation of the continuing advances in information and communications 
technology, conduct reviews as necessary regarding questions concern
ing improvement of the Direct Communications Link and its technical 
maintenance.

It is also proposed to note that the Memorandum of Understanding 
between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Social
ist Republics regarding the Establishment of a Direct Communications 
Link, signed on June 20, 1963, with the Annex thereto; the Agreement 
between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Social
ist Republics on Measures to Improve the Direct Communications 
Link, with the Annex thereto, signed on September 30, 1971; those 
Understandings, with Attached Annexes, reached between the United 
States and Union of Soviet Socialist Republics delegations of technical 
specialists and experts signed on September 11, 1972, December 10, 
1973, March 22, 1976, and the exchange of notes at Moscow on March 
20 and April 29, 1975, constituting an Agreement Amending the 
Agreement of September 30, 1971, remain in force, except to the 
extent that their provisions are modified by this agreement.

If the foregoing is acceptable to the Soviet side, it is proposed that 
this note, together with the reply of the Embassy of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, shall constitute an agreement, effective on 
the date of the Embassy's reply.

KWD

The Embassy of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics acknowl
edges the receipt of the Department of State's Note of July 17, 1984, 
which reads as follows:
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[The English and Russian texts of the Note have been compared
by a responsible language officer of this Division and have been
found to have the same meaning in all substantive respects.] ^

The Embassy of the U.S.S.R. states that the Soviet side agrees to the 
proposals contained in the note of the Department of State. Therefore,
that note, together with this reply, shall constitute an agreement,
effective on the date of the Embassy's reply.

July 17, 1984, Washington, D.C.

CERTIFICATION OF TRANSLATION

I hereby certify that the above translation v̂ as prepared by the Di
vision of Language Services of the Department of State and that it is a 
correct translation to the best of my knowledge and belief.

Dated: July 17, 1984 
Jo rg e  R. P erez  

Assistant Chief, Translating Branch

143. S ta tem ent by  P resident R eagan: A greem en t To 
Expand the  Direct Communications Linic With the  
Soviet Union, July 17, 1984 ^

I am happy to be able to announce today that we and the Soviet 
Union have reached agreement to expand and improve the operation 
of the direct commimications link, or the ''Hot Line." ^

This agreement is a modest but positive step toward enhancing 
international stability and reducing the risk that accident, miscalcula
tion, or misinterpretation could lead to confrontation or conflict be
tween the United States and the Soviet Union.

With the addition of a facsimile capability, we will not only be able 
to exchange messages faster, but for the first time we will be able to 
send graphic material such as maps or pictures which would play a 
crucial role in helping to resolve certain types of crises or misunder
standings.

The negotiations which led to this agreement began about 1 year 
ago (August 1983), based upon a series of proposals that we first made 
in May 1983.

In developing this and other initiatives designed to reduce the risk 
of war due to accident, misunderstandings, or miscalculation, we had 
the benefit of excellent advice from a number of key congressional

 ̂Brackets in the source text.
 ̂Department of State Bulletin, September 1984, p. 45.

2 Supra. For the original "'Hot Line'' agreement, see Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 
236-238; for the agreement to improve it, see ibid., 1971, pp. 635-639.
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leaders, including Senators Warner and Nunn and the late Senator 
Jackson.

I see this agreement as both an appropriate technical improvement 
to the ''Hot Line," which has served both our governments well for 
over 20 years, and as a good example of how we can, working 
together, find approaches which can move us toward a reduction in 
the risks of war.

144. White House Fact Sheet on the  A greem en t To Expand 
the  Direct Communications Link With the  Soviet 
Union, July 17, 1984 ^

The United States and the Soviet Union today formally agreed to 
add a facsimile transmission capability to the direct communications 
link (DCL), commonly known as the ''Hot Line."  ̂ xhis step—the 
second major technical improvement to the "Hot Line" since it was 
established in 1963—will enhance the capability of the system and 
thus its potential to help resolve crises and avert misunderstanding.

The agreement was initialed at the State Department this morning 
by Acting Secretary of State Kenneth W. Dam and Soviet Charge 
Victor F. Isakov. Chairman of the U.S. delegation in the talks on 
communications improvements was Mr. Warren Zimmerman of the 
State Department, who was until recently Deputy Chief of Mission of 
our Embassy in Moscow. The Deputy Chairman for the United States 
was Mr. Stuart Branch who has been Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
State for Communications. The U.S. delegation included other officials 
of the State Department, the Defense Department, and the National 
Security Council staff. The Soviet delegation was headed by Mr. A. 
M. Varbanskiy, a Chief of Administration in the U.S.S.R. Ministry of 
Communications. Other members of the delegation included officials 
of the Communications Ministry and the Foreign Ministry.

The addition of facsimile transmission capability to the "Hot Line" 
will enable the U.S. and Soviet heads of government to exchange 
messages far more rapidly than they can with the existing teletype 
system. In addition, they will be able for the first time to send graphic 
material over the DCL. The precise, detailed, and often easily inter
preted information offered by such graphic material as maps, charts, 
and drawings could be essential to help resolve a crisis or misunder
standing.

Prior Negotiating History

In June 1963, the United States and the Soviet Union agreed in a 
memorandum of understanding to establish a direct communications

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, September 1984, pp. 45-46.
2 Document 142.
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link for use in time of emergency.^ Each agreed to ensure prompt 
delivery to its head of government of any communications received 
over the DCL from the other head of government. The memorandum 
of understanding was negotiated and signed by the heads of the U.S. 
and Soviet delegations to the 18-nation Disarmament Conference in 
Geneva. The DCL was activated in August 1963.

Eight years later, the DCL was updated by a September 30, 1971, 
agreement negotiated by a special working group of the two SALT 
[strategic arms limitation talks]  ̂ delegations and signed by the U.S. 
Secretary of State and the Soviet Foreign Minister.® This agreement 
provided for the addition of two satellite circuits to the DCL, one 
using the Soviet Molniya II satellite system and the other the U.S. 
INTELSAT system. Those two circuits became operational in January 
1978.

A second special working group of the two SALT delegations simul
taneously negotiated a related Agreement on Measures to Reduce the 
Risk of Outbreak of Nuclear War between the United States and the 
U.S.S.R., which was signed on the same day, September 30, 1971.® 
This agreement provided for each party to notify the other in advance 
of any planned missile launch extending beyond its national territory 
in the direction of the other and for each to notify the other immedi
ately in the event of certain situations which could create a risk of 
nuclear war. The parties agreed that they would use the DCL to 
transmit urgent information in situations requiring prompt clarifica
tion.

The Reagan Proposals

In May 1983, President Reagan proposed to the Soviet Union three 
measures to improve the bilateral communications network between 
the two countries: the addition of a high-speed facsimile capability to 
the "Hot Line/' the establishment of a joint military communications 
link (JMCL); and the establishment of high-speed data links between 
each government and its Embassy in the other's capital.*̂

The Secretary of Defense had recommended those proposals to the 
President following a full and complete study of possible initiatives 
for enhancing international stability and reducing the risk of nuclear 
war. That examination, which involved all concerned U.S. Government 
agencies, was mandated by the Congress in the Department of De
fense Authorization Act of 1983.® The Secretary of Defense transmit
ted its results and recommendations in his April 1983 Report to the 
Congress on Direct Communications Links and Other Measures to Enhance Stabili- 
ty. ^

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 236-238. 
 ̂Brackets in the source text.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 635-639.
6 Ibid., pp. 634-635.

Ibid., 1983, pp. 442-444. 
s f ’.L. 97-252, sec. 1123(a).
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 309-324.
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U.S.-Soviet negotiations on improving bilateral communications 
links opened in Moscow in August 1983. Subsequent rounds have 
been held in Washington in January 1984, in Moscow in April 1984, 
and the one just completed in Washington in July 1984. Those discus
sions have now resulted in a U.S.-Soviet accord to add a facsimile 
transmission capability to the direct communications link.

DCL System

The direct communications link will now consist of:

• Three circuits (two satellite circuits plus one wire telegraph cir
cuit);

• One Earth station in each country for each satellite circuit; and
• Terminals in each country linked to the three circuits and 

equipped with teletype and facsimile equipment.

In keeping with the principle of confidentiality concerning commu
nications between heads of government, the precise number of times 
that the heads of state have used the system has not been discovered. 
We do know that it has proved invaluable in major crises. U.S. 
Presidents have cited its use during the 1967 and 1973 Arab-Israeli 
wars.

145. Communique of th e  A ustra lia -N ew  Z ea land -U n ited  
S ta tes  (ANZUS) Council [Extract], July 17, 1984 ^

The 33rd meeting of the ANZUS Council took place in Wellington 
on 16 and 17 July 1984. The United States Secretary of State, George 
Shultz, the Australian Minister for Foreign Affairs, Bill Hayden, and 
Minister for Defence, Gordon Scholes, and New Zealand's Minister of 
Foreign Affairs, Warren Cooper, and Minister of Defence, David 
Thomson, represented their respective governments. During their visit 
the leaders of the United States and Australian delegations called on 
the Prime Minister, Rt. Hon. Sir Robert Muldoon, and Mr. David 
Lange, M.P., Prime Minister elect.

2. Council members reaffirmed their commitment to the mainte
nance of peace, stability and democratic freedoms. They expressed 
their belief that the ANZUS partnership, based as it is on common 
traditions and shared interests, contributes to this. They welcomed the 
increased exchanges that had taken place on political, economic, secu
rity and defense issues and agreed that defense co-operation, including 
combined exercises, visits and logistic support arrangements, played an 
essential part in promoting mutual security. Access by allied aircraft 
and ships to the airfields and ports of the ANZUS members was 
reaffirmed as essential to the continuing effectiveness of the Alliance.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, September 1984, p. 19. 
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3. Council members reviewed a broad range of global issues and 
regional developments of concern to the Alliance. These included the 
persistent Soviet arms build-up in the Pacific region as well as in 
Europe; the need for early resumption of arms control negotiations; 
the continuing repression and occupation by Soviet forces in Afghani
stan; and Vietnam's occupation of Kampuchea.

4. The Council members gave special attention to arms control and 
disarmament issues. They recognised that arms control agreements 
which produced balanced, effective and verifiable reductions in arma
ments would assist in reducing international tensions and in strength
ening international security. They agreed that the early conclusion of 
such agreements was of the highest importance. Among arms control 
measures, a substantial reduction of nuclear weaponry to balanced, 
more stable levels was of the greatest urgency. Council members 
expressed concern at the Soviet Union's refusal to resume the START 
[strategic arms reduction talks]  ̂ and INF [intermediate-range nuclear 
force] talks and called for the resumption of those negotiations with
out delay. They endorsed efforts by several countries, including the 
United States and Australia, to establish a political dialogue with the 
Soviet Union and to make progress on arms control. The New Zealand 
and Australian Council members welcomed the readiness of the 
United States to resume negotiations at any time and without precon
ditions on reducing nuclear weapons and its agreement to discuss 
effective and verifiable limits on anti-satellite weapons with the Soviet 
Union.

5. The Council members reaffirmed their strong commitment to 
preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons and agreed to intensi
fy their efforts to strengthen the international non-proliferation 
regime through multilateral and bilateral measures. They noted that 
the third Review Conference of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons is to take place in 1985. Progress in fulfilling all the 
Treaty commitments, including Article VI which commits parties to 
pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to 
cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date, is important to the 
international non-proliferation regime and the Review Conference.®

6. In this context they reaffirmed the commitment of their govern
ments to work towards the goal of a comprehensive and fully verifia
ble nuclear test ban treaty. They expressed satisfaction that the West
ern group of countries in the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva 
had agreed on a draft mandate for the Nuclear Test Ban Ad Hoc 
Committee. They urged the conference to move promptly to re-estab- 
lish the Ad Hoc Committee under this mandate.

7. The Australian and United States members affirmed the impor
tant contribution of the joint Australian/United States defence facili

2 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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ties to arms control verification, effective deterrence, mutual security 
and maintenance of the stability of the strategic balance.

8. The Australian and New Zealand Council members indicated that 
they shared fully the concerns of other countries of the South Pacific 
region on nuclear issues, including French nuclear testing. They gave 
an account of the progress made in the discussions among members of 
the South Pacific Forum on a South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone.  ̂ The 
ANZUS partners also noted that the proposed South Pacific Nuclear 
Free Zone would be discussed further at the 1984 meeting of the 
South Pacific Forum in Tuvalu.

9. The Council members agreed that a convention to prohibit the 
development, production, stockpiling, transfer and use of chemical 
weapons, with adequate provisions for compliance and verification, 
would be an important disarmament measure. The use of chemical 
weapons in the Iran/Iraq war and evidence of their use elsewhere 
reinforced the need for urgent conclusion of a convention to ban 
chemical weapons. The Australian and New Zealand Council members 
welcomed the recent initiative taken by the United States Government 
in the Conference on Disarmament.®

10. They noted the contribution to world peace and security made 
by the Antarctic Treaty which is the basis of international cooperation 
in Antarctica and bans all military activities and nuclear weapons 
there.® They expressed their continued commitment to the Antarctic 
Treaty system.

• • • • • • •

146. N ews Conference Remarks by  Secretary  of S ta te  
Shultz: Security A rrangem en ts  U nder th e  A u stra lia -  
N ew  Z e a land -U n ited  S ta tes  (ANZUS) T reaty  [Ex
tract], July 17, 1984 ^

• • • • • • •

Q. Between 1964 and 1976, successive governments in New Zea
land—Conservative and Labor—banned visits of nuclear ships. In that 
same period, for a considerable time, successive Australian Govern
ments did the same thing. Why is it now, in the words of the 
communique, essential to the continuing effectiveness of ANZUS?

 ̂For the communique of the 14th South Pacific Forum, see ibid., 1983, pp. 763-764. 
® See Document 75, April 18.
® The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1550-1556. 
^Department of State Bulletin, September 1984, p. 21. The news conference was held in 

Wellington, New Zealand, following a meeting of the ANZUS Council. Australian 
Foreign Minister Hayden and New Zealand Foreign Minister Cooper also participated in 
the news conference.
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Secretary Shultz. I don't think that your initial proposition is pre
cisely right. At the same time, nuclear-powered ships are becoming 
more and more common, because it is the efficient way in which to 
power many kinds of ships and submarines. So they are much more 
important in the total fleet structure than they were at one time. If 
you say you ban nuclear-powered ships, you are referring to a high 
proportion of the total ships. Beyond that, you shy away from the 
weapon that has provided the main deterrent and has kept the peace 
against the Soviet Union's very large nuclear arsenal. So this is part 
and parcel of what it takes to keep the peace. These are peacekeeping 
forces, and they represent a substantial fraction of the total.

Q. Is it or is it not essential that your ships be allowed into member 
nation ports for the continuation of the ANZUS treaty?

Secretary Shultz. Of course. What kind of an alliance is it that 
military forces of the countries involved are not able to be in contact 
with each other? Let me ask you to turn the proposition around. In 
my many visits to this part of the world. I'm thinking back 5, 6, and 7 
years ago, people often tackled me, saying, "Is the United States ready 
to pay the attention to this part of the world that it should? Why 
don't we see more evidence of U.S. interest? Why don't we see more 
people here? Why don't we see more of your military presence here to 
show us that you are really involved?"

You have to ask yourself what kind of an alliance would it be if the 
United States said we wouldn't send our military forces to this area. 
The whole point of the alliance is that it is a security alliance. The 
whole part of it is that if one of our countries gets in serious trouble, 
as reflected in the alliance, we will help each other. That help takes 
many forms but the essence of it is security; that is what it's about.

Q. There have been suggestions from visiting Congressmen that, 
should New Zealand ban nuclear ship visits, this could well invoke 
trade sanctions in the United States against New Zealand export. Is 
that the policy of the government that you represent?

Secretary Shultz. No, it isn't. The ANZUS alliance is a security and 
military alliance. That's what we are discussing here. The relationship 
between the people of New Zealand and the people of the United 
States is over a century and a half old. It's been a warm and deep 
relationship for a long time, and it will continue that way. We look 
forward to working in a cooperative manner with the new Govern
ment of New Zealand and any Government of New Zealand that 
comes along.

• • • • • • •
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147. Report Submitted by the  Federal Republic of G erm a
ny to the  Conference on Disarmament: Verification of 
th e  Destruction of Chemical W eapons  [Extract], July 
17, 1984 1

1. The Government of the Federal Republic of Germany organized a 
workshop for the discussion of problems relating to the verification of 
the destruction of chemical weapons from 12-14 June 1984 at the 
chemical weapons destruction facility in Munster, Lower Saxony.

It was the purpose of the workshop to which member and observer 
delegations of the Conference on Disarmament were invited to ac
quaint these delegations with the procedures used by a destruction 
facility of chemical weapons and to provide a forum for discussions of 
all aspects relating to the verification of destruction of chemical weap
ons. The destruction facility in Munster undertakes to eliminate old 
stocks of chemical weapons that were foimd after World Wars I and
II.

The recent workshop in Munster followed the tradition of the 
Federal Government of making particular contributions in the field of 
verification. In this endeavour the Federal Government has been 
guided by the intention to develop a concept of verification that 
establishes a careful balance between the need to maximize the risk 
factor for anyone who intends to violate the convention on the one 
hand, and the principle that international verification measures while 
being effective should be manageable and practical at the same time.

The Federal Government had chosen to devote its 1984 workshop to 
the verification of the destruction of chemical weapons stocks because 
it holds the view, that the destruction of stocks deserves a particularly 
high priority in the negotiations on a future chemical weapons ban. A 
threat to use chemical weapons emanates in the first instance from the 
existence of chemical weapons stockpiles. Furthermore, the Federal 
Government considers the verification of the destruction of chemical 
weapons stocks to be a key problem of the entire verification complex 
of a future CW Convention. If it proves possible to reach agreement 
on the verification of the destruction of stocks, it should also be 
possible to agree on the necessary inspections for the other areas of 
the Convention.

The Workshop on the Verification of the Destruction of Stocks of 
Chemical Weapons organized by the Federal Government in Munster 
was attended by 51 participants representing 39 nations. By demon
strating the operations in a plant for the destruction of old chemical 
weapons from World Wars I and II it was the intention to show how 
verification measures can be applied and what form they should take.

 ̂ CD /518.
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2. The conclusions drawn by the Federal Government from the 
workshop in Munster as far as they relate to the negotiations of a 
total ban on chemical weapons are as follows:

—The requirement of effective verification of the destruction of 
stocks of chemical weapons can be met only with a monitoring 
system operating on a continuous basis.

—A continuous monitoring system should comprise a comple
mentary combination of checks by inspectors and monitoring 
by tamper-proof measuring devices.

—The integration of technical monitoring devices should aim at 
reducing the number of inspectors required to be present at all 
times thus diminishing the degree of intrusiveness that inspec
tions can evoque [evokel].

—All technical problems relating to the destruction of chemical 
weapons can be solved with current technology.

3. It is the purpose of the Working Paper to record the results of the 
Workshop and thus make them available to the participants as well as 
to those countries not represented in the Workshop. In the following 
shortened versions of three lectures are provided, namely:

—''Verification of the Destruction of Chemical Weapons under a 
Chemical Weapons Convention" by Professor Dr. Johannes 
Pfirschke, Federal Ministry of Defence

—'The Use of Optoelectronic Sensors to Support Verification by 
International Inspectors'' by Dr. H. Bueker, Nuclear Research 
Center Juelich, and

—"Application of Mass Spectrometry to Qualitative Analysis of 
Chemical Warfare Agents in Demilitarisation of CW Agent 
Supplies" by Dr. B. Odernheimer, Federal Armed Forces De
fence Science Agency for NBC Protection (WWDBw ABC- 
Schutz).

• • • • • • •

148. S ta tem ent by  the  U.S. R ep resen ta tive  (Fields) to the  
Conference on Disarmament: Chemical W eapons Con
ven tion— Compliance, July 19, 1984 ^

Mr. President, in my statement on 12 July,  ̂ I began to address the 
last of four major issues involved in a comprehensive and effective 
chemical-weapons ban, that is, the vital issue of verification. I de
scribed in detail the regime of systematic international on-site verifica
tion established by the United States draft convention in document 
CD/500.® I also stated that that regime, by itself, would be inadequate

1 CD/PV.274, pp. 13-15.
 ̂Docum ent 137.

® D ated April 18, Docum ent 75.
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to provide the required assurance of compliance with all the provisions 
of the draft convention. Today, I will examine the system for dealing 
with compliance issues that is a necessary and vital complement to the 
systematic verification regime I described last week.

In the United States view, the future chemical weapons convention 
should set forth a range of actions that can be taken by a party to 
resolve compliance concerns. The convention should also set forth the 
obligations of a party to co-operate in the prompt resolution of such 
concerns. The arrangements should be designed to prevent dilatory 
tactics and to promote clarification at the lowest possible political 
level. However, the right to escalate an issue politically, if necessary, 
should be built into the arrangements to serve as an important stimu
lus to provide resolution of compliance problems. A party should be 
able to select the course of action it believes will resolve its concerns 
most effectively and expeditiously.

The United States draft convention incorporates a number of provi
sions for dealing with compliance concerns. These provisions are con
tained in articles IX, X and XI, as well as in annex II. Taken together, 
these provisions would provide an effective system for resolving com
pliance concerns.

Should a party to the convention have reason to believe that an
other party is not completely fulfilling its commitments under the 
convention—if, for example, that party suspects that chemical weap
ons are being stored at a location that the other party had not declared 
to be a chemical weapons storage location—then that party could 
initiate bilateral consultations with the other party, as provided in 
article IX. Article IX would require the party receiving such an inquiry 
to provide sufficient information to the inquiring party to resolve the 
latter's doubts concerning compliance. If both parties so desired, article 
IX would permit them to arrange a bilateral inspection to aid in 
resolving any lingering questions.

When necessary—if, for example there continued to be concerns 
over whether the party was complying with its commitments under 
the convention—either party involved in the dispute could request the 
Executive Council of the Consultative Committee to initiate fact
finding procedures. Upon receiving such a request, the Executive 
Council would request the party whose actions were suspect to clarify 
these actions. If the clarification provided still did not resolve the 
question, the fact-finding panel of the Executive Council would im
mediately begin an investigation. The report of its investigation would 
then be made available to all parties to the convention. If still unsatis
fied, the inquiring party could initiate a special meeting of the Con
sultative Committee to consider further the compliance question.

It is hoped that most compliance questions can be resolved through 
information exchanges that occur either bilaterally or through the 
Consultative Committee. However, in some instances assurances more 
persuasive than the uncorroborated statements of a party will be 
necessary. In other cases, the assurance will be required more rapidly
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than the time periods contained in article IX. Articles X and XI of the 
draft convention were designed to meet the needs of such situations.

Under article X of the draft convention, procedures for special on
site inspection will apply to any facility either already subject to 
systematic international on-site inspection pursuant to other articles of 
the convention or to any facility or location owned or controlled by 
the government of a party, including military facilities. Annex II 
would contain provisions aiding in the specification of such facilities 
and locations. For these locations and facilities, a party to the conven
tion is deemed to have issued an ''open invitation" with regard to the 
possibility of their inspection. This means that a party must permit an 
on-site inspection of the location or facility within 24 hours of receipt 
of a request from a member of the fact-finding panel for such an 
investigation. Members of the panel could initiate such an inspection 
on their own or on behalf of a party not represented on the panel. A 
party cannot refuse a request for a special on-site inspection.

My Government recognizes that these special on-site inspection 
procedures will require an unprecedented degree of openness on the 
part of all countries that become parties to the convention. The United 
States also recognizes that such openness could potentially pose a risk 
to sensitive activities not related to chemical weapons. However, the 
United States strongly believes that a comprehensive and effective ban 
on chemical weapons, which would provide substantial security bene
fits, must, if it is to be truly effective, contain an ''open invitation" 
inspection scheme along the lines I have sketched out today. Thus, the 
United States has decided that the benefits flowing from such an 
inspection scheme greatly outweigh the risks.

The United States seriously considers that any risks can be mini
mized and managed through appropriate procedures for initiating and 
conducting special on-site inspections. The United States draft con
tains a number of provisions designed to do just that. In the United 
States view, the inspection procedures should be designed to resolve 
the issue at the lowest possible level of intrusion. For example, the 
inspectors' access should be unimpeded, but the procedures could 
stipulate that the least intrusive steps be taken first. More intrusive 
steps would be implemented only to the level needed to resolve the 
specific issue in question. We would welcome other suggestions for 
minimizing the risks that might result from a special on-site inspec
tion.

I want to assure all delegations in the Conference on Disarmament 
that my Government did not take the decision lightly to include this 
"open invitation" provision in our draft convention. There should be 
no question that the United States is willing to accept the conse
quences of these provisions. I hope that other States will display a like 
amount of political will and accept this "open invitation" concept, 
because it is essential for an effective chemical-weapons ban.

I would also like to respond to some criticisms that have been 
publicly voiced concerning the article X provision on special on-site
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inspection. The statement has been made that, since the provision 
applies to government-owned or government-controlled facilities, it 
discriminates against some economic and political systems. The argu
ment seems to be that, since the civilian chemical industries in some 
socialist countries are owned by the government, these facilities would 
be subject to article X, whereas the chemical industries in the United 
States or other western countries, since they are privately owned, 
would not be covered by article X. In passing I would like to note that 
the countries voicing this and other criticisms of the convention have 
done so without accepting the invitation of my delegation to meet 
with any interested delegation to explain fully our draft convention. If 
they had availed themselves of this opportunity to meet with us, this 
matter could have been clarified privately. Article X covers not only 
those locations and facilities that are owned by the government, but 
also those controlled by the government, whether through contract, 
other obligations, or regulatory requirements. The privately-owned 
chemical industries of the United States are so heavily regulated by 
the United States Government that this equates to the term ''con
trolled" as used in the draft convention. Thus, the private chemical 
industry of the United States is fully subject to the inspection provi
sions of article X.

In addition, I will repeat a statement made many times by me and 
by other representatives of the United States Government. No imbal
ance in inspection obligation is either desired, intended, or contained 
in any provisions of the United States draft convention banning chem
ical weapons. My delegation welcomes any suggestions concerning 
ways to improve the procedures for the ''open invitation" inspections, 
as long as an equivalent level of confidence is maintained. It is easy to 
criticize a proposal. It is much harder to work out mutually acceptable 
solutions to difficult problems. I hope that delegations that have con
cerns about the "open invitation" approach of article X will join with 
us in a constructive manner to seek effective solutions.

For locations and facilities not subject to article X, '"ad hoc on-site 
inspections" are provided by article XI of the United States draft. A 
party may request the Consultative Committee, at any time, to con
duct such inspections in order to resolve doubts and concerns. The 
fact-finding panel shall convene within 24 hours to determine whether 
such an inspection should be granted. The panel will make its decision 
based on guidelines contained in annex II. If the panel decides to 
request an inspection, the requested party shall, except in the most 
extraordinary circumstances, provide access to the inspectors. If a 
party refuses an inspection, it must fully explain its refusal and sug
gest concrete alternative methods for resolving the compliance con
cern. The fact-finding panel will review these explanations and sug
gestions to determine if they resolve the question raised. If the prob
lem is not deemed to be resolved, the panel can again request an 
inspection. If it is refused again, the Chairman of the Consultative
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Commission shall immediately inform the Security Council of the 
United Nations.

As with systematic international on-site inspection, there are many 
detailed, technical procedures governing the conduct of special and ad 
hoc on-site inspections that need to be negotiated. Section H of annex
II contains a list of the areas where the United States believes there 
must be an agreement on procedures. Some examples of these areas 
are: a requirement for definition of the area to be inspected, types of 
equipment to be used, and protection of proprietary or confidential 
information. These procedures should be negotiated in connection 
with our consideration of the inspection provisions contained in arti
cles X and XI.

In two statements I have outlined in detail the provisions contained 
in the United States draft convention dealing with the verification 
issue. The regime of systematic international on-site inspection, and 
the compliance resolution system outlined today, combine to provide 
the confidence in compliance necessary for a comprehensive and effec
tive ban on chemical-weapons. These provisions are central to the 
United States draft convention. No chemical weapons convention can 
be achieved without agreement on effective provisions for verification.

This statement also concludes my series of statements dealing with 
the four main issues involved in a comprehensive and effective chemi
cal weapons ban. I have explained how the United States draft con
vention deals with what a party must not do, what it may do, what it 
must do, and finally the verification provisions that provide confi
dence in compliance. I hope these statements have been helpful. My 
delegation is ready at any time and any place to work with any 
delegation to answer questions concerning our draft convention and to 
try to achieve mutually acceptable solutions to the many problems in 
this area which remain to be solved.

149. N ews Conference S ta tem ent by  the  N etherlands  Rep
re sen ta tiv e  (v an  de  M ortel) to the  Mutual an d  Bal
anced  Force Reductions Talks, July 19, 1984 ^

In today's plenary session, the United States Representative, Ambas
sador Morton Abramowitz, speaking for the West, reviewed the over
all situation in the Vienna negotiations. I would like to reiterate a few 
of his principal remarks.

These talks occupy an important place in the Western agenda of 
arms control negotiations. The Western commitment to substantial, 
militarily-significant troop reductions in Central Europe by NATO 
and the Warsaw Pact was again evident in July 1982 when the West 
tabled the first comprehensive draft treaty in the Vienna talks. That

1 ACDA files.
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document covered the full process of verifiable reductions and limita
tions to the agreed common ceiling on each side of 900,000 ground 
and air force personnel, including a ceiling of 700,000 ground force 
personnel, in Central Europe.

The Eastern response in 1983 to that draft treaty did not meet the 
objective requirements of a sound agreement. In particular, the East 
asked the U.S. to withdraw troops from Europe outside the framework 
of an agreement, ignored the need for any understanding before treaty 
signature on current force levels in Central Europe, and postponed key 
verification measures—such as on-site inspection and permanent exit/ 
entry points—to the end of the reduction process.

The Western side presented a major new proposal on April 19  ̂
building upon elements of both Eastern and Western positions, and 
designed to draw the sides closer together. Let me cite a few of the 
compromise features of this new proposal:

—On the central issue blocking progress in these negotiations— 
the well-known data impasse—the West has offered to set 
aside its long held requirement for formal prior data agreement 
on all forces in the area. Instead, we now simply ask for a data 
exchange before treaty signature on only the ground combat 
and combat support forces of the sides.

—Put more plainly, the West is willing to undertake the major 
step of initial U.S. troop withdrawals from Europe without re
quiring prior data exchange on a substantial portion of the 
forces present in the area, namely ground service support troops 
and all air force manpower;

—the West has agreed to undertake a collective no-increase com
mitment following initial U.S. and Soviet reductions and short
ened the reduction process from 7 to 5 years;

—the West has now agreed to an identical obligation in the form 
of U.S. and Soviet reductions despite the unchanging geograph
ic factor favoring the Soviet Union.

The flexible and innovative character of the Western proposal repre
sents a clear opportunity to break the logjam in Vienna, especially 
over the data issue. This proposal is a clear demonstration of Western 
political will to engage in a major effort in Vienna to resolve the 
remaining obstacles to an agreement.

In the course of the past round the West has fully answered Eastern 
criticisms of this proposal and has offered to engage in detailed discus
sion of any point. Moreover, we have repeatedly stressed that we do 
not put forward our proposal on a take-it-or-leave-it basis. Despite all 
this, the East engages in very unproductive tactics. Notwithstanding 
the compromise character of the Western April 19 proposal and our 
full responses to Eastern criticisms, the Eastern side still refuses to 
acknowledge its positive features. Although claiming that the Western

2 For statements on this proposal, see Documents 80 and 108, April 19 and May 24, 
respectively.
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proposal is complex, it has, in fact, sought very little elucidation. It 
aven argues that the West still owes the East a constructive response.

If Eastern participants want to achieve our agreed goals in Vienna, 
they should set aside such unproductive tactics and proceed to real 
negotiations on the substance of the issues which remain to be re
solved. The Western proposal of April 19 embodies many opportuni
ties for such negotiations.

It is now up to the East to demonstrate its willingness to make use 
of the possibilities contained in the West's proposal to move the 
negotiations forward.

We have urged our Eastern colleagues to review their position and 
return next round with a constructive response to the West's April 19 
proposal.

150. News Conference S ta tem ent by  the  Polish Spokesm an 
(Stronczynski) a t  the  Mutual and  Balanced Force Re
ductions Talks, Ju ly  19, 1984 ^

In his plenary statement today the Head of the Polish Delegation 
Ambassador S. Przygodzki reviewed the course of the passed 33rd 
round, drawing attention to the reasons for lack of progress in the 
Vienna talks.

He said that the policy pursued by the United States and some 
other NATO countries, aimed at changing in their favour the balance 
of forces and obtaining military superiority over the Warsaw Treaty 
States, undermines the very foundations of peace and stability in 
Europe. With deployment of the new American medium-range nuclear 
missiles in Western Europe, the NATO countries initiated a new, 
extremely dangerous stage of the arms race. At the same time they 
carry out extensive programmes of military build up in the field of 
conventional armaments.

The recent lifting of restrictions on production of particularly potent 
means of warfare by the country with the largest army in the area on 
the NATO side only adds to the seriousness of the situation.

These activities have resulted in a sharp aggravation of the political 
climate and are negatively influencing also the atmosphere of the 
Vienna talks and the prospects for reaching progress here.

He emphasized that in spite of this situation it is necessary to 
intensify efforts to achieve a breakthrough in Vienna which, in turn, 
would enhance possibilities of overcoming the present precarious stage 
of East-West relations. Such a breakthrough is possible, provided all 
participants display necessary political will and spirit of cooperation. 
As far as the socialist countries are concerned, their devotion to 
achieving a meaningful agreement in Vienna has been confirmed not

1 ACDA files.
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only by words, but first of all by concrete deeds. The complex of the 
proposals of February and June, 1983 makes another proof of their 
sincere desire to overcome the protracted deadlock in Vienna.

The Western proposal of April —̂the Ambassador said—contrary to 
its authors' claims, is neither conducive ''to resolving some of the most 
basic issues still standing in the way of progress", nor does it "meet 
Eastern concerns". He once again explained why this proposal did not 
move the negotiations forward and in important aspects even drew 
them backwards and constituted departure from already achieved un
derstandings.

He singled out some of the reasons on which this critical evaluation 
was based, emphasizing that the proposal of April 19:

1. not only doesn't facilitate overcoming the data deadlock, artifi
cially created by the West, but aims at revival of fruitless data dis
putes in even more complicated form;

2. reflects the NATO quest for getting unilateral advantages and im
posing unequal obligations, which is particularly striking in the con
cept of asymmetrical reductions;

3. departs from the idea of a comprehensive agreement and allows 
for the possibility of breaking the reduction process and of confining 
the reductions and limitations to Soviet and American forces only;

4. evades the positive solution of a group of other important prob
lems, such as reduction of armaments, limitation of the air-force per
sonnel, working out an effective mechanism of maintaining equal col
lective levels, limitation of the scale of military activity in the area;

5. fails to take into account the criticism expressed by the socialist 
countries towards the Western position on associated measures during 
long discussions on the subject and even indicates the intention "to 
enhance" its already too inflated package of 1979, thus making it even 
more unacceptable.

By contrast, the proposals of the socialist countries show a realistic 
way out of the difficulties which have for many years been keeping 
our talks in a stalemate. They create a logical programme of actions 
allowing to attain final goal independently of any debates on data. 
Their advantages are even more evident now in comparison with the 
Western initiative of April 19.

It was stressed, i.e., that unlike the initiative of the NATO coun
tries, which piles up still new obstacles hampering solution of the key 
problems of an agreement, our proposal is aimed at removing all the 
obstacles, including the artificial data barrier. It ensures continuation 
of the reduction process till reaching agreed equal collective levels, 
with all direct participants making their own contribution to this end.

The principal advantages of the proposals of the socialist countries 
of 1983 over the Western ones consist in the fact that they do not 
diminish security of any party, they fully correspond to the mandate 
of the talks and can be easily implemented regardless of any data

2 For statements on this proposal, see Documents 80 and 108, April 19 and May 24, 
respectively.
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disputes. They are still on the table awaiting the Western constructive 
response.

In concluding, the Head of the Polish Delegation expressed the hope 
that during forthcoming recess the West would seriously reflect on the 
material we had presented and would come back for the next round 
prepared to take with us practical steps toward reaching an agreement 
on mutual reduction of forces and armaments in Central Europe.

151. S ta tem ent by the  Soviet R ep resen ta tive  (Issrae lyan) 
to  the  C onference on Disarmament: Chemical W ea p 
ons, July 24, 1984 ^

The Soviet delegation would like to dwell today on a question 
which seems to be raised most often at plenary meetings of the 
summer session of the Conference on Disarmament. This is the ques
tion of the prohibition of chemical weapons. I think, however, that all 
will agree that in the broad range of problems concerned with the 
limitation of the arms race, the problem of the prohibition of chemical 
weapons does not have the highest priority and is not the most 
important. Like the majority of delegations, and like the overwhelming 
part of the world community, we regard the prevention of nuclear war 
as the primary issue of contemporary world policy. At the same time, 
chemical disarmament can play an important positive role in resolving 
the tasks connected with the limitation of the arms race and disarma
ment.

The majority of those who have spoken on the subject of the 
prohibition of chemical weapons, while noting some progress in the 
negotiations on this question, have also expressed dissatisfaction with 
their pace and character.

We share this feeling. On the one hand, the negotiations are con
tinuing and the Soviet delegation recognizes the efforts of, and per
sonal interest in the work taken by, the Chairman of the Committee 
on the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons, Ambassador Ekeus and his 
staff. On the other hand, however, these negotiations are still very far 
from the ultimate goal. Perhaps even further from that goal than they 
were, let us say, a year and a half ago.

What are the reasons for this state of affairs in our work on the 
prohibition of chemical weapons?

There are certainly many. In our opinion, however, there are two 
main reasons. We have already had an opportunity to point out that 
the United States draft convention, even before it saw the light of day, 
hampered the negotiations. It is a well-known fact that in February, 
March and April of this year, the work of the A d Hoc Committee was 
almost fatally blocked. It is true that at that time delegations of one

 ̂ CD/PV .275, pp. 23-26.
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group of countries did not manifest any concern over that situation 
and did not call for any acceleration in the Committee's work. If only 
the matter had been confined to that! When the United States of 
America presented its draft convention in April, ̂  it became clear that 
it was not making a constructive contribution to the work already 
done at Geneva, and that it was creating a number of major insoluble 
problems which had not existed before. However much the United 
States delegation now tries to paint this draft in the most radiant 
colours, the main point is that it does not promote mutual understand
ing but, on the contrary, deepens the differences between the partners 
in the negotiations and, on a number of questions, particularly with 
regard to monitoring, sets the negotiations back. We have, of course, 
listened carefully to the clarifications given by the Head of the United 
States delegation. Ambassador Fields, concerning the individual sec
tions of the United States draft,  ̂ but that has in no way changed our 
general evaluation of this document. We shall talk about this in 
greater detail in one of our subsequent statements.

Another reason for the lack of progress and even regression is to be 
found in the fact that several delegations have, in our opinion, adopt
ed a faulty approach. They have begun to complicate the talks, to 
burden them by constantly introducing new issues whose absence 
would in no way affect the chemical weapons ban, cause it to lose its 
comprehensive character or make it less effective. The trouble is that 
these issues in turn give rise to new questions and, as a Russian 
proverb states, the deeper one goes into the woods, the more firewood 
there is. It is becoming increasingly difficult for delegations to find a 
common language; secondary and tertiary questions push the main 
issues into the background and sometimes no way out of this situation 
can be seen. It is to be hoped that this is not being done deliberately, 
but that does not change the results.

We are resolutely against such an approach. Of course, the future 
convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons, taking into ac
count the object of the ban and its specific character, will inevitably 
be a complex international document. However, at the same time, it 
must not be forgotten that we are conducting political negotiations 
aimed at the solution of knotty problems which would predetermine 
the successful functioning of the convention. In any event, we shall 
not succeed in forcing all possible situations connected with the oper
ation of the convention into a Procrustean bed, since life is consider
ably more diverse than any human fantasy. We are in favour of 
concentrating attention on the main elements—on the rules, not on the 
exceptions. It is precisely for this reason that international agreements 
on disarmament, including the convention being prepared by us, pro
vide for the establishment of a consultative committee to be entrusted

2 Dated April 18, Document 75.
® Dated April 26, Document 88; June 21, Document 126; June 28, Document 129; July 

5, Document 135; July 12, Document 137; and July 19, Document 148.
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with the function of examining all situations that may arise, whether 
they can be foreseen or not. That is why we also wish to put forward 
in our statement today some general considerations concerning the 
activity of this very important machinery of the future convention.

Before touching on the specific content of our considerations, I 
should like by way of an example to refer to a few questions whose 
consideration and solution, it seems to us, could be entrusted to the 
consultative committee. They are primarily questions which are clearly 
not ripe for solution at the present time. For example, the proposal put 
forward by one or two delegations concerning the inclusion in the 
basic prohibition contained in the future convention of an undertaking 
by States '"not to conduct other activities in preparation for the use of 
chemical weapons''. The participants in the negotiations have a more 
or less clear idea of the basic obligations which they would accept 
under the convention: not to produce chemical weapons, to destroy 
stocks, etc. But what are the other activities which they should not 
conduct? There is no clear reply to this. It is not possible to separate, 
let us say, activities in preparation for the use of chemical weapons 
from activities relating to the preparation of armed forces as a whole. 
On this question, it is clear that no progress has been made towards 
reaching agreement.

Is it not better to proceed from the basis that the consultative 
committee consisting of all parties to the convention, as a forum for 
discussing all questions connected with the implementation of and 
compliance with the convention, might resolve any specific problem, 
including that to which reference has just been made, as soon as it 
acquired specific form, of course.

Yet another example. It has been proposed—by the delegation of 
the United States of America—to prohibit in the future convention 
some almost mysterious chemical, specially designed to intensify the 
effects of the use of chemical weapons. After persistent requests to 
clarify everything involved, it was stated that the matter concerns 
substances capable of acting as solvents in chemical weapons or as 
thickening agents, of changing the viscosity of chemicals or their local 
stability, of increasing their capacity to penetrate the human skin or 
the charcoal filter of a gas mask, etc. Even from this list—and it can, 
of course, be expanded—it is clear that the matter does not concern a 
particular specific chemical, but a great number of chemicals. It is true 
that, in this connection, we have not been given the name of a single 
chemical. It is proposed, consequently, that substances unknown to 
anyone should not be developed, produced or stockpiled and that they 
should be destroyed. Can this be serious? Here, too, if a genuine need 
to resolve the above-mentioned question arose, the consultative com
mittee would be able to take the appropriate steps.

In a word, we attach very great importance to the consultative 
committee and consider that it and its subsidiary organs should be 
assigned the task of the solution in practice of the broadest possible
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group of questions connected with the practical implementation of and 
compliance with the convention.

We proceed from the basis that the consultative committee, if refer
ence is made to it as a collective body, would receive, have custody of 
and distribute information furnished by States parties in accordance 
with the requirements of the convention, would provide to States 
parties at their request assistance in the conduct of consultations 
among them, would work out recommendations and individual techni
cal questions, etc.

It would also have to perform a considerable number of responsible 
functions with regard to the implementation and co-ordination of all 
forms of verification. In particular, we consider it important that the 
consultative committee should work out standardized verification 
methods and verify reports of cases involving the use of chemical 
weapons. The convention must also include a clear provision under 
which the consultative committee would determine the procedure and 
periods for carrying out verifications at facilities for the destruction of 
stocks and at facilities for the production of super-toxic lethal chemi
cals for permitted purposes. It would take into account the size and 
characteristics of the stocks, data on the destruction facilities and on 
the permitted production, and a great deal more.

A most important task under the future convention will be the 
proper organization of the working interaction between international 
and national monitoring bodies. They should complement one another 
and assist one another, for otherwise, unless one is under the illusion 
of '"constantly valid invitations", monitoring might prove to be imper
fect. In this regard, too, it is clear that the consultative committee 
might have an outstanding role to play. It will have to concern itself 
even with such matters as the special training of national staff for 
carrying out inspections, the sealing of chemical weapons production 
facilities, the handling of seals, etc.

One would hope that these considerations will facilitate and speed 
up the preparation of the section of the future convention devoted to 
the consultative committee.

In connection with the consultative committee, I should like to draw 
attention to a matter of primary importance—the composition of its 
main subsidiary organ, the executive council. We propose that this 
council should consist of 15 members, representatives of States parties 
to the convention, 10 of whom would be elected by the consultative 
committee on the principle of a two-year term for each party, five 
members being replaced each year; the remaining five seats would be 
set aside for the permanent members of the Security Council parties to 
the convention.

This machinery should be seen primarily as an earnest of the effec
tiveness of the future convention, ensuring compliance with the prin
ciple of not endangering the security of any of the parties.

A very important problem is the elaboration of a procedure, accept
able to all the States parties to the future convention, for the adoption
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by the consultative committee and its subsidiary organ of decisions 
relating to substantive questions. Many far-reaching proposals of 
every kind have been submitted on this subject, but no reply has yet 
been forthcoming. This is not surprising, since the question really is 
complex. Yet, in our opinion there is a solution—as in many other 
questions which have arisen in the process of elaborating a convention 
on chemical weapons, it lies in a realistic view of matters. We proceed 
from the basis that the best means of adopting decisions is by consen
sus. However, if it is not possible to reach a consensus within strictly 
stipulated periods, reckoned in some cases in days and in others in 
hours, then, in our opinion, there is only one practical—I repeat, 
practical—possibility: to bring to the notice of the party or parties the 
individual views on a given question of the members of the consulta
tive committee or the executive council. The opinions of States, set 
out in the manner established by international law, would together 
constitute for many States a serious political factor which it would not 
be possible to ignore. As a last resort, it would always be possible to 
use other procedures, which would be provided for in the convention.

Those are some considerations which the Soviet delegation would 
like to put forward in connection with the negotiations on the prohi
bition of chemical weapons at the Conference.

152. J a p a n e s e  Working P ap er  Submitted to the  Confer
ence on Disarmament: S tep-by-S tep  A pproach to a 
Com prehensive Test Ban, July 25, 1984 ^

1. It goes without saying that an early cessation of all nuclear 
testing is an important step toward the final goal of general and 
complete disarmament. A comprehensive test ban will be a very effec
tive instrument to curb both horizontal and vertical nuclear prolifera
tion.

A long history of negotiation on this subject, however, seems to 
indicate that complicated interactions between political, strategic, tech
nical and other factors are at work around this subject. Quick and 
easy solution and agreement has unfortunately not been possible so 
far. It must also be admitted that prospects for it to become reality in 
the immediate future are not particularly bright. If that is the case, 
steps should be taken as soon as possible to overcome difficulties and 
enter into the process leading to the desired goal.

2. On 12 June, Mr. S. Abe, Minister for Foreign Affairs of Japan, 
submitted the following proposal in his statement at the plenary 
meeting of the Conference on Disarmament:

If a CTB cannot be achieved at one stroke, we should make an 
in-diepth study on a second best measure, namely, a step-by-step

1 CD/524.
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formula, under which underground nuclear test explosions of a 
yield now considered technically verifiable on a multinational 
basis will be taken as the threshold, and an agreement will be 
reached on banning test explosions overstepping this threshold, 
and then the threshold will be lowered, by improving the verifi
cation capability itself.^

This proposal does not claim to realize a comprehensive test ban in 
a single step, but to go through realistic steps to get there. At least in 
the present circumstances, it would be the most realistic approach to 
make a breakthrough in the stalemate that seems to prevail in our 
deliberations on this subject and to bring us ever closer to our goal.

3. Japan sincerely expects that an Ad Hoc Committee on a Nuclear 
Test Ban will be established as soon as possible. We wish also that 
this step-by-step approach will be taken up there for favourable 
consideration.

4. One key issue of difficulty with the prohibition of nuclear testing 
has been the establishment of a verification system which can con
vincingly persuade all concerned and give assurance that all and any 
violation will be promptly detected.

Pending an agreement on a comprehensive test ban, a full measure 
of co-operation must be undertaken on the establishment of a multi
lateral verification system and on its continued improvement.

5. For the purpose of implementing the step-by-step approach and 
establishing a multilateral verification system at an early date, it will 
be advisable to take up two important aspects of the problem:

The first step is the determination of a ''threshold", the magnitude 
of nuclear explosion which is at present multilaterally verifiable on the 
basis of existing multilateral capabilities.

The second step is the search for methods of co-operation between 
States for improvements of such capabilities in order to bring down 
gradually the level of threshold.

Simultaneously with these exercises it will also be advisable to start 
discussions on an institutional mechanism to put the whole process 
into operation.

6. The technical portion of the above-mentioned exercises may most 
appropriately be assigned to the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to 
consider International Co-operative Measures to Detect and Identify 
Seismic Events which has already been making significant contribu
tions in this context. In particular, we are convinced that the experi
ence gained from technical tests of the Group relating to the interna
tional seismic data exchange can play a very important role in examin
ing the extent of multilateral verification capabilities.

Also the importance of the national technical means must be fully 
recognized in supplementing and making contributions to the multilat
eral system.

2 CD /PV . 263, p. 11.
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153. S ta tem ent by  the  Director of the  S trategic D efense 
initiative O rgan iza tion  (A braham son) Before a Sub
committee of the  House Committee on Foreign Af
fairs: Strategic D efense Initiative, July 26, 1984 ^

• • • • • • •

You have requested that my testimony today include discussions of 
arms control, defense, national security, and foreign policy, as they 
relate to the strategic defense initiative.

You have also requested that we provide you with an assessment of 
the initiative's technical feasibility as well as its budgetary implica
tions.

I will be pleased to comment upon all of these aspects and pleased 
to invite participation of those individuals here with me in the broad 
foreign policy areas and arms control issues.

STRATEGIC DEFENSE INITIATIVE

There has been much discussion, and much has been written, rela
tive to the objective and technical approaches of the strategic defense 
initiative. It is worth recalling the President's strategy of hope was 
posed as a challenge to the Nation, especially the scientific communi
ty, when he said in his speech on March 23 of last year:

I am directing a comprehensive and intensive effort to define a 
long-term research and development program to begin to achieve 
our ultimate goal of eliminating the threat posed by strategic nu
clear missiles.

Often people forget the next sentence.

This could pave the way for arms control measures to eliminate 
the weapons themselves.^

It is imperative that you understand from the outset that the strate
gic defense initiative is not a search for a technical panacea. It is a 
search for a technical tool by which different peoples, with different 
political bonds and cultures, can find a common ground to negotiate a 
common peace.

I would like to stress that the immediate objective is to conduct 
research into those technologies which might enable the development 
of defensive systems capable of intercepting and destroying ballistic 
missiles after they have been launched and consequently, preventing 
them from hitting their targets.

 ̂Arms Control in Outer Space: Hearings Before the Subcommittee on International Security and 
Scientific Affairs, . . . pp. 197-201.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 199-201.
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The technologies which we are investigating offer the prospect of 
protecting both our own and our allies' civilian populations and armed 
forces.

I would like to emphasize that our research is focusing on defenses 
against ballistic missiles of all ranges, including tactical and theater 
range systems as well as intercontinental ballistic missiles and subma
rine launched ballistic missiles. Our concept of an effective defense is 
one that necessarily protects our allies as well as ourselves.

COMPLIANCE TREATY OBLIGATION

The SDI is research on a broad range of defensive technologies, and 
is fully consistent with U.S. treaty obligations.

Furthermore, all of our strategic defense initiative activities will be 
conducted within the provisions of the ABM Treaty.®

Close monitoring to ensure compliance with the ABM Treaty is an 
inherent part of the program, and we will meet our obligation ''not to 
develop, test, or deploy ABM systems or components which are sea- 
based, air-based, space-based, or mobile land based."

The negotiating history makes clear that the prohibition of develop
ment and testing of such systems and components would start at that 
part of the development process where field testing is initiated on 
either a prototype or a breadboard model of such system or compo
nents.

The development and testing of fixed land-based systems or compo
nents even at the field testing stage, is permitted as long as such 
development and testing are consistent with other provisions of the 
treaty.

In addition, the strategic defense initiative in no way alters our 
commitment to equitable and verifiable arms reductions. In fact, the 
strategic defense initiative, in posing the potential of reducing the 
usefulness of offensive nuclear forces for conducting warfare, can in 
the future, create greater incentives for negotiated offensive force 
reductions.

CONSULTATION WITH ALLIES

We have consulted closely with our allies, and we will continue to 
do so. We have made it clear to our NATO partners that our commit
ment to their security has in no way been changed by the SDI.

Since any U.S. decision to deploy advanced defenses will be in the 
future, we must continue to pursue both the modernization of our 
deterrent forces and equitable and verifiable arms reduction agree
ments. In no way has the introduction of the SDI altered our commit
ment to these goals.

A future decision to deploy a defensive system would only be taken 
if it were clear that this was the best path to reduce the risk of war. 
Ironically, some may feel that they know that answer today, that

® Printed ihid., 1972, pp. 197-201.
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somehow they can foretell the future with sufficient confidence, or 
perhaps control the advance of technology by potential adversary, an 
adversary pursuing with great determination many of the same re
search programs that are proposed in the SDI.

Some of those go so far as to say we should not proceed with 
research effort. That decision would amount to unilaterally leaving 
this field, with all its potential, to others, others who may have a very 
different objective than ourselves with a potential for very dangerous 
consequences to our nation.

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 531

The subcommittee has asked for the administration's position on the 
House Joint Resolution 531, a joint resolution ''to maintain the com
mitment of the United States to the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty 
between the United States and the Soviet Union."

This draft resolution has three operative clauses:
The first enjoins the United States to maintain its commitment to 

the ABM Treaty and not to engage in programs and activities which 
are inconsistent with or could undermine the provisions of the ABM 
Treaty.

The United States intends to continue to observe its treaty obliga
tions and is no way engaged in actions which would be inconsistent 
with or undermine the ABM Treaty.

As the strategic defense initiative program progresses, the United 
States will be in a position to assess the ABM Treaty in view of the 
knowledge gained through the SDI program and the strategic situation 
at that time, including the question of Soviet compliance with the 
treaty.

The United States has always taken the position that there is a close 
connection between limits on antiballistic missile defenses and more 
complete limitations on strategic offensive arms, something that we 
have yet to achieve.

We cannot support the resolution as it is now written because it 
contains language which tends to prejudge the question as to the 
future of the ABM Treaty after completion of the strategic defense 
initiative program.

Further, it incorrectly suggests that the program might be conducted 
in such a way as to violate or undermine the treaty.

The second clause calls on the President not to withdraw from or 
abrogate the ABM Treaty without the consent of Congress. The treaty 
and the relevant provisions of international law clearly empower the 
parties to withdraw from the treaty under certain conditions. The 
United States has no plans to withdraw from the ABM Treaty.

If, at some future time, the course of action were to be considered, 
any action taken would be in strict accordance with international law 
and the U.S. constitutional framework.

The third clause calls on the President to discuss the ABM Treaty 
compliance concerns with the Soviet Union. As the President reported
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to Congress last January 23, the United States has been doing so and 
will continue to do so."̂

ASAT WEAPON POLICY

Relative to the subcommittee's query about the administration's 
ASAT weapons policy and its relationship to the SDI, both ASAT and 
the strategic defense initiative support our overall defense objectives 
of enhancing deterrence and strengthening stability, but they do so in 
different ways. The ASAT program seeks to provide deterrence against 
a Soviet attempt to destroy U.S. satellites by providing the capability 
to respond in kind to such an attack and, within such limits imposed 
by international law, to deny any adversary the use of space-based 
systems that provide support to hostile military forces.

The SDI, on the other hand, has the potential for reducing or 
eliminating the military utility of a wide range of ballistic missiles.

Consequently, the ASAT program is an attempt to redress an exist
ing situation that undercuts deterrence and the SDI is an attempt to 
reduce the threat of nuclear war.

It should be noted that the ASAT program predates the strategic 
defense initiative by many years, and it is not a part of the SDI 
program.

After a career of managing high technology programs, I am very 
sensitive to and appreciative of the need to conduct the SDI in the 
most efficient, effective, and economical manner possible.

I too am a concerned taxpayer and as I have stated in previous 
testimony, we plan an aggressive, adequately funded program to 
pursue the relevant technologies at the maximum reasonable rate.

The fiscal year 1985 DOD request is for approximately $1.75 billion. 
Approximately another $200 million is within the Department of 
Energy funding request.

We anticipate that during the fiscal year 1985-89 period, approxi
mately $26 billion could be applied to these advanced technologies. I 
am concerned and convinced, as I know you are, that the preservation 
of peace is of such value that this expense is indeed worthwhile for 
the benefit that it could generate.

The media have fairly reported the great hope and optimism that 
the strategic defense initiative presents, as well as the doubt and 
skepticism expressed by some.

Indeed, our press is to be commended in representing all points of 
view relative to the initiative, including, in the June 24, 1984, edition 
of the Washington Post, the view of Soviet academician E.P. Velikhov.

Velikhov alluded that we Americans had "fallen under the spell of 
misleading impressions created by films," such as ''Star Wars," and 
that the United States is "spending money on ideas that won't work."

I wish here to respond to Velikhov's criticisms, and I wish also that 
I could respond to Velikhov in Pravda, but unfortunately, our great

Document 10.
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legacies of freedom of speech and press are unknown in the Soviet 
Union.

First, the strategic defense initiative is not Star Wars. Star Wars was 
imaginative, exciting cinema, but nevertheless it was cinema.

The SDI is real, very real, and the options that the research program 
may provide could remove much of the military value of nuclear 
ballistic missiles, thereby acting as a powerful catalyst to meaningful 
and lasting arms control.

Similarly, the SDI won't result in spending money on ideas that 
won't work, or as others have asserted lead to a concept that is 
technologically unattainable or overly expensive.

The eminent scientists who made up the Fletcher panel have told 
me that, initially, they were skeptical of the prospects for success of 
the technologies then under investigation.

However, after examining all of the relevant evidence, they conclud
ed that powerful new technologies are becoming available that justify 
a major technology development effort offering future options to im
plement a defensive strategy.

They now strongly believe that it will, in fact, be possible to 
construct an effective defense against ballistic missiles. My own opin
ion is highly optimistic. I believe we have ample evidence that the 
technical muscle of the United States is equal to any task supported 
by the will and resolve of the American people.

154. TASS S ta tem ent on O uter Space Disarmam ent Talks, 
July 27, 1984 ^

As was reported earlier, in order to clarify the ambiguous position 
adopted by the U.S. Government in respect of the Soviet Union's 
proposal of June 29 for holding talks on preventing the arms race from 
spreading to outer space, ̂  the Soviet side recently suggested publish
ing a joint Soviet-American statement that would clearly specify the 
agreement of the USSR and the USA to begin talks with the purpose 
of working out and concluding an agreement on the prevention of 
militarisation of outer space, including complete mutual renunciation 
of anti-satellite systems, as well as agreement to impose, since the 
opening day of the talks, a mutual moratorium on the testing and 
deployment of space armaments.^

In other words, the Soviet draft of such a statement, forwarded to 
the American side, was drawn up in strict conformity with the content 
of the Soviet Union's proposal of June 29, which, according to state-

 ̂Moscow TASS in English, July 27, 1984; FBIS Daily Report, vol. Ill, July 27, 1984, pp. 
AA14-AA15.

2 Both the Soviet proposal and the U.S. response are dated June 29, Documents 130 
and 131.

 ̂See Document 136, July 6.

Document 154



550 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1984

ments by American officials, was allegedly accepted by the USA 
without any preliminary conditions.

And what followed? Being faced with the need to reveal its actual 
position, the American side left no doubt by its reply that it was 
engaged in deceitful play over the question of the Soviet-proposed 
talks on the prevention of militarisation of outer space and was not 
going in fact to enter into such talks. The draft statement of the 
American side omits even the very words "outer space", and no 
mention is made of prevention of its militarisation and introduction of 
moratorium on space weapons. Instead, a vague wording is proposed 
on some meeting to discuss and specify approaches to negotiations, 
and it is not known on what subject.

The meaning of that wording is clear: to go away from negotiations 
on the Soviet Union-proposed vitally important problem—prohibition 
of space weapons and to supersede this subject of negotiations by a 
general discussion on everything and about nothing specifically, and 
to use this in its transient aims having nothing to do with the task of 
ending the arms race.

Thereby the American Administration most obviously demonstrated 
once again that it does not intend to give up its militaristic course, the 
speeded up realisation of broad-scale military programmes. It appears 
that the very possibility of serious negotiations on limitation of arma
ments is perceived in Washington as an obstacle to realisation of such 
a policy. Initially, the United States frustrated negotiations on nuclear 
armaments in Geneva, and now it makes the beginning of negotiations 
on outer space impossible.

The stand, taken by the U.S. Government towards negotiations on 
prevention of militarisation of outer space, cannot but give rise to firm 
condemnation.

155. White House S ta tem ent on O uter Space N egotiations 
With the  Soviet Union, July  27, 1984 ^

This morning's TASS statement  ̂ misrepresents our position, which 
is that we have accepted the Soviet proposal for discussions in Vienna 
in September without preconditions. Our preparations are continuing 
vigorously, and we expect to be in Vienna. We do not believe that 
such discussions are impossible, and we are continuing to deal with 
this subject in private diplomatic channels.

The United States finds it very disturbing that the Soviets portray 
the United States as responsible for the breakdown of the nuclear 
negotiations in Geneva when the world knows the Soviets walked out 
of those discussions. Already existing nuclear systems deserve our 
most urgent attention. If the Soviets do not choose to listen to our

^Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, July 30, 1984, p. 1086. 
 ̂Supra.
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views on this subject, they need not, but for us and for mankind, this 
subject is too important to ignore. This U.S. approach does not repre
sent a precondition. We will take whatever the Soviets say on antisat
ellite weapons seriously and respond constructively. We simply point 
out that we wish to restore exchanges on the subject of offensive 
nuclear arms. The world has a right to expect the U.S.S.R. and the 
United States to maintain such discussions.

156. White House S ta tem ent on O uter Space N egotiations 
With the  Soviet Union, A ugust 1, 1984 ^

The United States had made clear to the Soviet Government in a 
series of high-level messages that it accepts the Soviet Union's June 29 
proposal 2 and is prepared for serious talks in Vienna on outer space, 
including antisatellite weapons. We have expressed our view that the 
problem of weapons in space cannot be considered in isolation from 
the overall strategic relationship but that we have no preconditions for 
the Vienna agenda.

Despite this clearly stated, positive stand on our part, the Soviet 
Union has alleged that the United States has rejected the Soviet pro
posal. The latest Moscow press briefing repeated these charges,® de
spite the clear statement of the U.S. position in a series of high-level 
messages conveyed to the Soviet Government in diplomatic channels.

In our communications with the Soviets, we have stated our view 
that their proposal for a conference on the '^militarization of outer 
space" is an ''excellent idea" and that we are prepared to have a U.S. 
delegation in Vienna on September 18 to engage in such negotiations.

We recently presented a proposal for a possible joint Soviet-Ameri- 
can announcement on the content and objective of the Vienna talks. 
This proposal states explicitly that the aim of the talks should be to 
work out and conclude agreements concerning the militarization of 
outer space, including antisatellite systems and other aspects of this 
issue.

In response to the Soviet proposal of a mutual moratorium on 
antisatellite tests from the outset of the talks, the United States ex
pressed a readiness to have our negotiators consider what mutual 
restraints would be appropriate during the course of negotiations. The 
latest Soviet statements have converted this proposal into a precondi
tion, a transformation which suggests a disingenuous Soviet approach. 
We continue to believe that possible mutual restraints are an appropri
ate subject for the negotiations. The joint statement, however, should 
not prejudge the outcome of these negotiations.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, September 1984, p. 25. 
2 Document 131.
 ̂See Document 154, July 27.
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The Soviet Union has repeatedly misrepresented the U.S. position 
regarding the opening of arms control talks between our two countries 
in Vienna. From this latest Soviet statement, it appears that the Sovi
ets were not serious about their proposal. We regret this. As noted 
above, we have consistently accepted their proposal to meet in Vienna. 
We prefer that this matter be dealt with in diplomatic channels.

157. Swedish Working P aper Submitted to the  Conference 
on Disarmament: Proposals for Parts of a  Treaty Pro
hibiting Radiological W eapons  and  the  Release or 
Dissemination of Radioactive M aterial for Hostile Pur
poses, A ugust 3, 1984 ^

In 1979 the Soviet Union and the United States of America present
ed a joint draft treaty prohibiting radiological weapons.^ In June 1980 
Sweden proposed that the scope of the draft treaty should be broad
ened to include also the prohibition of radiological warfare (CD/RW/ 
WP.6). Since then extensive discussions have taken place in the CD 
penetrating the issues involved in great depth. Much work has been 
done and a great number of detailed proposals have been put forth. 
This process has deepened the understanding of the issues and has 
therefore been of great value, while at the same time bringing into the 
picture a number of complicated problems not originally foreseen. On 
some aspects progress has been made while on others the problems 
have tended to become ever more intricate. Here solutions have yet to 
be found. Time has now come to revert to a search for simple and 
straightforward formulas based on the accumulated insight acquired 
during the last couple of years' work and on a genuine willingness by 
all to compromise and negotiate past positions.

In this spirit Sweden has endeavoured to elaborate new text propos
als concerning some of the major still outstanding problems. A funda
mental idea on which these proposals are based is that the treaty 
should prohibit the use of radioactive material for hostile purposes, be 
it by using radiological weapons or by attacking nuclear facilities in 
such a way that radioactive material is released. Working papers and 
proposals from individual countries have been carefully considered 
and the progress already made has been taken into account. In elabo
rating the new proposals the text put forward in August 1983 (CD/ 
421) by the co-ordinator of Group A of the A d Hoc Working Group on 
Radiological Weapons, Mr. Busby, has served as the basis. Changes in 
that text have only been made as regards some of the key issues 
where Sweden feels that progress has so far been too limited or non
existent.

1 CD/530.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 357-361.
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The new draft proposals presented here are an honest attempt to 
find compromise solutions which could be acceptable to all as a basis 
for serious negotiations. Just because the overriding concern has been 
to find a compromise basis for the continued negotiations some 
changes in earlier Swedish positions have been made.

For the sake of facilitating the study of the new proposals they are 
presented below parallel with the text of the co-ordinator of Group A 
in 1983 as presented in CD/421.^

» jf ♦

Preambular text

In the preambular part only such changes have been made which 
are logical consequences of the substantial changes proposed in the 
new Articles I, II and III or prompted by reformulations elsewhere in 
the text.

1983 Report from Group A, Co- Swedish proposals 
ordinator's text (CD/421)

"Treaty Prohibiting Radiological Weap̂  
ons"

'The States Parties to this 
Treaty,

''Determined to strengthen 
international peace and security 
and to preserve mankind from 
the danger of new means of war
fare,

"Desiring to contribute to the 
cause of halting the arms race and 
recognizing that an agreement on 
the prohibition of radiological 
weapons would contribute to this 
end.

Treaty Prohibiting Radiological Weapons 
and the Release or Dissemination of 
Radioactive Material for Hostile Pur
poses

Desiring to contribute to the 
cause of halting the arms race and 
recognizing that an agreement on 
the prohibition of radiological 
weapons and of the release or 
dissemination of radioactive ma
terial for hostile purposes would 
contribute to this end.

 ̂The Group A report and treaty text were also issued in CD/414, most of which is 
printed ibid., 1983, pp. 651-666.
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''(Affirming the obligation of 
all States) (Determined) to pursue 
negotiations in good faith on ef
fective measures relating to the 
prohibition of recognized weap
ons of mass destruction and to 
bring about general and complete 
disarmament under strict and ef
fective international control, 

''Reaffirming in this regard the 
urgency of the pursuit and early 
conclusion of negotiations on ef
fective measures aimed at the ces
sation of the nuclear arms race 
and nuclear disarmament,

"Noting the provisions con
tained in other agreements relat
ing to this objective,

"Conscious that the use of (any 
form of) radiological weapons 
could have devastating conse
quences for mankind,

"Stressing therefore the par
ticular importance of accession to 
this Treaty by the greatest possi
ble number of States,

"(Affirming the principle that 
the benefits of peaceful applica
tions of radioactive materials 
should be available to all States 
Parties to this Treaty, with due 
consideration for the needs of the 
developing countries, and recog
nizing the need for peaceful uses 
of sources of radiation from ra
dioactive decay in different fields 
of human activities,)

"Recalling that the General As
sembly of the United Nations has 
urged the prohibition of the de
velopment, production, stockpil
ing and use of radiological weap
ons,

"Have agreed as follows:

Conscious that the use of radi
ological weapons and the release 
or dissemination of radioactive 
material could have devastating 
consequences for mankind.

Recognizing the need for 
peaceful uses of sources of radi
ation from radioactive decay in 
different fields of human activi
ties, and the need for internation
al co-operation in this field, and 
affirming that the benefits of 
peaceful applications of radioac
tive materials should be available 
to all States Parties to this Treaty, 
with due consideration for the 
needs of the developing countries.
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Articles I, 11, 111 and Annex 111

Only minor adjustments have been made in the text of the Co
ordinator's Article I. However, it has been supplemented with new 
additional Articles. The new Articles I, II and III are proposed to take 
the place of the Co-ordinator's Article I.

In the proposed new ArHcle 1 the scope of the prohibition of use of 
radioactive material for hostile purposes has been broadened to en
compass also release or dissemination caused by attacks on nuclear 
facilities.

These facilities have been defined in ArHcle Ihb. A number of very 
detailed proposals and counterproposals on different aspects of this 
question have been thoroughly discussed in the CD, but so far no 
agreement on suitable criteria has been reached. Believing that pre
venting mass destruction should be the overriding concern, Sweden 
proposes criteria based on the nuclear facilities' potential to cause mass 
destruction through the release or dissemination of radioactivity, if 
attacked. An attempt has been made to formulate as simple a model as 
possible with set threshold limits for the different kinds of facilities.

Furthermore, it is proposed in Articles 11 and 111 that in order for a 
nuclear facility to qualify for protection under the Treaty it should be 
carefully identified, registered and open to inspection. A simple proce
dure to this end is proposed in a new Annex 111 A special register of 
the nuclear facilities in question maintained by the Depositary is 
envisaged, as well as a list at the Depositary's disposal of qualified 
experts whose services could be made available to undertake Inspec
tion Missions. No changes in the procedures for verification and com
pliance with the Treaty as proposed in the Co-ordinator's text (Arti
cles VI, VII, Annexes I and II) will be needed.

For the sake of facilitating the study of these new proposals Annex
III is here presented in conjunction with the Articles I-III.

1983 Report from Group A, Co- Swedish proposals
ordinator's text

'"Article 1 Article 1
1. Each State Party to this 

Treaty undertakes never under 
any circumstances to release or 
disseminate radioactive material 
for hostile purposes causing de
struction, damage, or injury by 
means of the radiation produced 
by the decay of such material, 
neither by using radiological 
weapons nor by attacking nuclear 
facilities.
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"1. Each State Party to this 
Treaty undertakes never under 
any circumstances to develop, 
produce, stockpile, otherwise ac
quire or possess, transfer, or use 
radiological weapons.

For the purposes of this Treaty, 
the term Radiological weapon^ 
means:

''(a) Any device, including any 
weapon or equipment, specifically 
designed to employ radioactive 
material by disseminating it to 
cause destruction, damage, or 
injury by means of the radiation 
produced by the decay of such 
material;

''(b) Any radioactive material 
specifically (designed) for em
ployment, by its dissemination, to 
cause destruction, damage, or 
injury by means of the radiation 
produced by the decay of such 
material.

2. Each State Party to this 
Treaty undertakes never under 
any circumstances to develop, 
produce, stockpile, otherwise ac
quire or possess, or transfer, radi
ological weapons.

3. Each State Party to this 
Treaty also undertakes not in any 
way to assist, encourage, or 
induce any person. State, group 
of States, or international organi
zation to engage in any of the 
activities which the States Parties 
to the Treaty have undertaken 
not to engage in under the provi
sions of paragraphs 1 and 2 of 
this article.
Article II

For the purposes of this Treaty,
(a) The term ''radiological 

weapons" means:
(i) Any device, including any 

weapon or equipment, specifically 
designed to employ radioactive 
material by disseminating it to 
cause destruction, damage, or 
injury by means of the radiation 
produced by the decay of such 
material;

(ii) Any radioactive material 
specifically designed for employ
ment, by its dissemination, to 
cause destruction, damage, or 
injury by means of the radiation 
produced by the decay of such 
material.

(b) The term "nuclear facilities" 
means nuclear facilities on land 
which are either

(i) Nuclear reactors designed 
for a thermal effect which could 
exceed 10 Megawatts;

(ii) Intermediate spent fuel 
storages designed for storing ra
dioactive material exceeding 10 

«̂Bq;
(iii) Reprocessing plants, or.
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"2. Each State Party to this 
Treaty also undertakes never 
under any circumstances to
employ deliberately, by its dis
semination, any radioactive mate
rial to cause destruction, damage, 
or injury by means of the radi
ation produced by the decay of 
such material, whether or not 
such material is specifically de
fined as a radiological weapon in 
paragraph 1 of this article.

(iv) Waste deposits containing 
radioactive material exceeding 10 

«̂Bq;
and which are included in a regis
ter maintained by the Depositary. 
ArHclelll

The Depositary shall maintain 
a register of nuclear facilities cov
ered by the provisions of this 
Treaty and shall transmit certified 
copies thereof to each State Party 
to the Treaty.

States Parties to the Treaty 
wishing to have nuclear facilities 
under their jurisdiction as speci
fied in Article II:b included in 
this register shall for each such 
facility communicate to the De
positary a request for inclusion in 
the register. Such a request shall 
contain written information as 
specified in Annex III which con
stitutes an integral part of the 
Treaty.

Information contained in re
quests for the inclusion of nuclear 
facilities into the register shall be 
subject to verification, in accord
ance with procedures spelt out in 
Annex III.

(Replaced by the proposed Ar
ticle 1:1)
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"3. Each State Party to this 
Treaty also undertakes not in any 
way to assist, encourage, or 
induce any person. State, group 
of States, or international organi
zation to engage in any of the 
activities which the States Parties 
to the Treaty have undertaken 
not to engage in under the provi
sions of paragraphs 1 and 2 of 
this article.

(This paragraph is identical 
with the proposed Article 1:3)

ANNEX III

Register on nuclear facilities and Inspec
tion Missions
1. Upon receipt of a request for 

an inclusion in the register pro
vided for in Article III of this 
Treaty the Depositary shall with
out delay satisfy himself that the 
nuclear facility or facilities con
cerned can be defined as such in 
accordance with Article II:b. To 
this end the requests for the in
clusion of nuclear facilities in the 
register as stated in Article III of 
the Treaty shall contain the fol
lowing written information:

(a) Details on the exact geo
graphical location of the nuclear 
facility/facilities,

(b) Identification of the type of 
nuclear facility i.e. if it is a reac
tor, intermediary spent fuel stor
age, reprocessing plant or waste 
deposit,

(c) Detailed specifications as 
applicable on

(i) the thermal effect in 
Megawatts for which a nuclear 
reactor is designed,

(ii) the capacity (in Bq) for 
which an intermediate spent fuel 
storage is designed,

(iii) the content (in Bq) of a 
waste deposit.
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2. The Depositary shall in con
sultation with the requesting 
State initiate an Inspection Mis
sion. An Inspection Mission, con
stituted by one expert or more, 
shall by on-site inspection verify 
that the facility or facilities con
cerned are nuclear facilities as de
fined under Article II:b.

3. The Depositary shall, with 
the co-operation of States Parties 
to the Treaty, compile and main
tain a list of qualified experts, 
whose services could be made 
available to undertake such In
spection Missions.

4. The Depositary shall include 
in the register the requested de
tails on the facilities concerned as 
soon as the Inspection Mission 
has confirmed that the relevant 
definition under Article II:b is ap
plicable, and shall immediately 
notify States Parties to the Treaty 
of any new inclusion in the regis
ter.

jf  ♦  *

Article IV

Following the proposals above, the Co-ordinator's Article II dealing 
with different aspects of peaceful uses of radioactive materials is 
numbered Article IV in the Swedish proposal.

Bearing in mind that the main purpose of this paper is to bring 
about a compromise, acceptable as a basis for further negotiations of a 
treaty prohibiting radiologically caused mass destruction as well as the 
difficulties involved in so doing, the Swedish proposal only includes 
undertakings falling directly within the scope of such a prohibition. 
This is reflected in the following:

1983 Report from Group A, Co- Swedish proposals 
ordinator's text

"(Article II Article IV

"'1. Each State Party to this 1. Each State Party to this un- 
Treaty undertakes to contribute dertakes to contribute to the full-
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(to the fullest possible extent) 
(fully) to the strengthening oiF 
international co-operation in the 
peaceful uses of radioactive mate
rials and of sources of radiation 
from radioactive decay (, and to 
the development of adequate 
measures of protection for all 
States against harmful effects of 
radiation).

"2. Each State Party to this 
Treaty undertakes to facilitate, 
and has the right to participate in, 
the (fullest possible) (full) ex
change of equipment, materials, 
and scientific and technological 
information regarding the peace
ful uses referred to in paragraph 1 
of this article, taking into account 
the needs of the developing 
countries.

''3. Nothing in this Treaty shall 
be interpreted as affecting the in
alienable right of the States Par
ties to this Treaty to develop and 
apply their programmes for the 
peaceful uses of nuclear energy 
and to international co-operation 
in this field (, consistent with the 
need to prevent the proliferation 
of nuclear weapons); and no pro
visions of this Treaty shall hinder 
the use of sources of radiation 
from radioactive decay for peace
ful purposes, in accordance with 
generally recognized principles 
and applicable rules of interna
tional law concerning such use.)

*

est possible extent to the devel
opment of adequate measures of 
protection for all States against 
harmful effects of radiation.

2. Nothing in this Treaty shall 
be interpreted as affecting the in
alienable right of the States Par
ties to this Treaty to develop and 
apply their programmes for the 
peaceful uses of nuclear energy 
and to international co-operation 
in this field, and no provisions of 
this Treaty shall hinder the use of 
sources of radiation from radioac
tive decay for peaceful purposes, 
in accordance with generally rec
ognized principles and applicable 
rules of international law con
cerning such use.
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Articles V and VI

The Co-ordinator's Articles III and IV would as a consequence of 
the above proposals be numbered as Articles V and VI.

j f  j*- ♦

ArHcle VII

This article is based on the Co-ordinator's two Articles V and V bis. 
Again the proposed changes are to be seen as an attempt to concen
trate only on issues falling within the immediate scope of the pro
posed prohibitions.

1983 Report from Group A, Co
ordinator's text

ArHcle V
(1. The provisions of this 

Treaty shall not apply to nuclear 
explosive devices or to radioactive 
material produced by them.)

2. Nothing in this Treaty shall 
be interpreted as in any way lim
iting or detracting from any exist
ing rules of international law ap
plicable in armed conflict or lim
iting or detracting from obliga
tions assumed by the States Par
ties under any other relevant 
international agreement.

(Article V bis 
The States Parties to this 

Treaty undertake to pursue ur
gently negotiations for the cessa
tion of the nuclear arms race, the 
conclusion of effective measures 
to prevent the use or threat of 
use of nuclear weapons, and the 
achievement of nuclear disarma
ment.)

jf

Swedish proposals

ArHcle VII
1. The provisions of this Treaty 

shall not apply to nuclear explo
sive devices or to radioactive ma
terial produced by them.

2. Nothing in this Treaty shall 
be interpreted as in any way le
gitimizing the use of nuclear 
weapons or detracting from obli
gations to prevent the use or 
threat of use of such weapons 
and the achievement of nuclear 
disarmament, nor as in any way 
limiting or detracting from any 
existing rules of international law 
applicable in armed conflict or 
limiting or detracting from obli
gations assumed by the States 
Parties under any other relevant 
international agreement.
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ArHcles VIII-XIV

No specific proposals are made concerning the Co-ordinator's Arti
cles VI-XII. However, they would be numbered VIII-XIV.

* * w

Annexes I and II 

No new proposals.

* * *

Annex III

A  new Annex III is proposed, the text of which is presented in its 
substantial context, page 9.

)(•

158. S ta tem ent by  A ustralian  Foreign Minister H ayden to 
th e  Conference on Disarmament: Com prehensive Test 
Ban [Extract], A ugust 7, 1984 ^

e e •  •  •  •  e

The Australian Government has been working energetically at this 
Conference for a mandate to get on with the practical work needed 
with a view to negotiating a comprehensive treaty to ban nuclear 
testing. But it will not accept a situation in which this mandate was to 
be used to justify delay in progress towards a comprehensive treaty. It 
would be wrong to conclude that among the general public there is an 
inexhaustible well of patience with the slow pace of the work being 
done in the cause of disarmament here in Geneva.

Every government represented here of course will claim that it seeks 
disarmament. The argument is over how to achieve it. It is trite but it 
seems necessary to point out that a Conference in which sovereign 
independent States operate under a system of consensus will only 
reach agreement through negotiation. Yet negotiation seems a strange
ly difficult achievement in such a congenial atmosphere as Geneva. 
Negotiation demands a willingness to compromise. It means a pre
paredness to accept for a while less than we want so that we can 
shape straight away what we can achieve. Each step forward in the 
negotiating process makes it possible to take the next step.

Through the negotiating process we can explore the practical re
quirements for comprehensive and lasting treaties and arrangements

1 CD/PV.279, pp. 8-10.
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on arms control and disarmament. Through the negotiating process we 
can define what will and what will not work in a system of effective 
arms control. I merely observe that it will be awkward for the Austra
lian Government to sustain its role and functions in support of moni
toring and verification processes if meaningful progress in the task 
before this Conference is not encouraged by some key participants.

Having said this, I will turn to some concrete issues of verification 
and the contribution which the Australian Government believes the 
Conference can make to strengthening current arrangements and de
veloping new ones to meet its disarmament objectives. As I have 
already said, a nuclear-test ban is the first item on the agenda of this 
Conference. It is also the first priority for the Australian Government. 
The major technical issue impeding the completion of an agreement— 
arguably the only outstanding technical issue to be resolved—is that 
of verification.

Some people assert that the technical means of verification are 
available, though it is evident that the matter is not yet resolved to 
the satisfaction of all concerned. Others say that technical questions of 
verification are no more than a smokescreen that deflect attention 
from a lack of political will to conclude the CTB treaty. Now, it is 
only through detailed technical discussion of the practical matters at 
stake that such questions can be answered. Only then will we estab
lish the real nature and extent of the issue and what needs to be done 
to resolve it. The verification of a CTB treaty was the subject of 
trilateral negotiations for years before 1980. It has been considered by 
this Conference (and its predecessor bodies) for many years. This 
Conference's A d Hoc Group of Scientific Experts has undertaken a 
considerable amount of work on the issue, even though somewhat 
constrained by a restrictive mandate. The experiment to be conducted 
later this year is an important test of the ability to pool seismic 
information from different parts of the world, and more work of 
course needs to be done in this regard.

The more intractable problems of verification of a CTB by seismic 
means are the threshold conditions related to, first, the inherent uncer
tainties in the measurement technique and second systematic bias 
because of the geological differences in various regions of the world. 
These matters have not been explored in detailed technical fashion so 
far in this Conference.

Serious questions need examination. What assistance in resolving 
these problems, for example, could be derived from carefully prepared 
and monitored measurement shots of known yield? What means of 
evading a seismic monitoring system can be envisaged and what 
counter measures are available? Questions as to whether or not addi
tional remote sensing techniques for verification and cross-checking 
purposes are needed remain to be answered. One thinks for example 
of the possible need for atmospheric fallout detectors to detect explo
sions conducted in the atmosphere and unable to be detected seismi- 
cally—to quote only the best known of a well-known range of rele
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vant technologies. There is the whole question of '"black boxes" and 
of on-site inspection on which agreement has seemed close at least 
twice in the past but in the end result, has proved elusive. These are 
matters which must be re-opened and pursued to successful conclu
sion by resolving what should be essentially the agreed application of 
technology.

As an indication of the issues that could be considered by a subsidi
ary body of the Conference on Disarmament—if the Conference were 
willing to start work on a CTB in such a bodŷ —I am tabling today a 
Working Paper outlining a set of principles for the verification of a 
comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty.

No amount of procedural debate, of course, will cause the technical 
questions involved in implementing such principles to disappear. Nor 
will it resolve them. The fact is that urgent practical work on such 
questions cannot possibly impede progress towards completion of a 
CTB. It is the only road towards a CTB. The Australian delegation has 
worked with vigour to overcome those procedural obstacles and in an 
effort to secure establishment of a subsidiary body of the Conference 
on Disarmament to undertake this urgently needed practical work 
'"with a view to the negotiation of a treaty" as we have described it. It 
goes without saying that Australia would prefer a so-called "full 
negotiating mandate". There should be no misunderstanding about 
that. It also goes without saying that it is conclusively established that 
there is no consensus for such a mandate at present.

In this situation, to maintain a demand for "immediate negotiations" 
I think constitutes a refusal to allow urgent practical work to be done. 
That refusal cannot be squared with the stated policy of those who are 
blocking this work. They say they want a test-ban treaty. If so, then 
let us work together on that treaty under the best mandate available to 
a conference which works by consensus. The mandate for such work 
tabled by Australia on behalf of nine countries is itself the product of 
considerable compromise. ̂  It is, I repeat, the best mandate available at 
present. That mandate proposes that the A d Hoc Committee should 
work on "scope" and "verification and compliance", "with a view to 
the negotiation of a treaty". "Scope" of the future agreement is what is 
to be prohibited. In Australia's view this would be all nuclear explo
sions, in all environments, for all time. "Verification and compliance" 
constitute the remainder of a CTB treaty.

There are no other issues in the CTB. When these two matters have 
been fully considered, and not before, the Conference on Disarmament 
will be in a position to negotiate the text of a CTB treaty. That treaty 
would have to be fully verifiable. The Conference on Disarmament 
can and must work now on the required means of verification. Our 
draft mandate also provides for that work. The principles of verifica
tion I have tabled are a guide for those negotiations.

2 CD/521.
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The compromise mandate which Australia has promoted is the road 
towards a CTB. Rejecting that mandate may support a feeling of sea- 
green incorruptibility on the part of some; regrettably, it may suggest 
an inner insincerity with regard to the CTB objective on the part of 
others, but neither frame of mind should be allowed to distort our 
work. The Conference should seize the opportunity presented by the 
Australian draft mandate.

• • • • • • •

159. M essage  From President R eagan  to the  Congress: 
A nnual Report on Nuclear N onproliferation, A ugust 8,
1984 3

I have reviewed the activities of United States Government depart
ments and agencies during the calendar year 1983 related to prevent
ing nuclear proliferation, and I am pleased to submit my annual report 
on this subject pursuant to Section 601(a) of the Nuclear Non-Prolif
eration Act of 1978 (Public Law 95-242).^

The report concludes that U.S. non-proliferation initiatives during
1983 continued to contribute positively to the important goal of pre
venting the further spread of nuclear explosives.

As I have stated on a number of occasions, nuclear proliferation 
would pose a severe threat to international peace, regional and global 
stability, and the security interests of the United States and other 
countries. I continue to regard the prevention of the spread of nuclear 
explosives as a fundamental national security and foreign policy objec
tive, and I remain firmly committed to the pursuit of policies designed 
to advance our non-proliferation goals.

160. Working P aper Submitted by  a  Group of Socialist 
S ta tes  to  the  C onference on Disarmament: O rg an iza 
tion and  Functioning of a  Consultative Committee Es
tab lished  To Implement a  Convention Prohibiting 
Chemical W eapons, A ugust 8, 1984 ^

/ . General provisions and structure

1. With a view to ensuring broader international consultations and 
co-operation, exchanging information and promoting verification in 
order to obtain compliance with the provisions of the Convention, a

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of PresidenHal Documents, August 13, 1984, p. 1115. 
2 The act is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 118-164.
 ̂CD/532.
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Consultative Committee shall be established by the States Parties to 
the Convention within 30 days after the Convention's entry into force.

2. Each State Party shall be entitled to designate a representative to 
the Consultative Committee who may be accompanied at the meetings 
by one or more advisers. The Chairman of the sessions of the Con
sultative Committee shall be elected by the Consultative Committee 
itself.

3. The Consultative Committee shall meet in regular sessions annu
ally unless it decides otherwise. Every five years the Committee shall 
review the implementation of the Convention to ensure that its objec
tives and provisions are being fulfilled. An extraordinary (special) 
session of the Consultative Committee may be convened to consider 
matters of urgency at the substantiated request of any of the States 
Parties within 30 days of the receipt of such a request.

4. The Consultative Committee shall take its decisions on matters of 
substance by consensus. If consensus cannot be reached during the 
session, each State Party may record its opinion in the final report of 
the session for subsequent study by the Governments of the other 
States Parties to the Convention. Decisions on procedural matters 
related to the organization of work of the Committee shall be taken 
by consensus where possible, and otherwise by a majority of those 
present and voting.

5. The results of the sessions of the Consultative Committee shall be 
reflected in the records of its meetings and in the final report which 
shall be circulated to all the States Parties.

6. In the intervals between sessions, questions relating to promoting 
the implementation of and compliance with the Convention shall be 
dealt with by the Executive Council acting on behalf of the Consulta
tive Committee.

The Executive Council shall be composed of 15 members represent
atives of the States Parties and a Chairman, who shall be the Chair
man of the last session of the Consultative Committee. Ten members 
of the Council shall be elected by the Consultative Committee after 
consultation with the States Parties, taking into account the principle 
of equitable political and geographical representation, for a term of 
two years, five members being replaced each year. The remaining five 
seats shall be reserved for the permanent members of the Security 
Council parties to the Convention.

7. The Executive Council shall take its decisions on matters of 
substance by consensus. If consensus with regard to a request for on
site inspection cannot be reached within 24 hours, the State subject to 
the request shall be informed of the individual opinions expressed by 
all the members of the Executive Council on the matter. The Executive 
Council shall take its decisions on procedural matters related to the 
organization of its work by consensus where possible, and otherwise 
by a majority of those present and voting.

8. The Technical Secretariat shall be staffed proceeding from the 
principle of equitable political and geographical representation of
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States Parties. It shall be composed of inspectors and experts who shall 
be nationals of the States Parties.

9. The Consultative Committee may establish such subsidiary tech
nical bodies as may be necessary.

II. FuncHons

The Consultative Committee shall:

1. Provide a forum for discussion by all the States Parties concerned 
of all issues related to implementation of and compliance with the 
Convention;

2. Co-ordinate all forms of verification and provide for communica
tion between national and international verification bodies;

3. Elaborate, in agreement with all Parties, standard verification 
techniques;

4. Receive, store and disseminate information presented by the 
States Parties in accordance with the Convention, including declara
tions, notifications and statements on chemical weapon stockpiles and 
production facilities, plans for the destruction or diversion of such 
stockpiles and for the elimination (destruction, dismantling or diver
sion) of the facilities, and annual declarations concerning chemicals for 
permitted purposes that are produced, diverted from stockpiles, used, 
acquired or transferred;

5. Provide the States Parties, at their request, with services in respect 
of holding consultations among themselves on questions with regard 
to implementation of and compliance with the Convention, as well as 
in respect of exchanging information on a bilateral or multilateral basis 
or obtaining services from relevant international organizations;

6. Adopt, at its first session, the criteria that it will subsequently use 
to determine the modalities and time frames for on-site inspections at 
each facility for the destruction of stockpiles or for the production of 
supertoxic lethal chemicals for permitted purposes;

7. Verify, in accordance with the provisions of the Convention, re
ports on the use of chemical weapons;

8. Determine, on the basis of the information presented by the 
States Parties on chemical weapon stockpiles and the technical charac
teristics of the facilities for their destruction, as well as on the techni
cal characteristics of the facilities for the production of supertoxic 
lethal chemicals for permitted purposes, the modalities and time 
frames for the implementation of international on-site inspections at 
each individual facility, proceeding from the agreed criteria;

9. Consider requests for on-site inspections filed by States Parties 
and, in the event of a positive decision, carry out the inspection, sub
ject to the consent of the host State;

10. Assign, in cases of on-site inspections by challenge, conducted 
by agreement directly between the States Parties concerned, inspectors 
from its Technical Secretariat to participate in such inspections, if this 
is requested by one or several States Parties;

11. Approve the reports of the Executive Council containing infor
mation on implementation of and compliance with the Convention, 
recommendations on particular technical matters and the factual report 
on the work done by the Executive Council between the sessions of 
the Consultative Committee;
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12. Consider and decide upon administrative and financial questions 
and approve the budget on the basis of an agreed scale of financial 
contributions.

III. Co-operation with the national verification bodies of the States Parties

The Consultative Committee shall:

1. Hold regular meetings, on a bilateral or multilateral basis, with 
the national bodies of the States Parties in order to enhance the effec
tiveness of co-operation in ensuring compliance with the Convention;

2. Provide, within a specially established technical body, training for 
the personnel of the national verification bodies in standard interna
tional verification techniques and the use of the relevant equipment;

3. Elaborate, in agreement with the States Parties, procedures for 
sealing chemical weapon production facilities (or their key points), 
design the sealing devices and formulate recommendations for their 
possible use by the national verification bodies of the States Parties;

4. In the course of inspections the inspecting personnel shall have 
the right to request assistance from the officials of the national bodies 
in charge of the implementation of the Convention on any matters re
lated to such inspections;

5. A State Party which has received a notification of a regular inter
national systematic on-site inspection or of a challenge on-site inspec
tion specifying the concrete purpose of such an inspection, the ap
proximate time of the arrival of the inspection team at the point of 
entry into the territory of the State Party concerned and the qualifica
tions and names of the inspectors and their nationalities, shall ac
knowledge receipt of the notification within two days and shall pro
vide in its turn (in the case of a challenge inspection—subject to its 
agreement thereto) a list of officials representing the national body in 
charge of the implementation of the Convention who could, for their 
part, facilitate and provide support for the conduct of the inspection.

161. S ta tem ent by  the  Soviet R epresen ta tive  (Issrae lyan) 
to  the  Conference on Disarmament: Chemical W ea p 
ons, A ugust 9, 1984 ^

Mr. President, in its statement today the Soviet delegation would 
like to address once again the issue of banning chemical weapons.

About two years ago the Soviet Union submitted to the Conference 
draft basic provisions for a convention on that subject. ̂  We have since 
repeatedly adjusted and supplemented important elements of that 
draft so as to accommodate the positions of the parties to the negotia
tions, in particular with regard to the scope of the ban and its verifica
tion. This was welcomed at the Conference. The Soviet delegation is 
firmly convinced that the proposals of the USSR provide a real basis

1 CD/PV.280, pp. 7-11.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1982, pp. 373-381.
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for a mutually acceptable agreement on the totality of issues related to 
a chemical weapons ban, including, naturally, those of verification.

However, as in the case of many other arms limitation and disarma
ment negotiations, certain delegations made verification of compliance 
with the future convention a major obstacle to the conclusion of an 
agreement on this issue. The Soviet delegation therefore feels obliged 
to present once more our views on the issue of verification.

The main purpose of verification is to promote the implementation 
of arms limitation and disarmament agreements. Our assumption in 
this context is that the very conclusion of an international agreement 
is itself an expression of mutual trust between the parties to the 
agreement. As to the verification provisions, they should increase that 
confidence through the presentation of relevant information on the 
practical and effective compliance with the convention and by carry
ing out other adequate forms of verification. For all their importance, 
the verification measures have only a secondary role, while the central 
role belongs to the agreement itself which provides for arms limitation 
and reduction and should be subject to verification. If isolated from 
actual arms limitation measures, verification loses its meaning and 
becomes pointless. It should enhance the security of the parties, rather 
than undermine it.

The existing arms limitation treaties and agreements bear no evi
dence to the undisputable priority of national technical means of 
verification—I repeat, the undisputable priority of national technical 
means of verification—which are best suited to serve the security 
interests of States. At the same time the Soviet Union believes that, 
where necessary, additional measures may be adopted (depending on 
the nature of possible arms limitations) to increase the effectiveness of 
verification. However, in no case should those measures be used to 
interfere in the internal affairs of States or to damage the security of 
any of the parties. The Soviet Union is interested in effective and 
reliable verification as much as any other nation, including the United 
States. Naturally, this also applies to the prohibition of chemical 
weapons, in view of the current large-scale United States programmes 
for chemical rearmament.

As is known, the Soviet Union has proposed using diverse forms of 
verification to provide assurance of compliance with a chemical weap
ons convention. Those would be in the first place national verification 
measures, which are especially useful in view of the extremely broad 
scale of chemical production in virtually all countries of the world. In 
addition, there are national technical means which are now already 
fairly varied and will doubtless improve in the future. In this connec
tion we assume that the parties having such national technical means 
in their possession can make available to the other parties, as neces
sary, the information obtained by those means which is important for 
the purposes of the convention. We also have in mind systematic 
international on-site inspections in connection with certain provisions 
of the future convention; and finally, on-site verification on request.
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the role of which is hard to overestimate in view of its very broad 
nature.

Our approach to verification is confronted with another approach, 
one that can hardly be called anything but extremist. Its most striking 
element is the so-called "'open invitation" concept formulated in the 
United States draft chemical weapons convention. This concept has 
already been mentioned repeatedly in the statements of many delega
tions. We too would like to set forth our views regarding that concept.

In the first place it is unrealistic. It has to be taken into account that 
every State in the world has certain areas of activity, agencies, institu
tions and facilities, an open access to which would require a change in 
their existing legislation. It would be sufficient to cite the national 
gold reserve and security depositories, institutes that use sensitive 
devices and equipment kept in special premises and made accessible 
only at strictly defined time intervals, or archives, not to mention 
military facilities and defence agencies having nothing to do with 
chemical weapons. The adoption of this concept would result in the 
disclosure of the political, economic, scientific, military, commercial 
and other secrets of the States parties unrelated to the production, 
stockpiling and storage of chemical weapons, and the disorganization 
of various branches of industry.

Secondly, this concept discriminates against parties with State-owned 
or partly nationalized industry, putting them in an unequal position 
compared to the States where private enterprise predominates. This 
has repeatedly been pointed out in the Conference, including at the 
meeting on 7 August.^ Such an approach is especially unacceptable 
given the possibility of the production of binary weapon components 
by private enterprises.

Thirdly, this concept is, in our opinion, inherently flawed since it 
proceeds from total distrust between States and is an expression of 
outright nihilism with regard to international law. The inference 
present in this concept that any State party may be expected from the 
outset to violate its international obligations means that any State can 
be regarded as potentially in violation of international law. The appli
cation to the States of a concept contrary to the presumption of 
innocence would be counter to the principle of the voluntary nature of 
international obligations. By embracing this approach we would call 
into question the binding nature of the principle "Pacta sunt servanda” 
which is one of the foundations of international law, or what is 
known as '‘jus cogens”, norms that no State can disregard if it is to 
remain a part of the international community.

And finally, the adoption of this concept can only complicate interna
tional relations and even give rise to international friction and conflicts. 
Hardly anyone fails to perceive that an international inspection con
ducted under the ''open invitation" scheme, for example, at military 
facilities that have nothing whatever to do with chemical weapons.

3 CD/PV.279.
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would provoke countermeasures on the part of the State subjected to 
such an unwarranted inspection. The consequences of this kind of an 
''inspection" are difficult to foresee.

The Soviet delegation shares the concern expressed on this subject 
by Ambassador Dhanapala of Sri Lanka, who said on 7 August: 
''Verification must be protected against misuse through irresponsible, 
mischievous and provocative challenges which could lead to counter
challenges and a consequent overburdening of the verification machin
ery as well as a jeopardizing of the stability of the convention".^ The 
"open invitation" concept is an attempt at achieving absolute verifica
tion. Here again we support the view expressed by Ambassador Dhan
apala, who called such absolute verification a chimera. He suggested 
that we save our energy by not chasing after it. We call upon every
one to respond positively to this appeal.

For all these reasons the Soviet Union, like many other countries, 
rejects the "open invitation" concept. It has to be added that this 
concept is also an expression of the United States demand that other 
States, and the Soviet Union in the first place, shall open up their 
entire territories and disclose their military activities. And this is being 
demanded at the very moment when a frenzied anti-Soviet campaign 
is under way, when the Soviet Union has been called the "empire of 
evil" and plans for an all-out or a "limited" nuclear war against it are 
being discussed. It would be at least naive to expect the Soviet Union 
to meet such a demand. Indeed, that demand is only advanced in the 
calculation that it will inevitably be rejected, thus complicating or 
even disrupting the negotiation of a chemical weapons ban.

The problem of verification must not become an obstacle blocking 
the way to a chemical weapons convention. As the General Secretary 
of the Central Committee of the CPSU, and President of the Presidium 
of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR, K. U. Chernenko, put it, "when 
there is a real desire to agree on arms* reduction and disarmament 
measures, verification has never been and cannot be an obstacle".®

The Soviet delegation suggests that the A d Hoc Committee on 
Chemical Weapons should concentrate first of all on working out 
measures and forms of verification that would be both effective and 
practically feasible, rather than indulge in discussions around extrava
gant and deliberately unrealistic and irrational proposals. There is still 
plenty of serious and vitally important work to be done, including 
even in such apparently "advanced" areas as the destruction of stock
piles or permitted production at a specialized facility. We are con
vinced that a considerable potential for progress exists also with regard 
to the procedures for taking decisions on verification in the Consulta
tive Committee and its organs, the procedures for conducting the 
actual inspections, etc.

 ̂Ibid., p. 16.
® See Docum ent 67, April 9.
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I shall now deal with another fundamental problem related to the 
future chemical weapons convention. The Soviet delegation, like many 
others, is firmly convinced that the question of banning binary chemi
cal weapons as a qualitatively new, and most dangerous, type of such 
weapons, described by its creators as the weapon of the future, should 
be among the central issues of the future convention.

However, a look at the United States draft ® reveals that the ques
tion of banning binary weapons is obviously being downplayed. The 
United States representative. Ambassador Fields, said in one of his 
statements at the Conference that the convention should ban ''any 
type of munitions or devices used to release the chemicals on the 
battlefield''.'^ One possible understanding of this formula is that it 
covers the binary chemical weapons as well. But if so, why is this 
most advanced type of chemical weapons not referred to by its proper 
name, while it is included in the United States chemical rearmament 
programmes quite independently and is regarded as most promising?

One cannot avoid the conclusion that all this vagueness and lack of 
definition serves to conceal the intention to leave open a possibility of 
mounting the mass production of this latest generation of chemical 
weapons in the United States. The repeated statements by the NATO 
armed forces commander. General Rogers, regarding the importance of 
binary chemical weapons being deployed in Europe only confirm this 
understanding of ours.

The time has come when the question of banning binary weapons 
must be clarified once and for all if we are to move forward in our 
negotiations. We consider it necessary, in particular, to work out, for 
the purposes of the convention, a definition of a "key component of a 
binary chemical system" so that it could not in some way or another 
entirely vanish from the scope of the convention, and then to compile, 
on the basis of this definition, a list of such components which should 
be kept in mind when formulating the relevant provisions of the 
convention.

There is another issue in the negotiations on banning chemical 
weapons that must be completely clarified. It is the question of pro
hibiting the use of herbicides in military operations, as well as the use 
of irritants in military and other conflicts. Their exemption from the 
ban is counter to the Geneva Protocol of 1925 ® and is aimed at 
legalizing the production of those chemicals which, as we all well 
remember, were widely used by the United States in Viet Nam.

We support the position expressed on this subject by Sri Lanka, 
Indonesia, Argentina, Viet Nam and some other States and believe 
that the convention we are discussing should absolutely ban the use of 
herbicides for military purposes. Regardless of the eventual decision 
on the relationship of the convention with the Geneva Protocol of

® Dated April 18, Document 75.
 ̂See Document 126, June 21.

® The protocol may be found in Documents on Disarmament 1969, pp. 764-765. 
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1925, the Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other 
Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques ® and other 
international agreements, such a ban on the use of herbicides would 
introduce utmost clarity and would therefore be very useful. Natural
ly, the future convention should also ban the use of irritants in armed 
and other conflicts. As to the possible use of irritants for ''riot con
trol", which includes suppression of peaceful public rallies (demon
strations, meetings, etc.) the Soviet side believes that such a provision 
would be far-fetched, incompatible with the dignity of people and 
tending towards human rights violations.

I would also mention that from our study of the proposed United 
States definition of chemical weapons we have been unable to under
stand the United States position on incapacitants, namely, whether 
their use for law enforcement should or should not be banned.

I should also like to point out the following. In the context of 
permitted activities, the United States draft convention focuses entire
ly on the relatively small quantities of supertoxic lethal chemicals that 
could, under the future convention, be produced or retained by the 
parties for protective purposes. At the same time the draft actually 
ignores the same chemicals, regardless of their quantity, once they are 
officially intended for peaceful purposes. Production of such chemicals 
is permitted at all commercial enterprises, with no restrictions whatso
ever on the number of such enterprises or on the transfers of such 
chemicals. The proposed quantitative limitations are also unclear. This 
approach provides a basis for any State, should it choose to violate the 
convention, to produce the most dangerous of the prohibited chemi
cals in any amounts it might need.

And finally, I will touch upon one more issue which the Soviet 
delegation gave special attention to in its last statement on chemical 
weapons. I am referring to the tasks and functions of the Consultative 
Committee to be established under the future convention. As we have 
already emphasized, we attach great importance to formulating the 
provisions on the organization and functioning of such a Committee. 
In order to facilitate further negotiations on this issue, a group of 
socialist countries intends to submit to the Conference a working 
paper devoted to the organization and functioning of the Consultative 
Committee. We hope that the working paper of the socialist countries 
will be taken as a basis for the solution of this issue.

These are our views on a number of important issues relating to the 
future convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons; they stem 
from the desire of the Soviet delegation to make progress in resolving 
the problems concerning the prohibition and abolition of those weap
ons.

« Ibid., 1977, pp. 322-326.

Document 161



574 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1984

162. Report to  the  C onference on Disarm am ent From the  
A d  Hoc Committee on Radiological W eapons  [Ex
tracts], A ugust 10, 1984 ^

I. In tr o d u c tio n

1. In accordance with the decision taken by the Conference on 
Disarmament at its 259th plenary meeting held on 17 April 1984, as 
contained in document CD/499, the Ad Hoc Committee on Radiological 
Weapons was established for the duration of the 1984 session with a 
view to reaching agreement on a convention prohibiting the develop
ment, production, stockpiling and use of radiological weapons. The 
Conference further decided that the Ad Hoc Committee would report 
to it on the progress of its work before the conclusion of the 1984 
session.

II. O rg a n iza tio n  of  W ork  a n d  D o c u m en ta tio n

2. At its 259th plenary meeting on 17 April 1984, the Conference on 
Disarmament appointed Ambassador Milos Vejvoda of Czechoslovakia 
as Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee. Mr. Victor Slipchenko, United 
Nations Department for Disarmament Affairs, served as Secretary of 
the Ad Hoc Committee.

3. The Ad Hoc Committee held 11 meetings from 15 June to 10 
August 1984. In addition, the Chairman held a number of informal 
consultations with delegations.

4. At their request, the representatives of the following States not 
members of the Conference on Disarmament participated in the work 
of the Ad Hoc Committee: Finland, Norway and Spain.

5. In carrying out its mandate, the Ad Hoc Committee took into 
account paragraph 76 of the Final Document of the first special ses
sion of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarma
ment.^ It also took into consideration the relevant recommendations of 
the United Nations Disarmament Commission, in particular those 
adopted in connection with the Second Disarmament Decade in 1980.^ 
In addition to various resolutions adopted by the General Assembly on 
the subject at its previous sessions, the Ad Hoc Committee took into 
account in particular resolution 38/188D of the General Assembly of 
20 December 1983. Paragraphs 1 to 3 of that resolution read as fol
lows:

1. Requests the Conference on Disarmament to continue negotia
tions with a view to a prompt conclusion of the elaboration of a 
convention prohibiting the development, production, stockpiling

 ̂CD/533.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 426.
 ̂General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 42 (A/38/42), pp. 10

ff.
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and use of radiological weapons in order that it may be submitted 
to the General Assembly at its thirty-ninth session;

2. Further requests the Conference on Disarmament to continue its 
search for a prompt solution to the question of prohibition of at
tacks on nuclear facilities, including the scope of such prohibition, 
taking into account all proposals submitted to it to this end;

3. Takes note of the recommendation of the A d Hoc Working 
Group on Radiological Weapons, in the report adopted by the 
Committee on Disarmament, to re-establish an A d Hoc Working 
Group at the beginning of its 1984 session to continue its work 
and in that context to review and assess how best to make 
progress on the subject matter.

• • • • • • •

III. W ork  D u rin g  th e  1984 S ession

7. The A d Hoc Committee on Radiological Weapons proceeded to 
review and assess how best to make progress on the subject matter 
entrusted to it. The A d Hoc Committee agreed that during the 1984 
session it would continue its substantive examination of questions 
relating to '"traditional" radiological weapons subject matter and ques
tions relating to prohibition of attacks against nuclear facilities, with
out setting up two subsidiary bodies to deal with these questions or 
prejudging the relationship between them.

8. In that context, the A d Hoc Committee devoted two meetings to 
the continued review of the question of linkage between the two 
major issues before it. Although no delegation disputed the impor
tance of those issues and the need for their solution, differences of 
approach persisted with regard to the procedure to be followed in 
resolving them as well as to the form of any eventual agreement. In 
the absence of consensus, the A d Hoc Committee agreed to concentrate 
its work on the substance of the issues involved.

9. At its 5th meeting, on 12 July, the A d Hoc Committee adopted the 
following programme of work for its 1984 session:

Within the questions of the prohibition of radiological weapons 
in the 'traditional' sense and the prohibition of attacks against nu
clear facilities, the following problems should be discussed with
out prejudging the final positions of delegations as regards the 
"link" between the two aspects of the issue:

—Definitions 
—Scope 
—Peaceful uses
—Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament 
—Compliance and verification.

10. The A d Hoc Committee discussed and examined various docu
ments, inter alia, those submitted to it during its 1984 session by the 
delegations of the Federal Republic of Germany (CD/RW/CRP.26),
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Sweden (CD/530,^ CD/RW/WP.54, 55 and 56) and the United King
dom (CD/RW/WP.53). Many delegations held that the approach pro
posed by Sweden in its draft provisions of a treaty prohibiting radio
logical weapons and the release or dissemination of radioactive materi
al for hostile purposes (CD/530) provided the best negotiating frame
work for making progress on all the major aspects of the issue and 
thus in the fulfilment of the Ad Hoc Committee's mandate. Other 
delegations, however, reaffirmed their conviction that proposals aimed 
at resolving the question of prohibition of attacks against nuclear 
facilities in the context of prohibition of radiological weapons could 
only result in a failure to make progress on either of them.

11. The Ad Hoc Committee devoted four meetings to the consider
ation of the questions of definitions and scope in accordance with its 
programme of work. With respect to these questions, it concentrated 
its work on consideration of criteria which would apply in determin
ing which nuclear facilities might fall within the possible scope of a 
prohibition of attacks as well as on definitions of such facilities. In 
order to allow for a more structured discussion of that issue, the 
Chairman, upon request of some delegations, prepared a working 
paper (CD/RW/WP.57) which reflected some of the proposals made 
by delegations during the session in this regard. Proposals for scope 
and definitions contained in the Swedish proposal (CD/530) were 
examined. In particular, attention was focused on the criterion used,
i.e. the potential to cause mass destruction for determining the four 
categories of facilities proposed to fall within the scope of the prohibi
tion of attacks on nuclear facilities. The Ad Hoc Committee also dis
cussed the suggested definitions, capacity thresholds and other possi
ble delimitations as well as other related questions such as the distinc
tion between military and non-military facilities, protective zones, 
physical identification (marking) of nuclear facilities, the definition of 
"'attack", verification, legal and other aspects. The documents CD/ 
RW/WP.53, 54, 55, 56 and CD/RW/CRP.26 were valuable contribu
tions in this respect. With regard to the definition of radiological 
weapons in the traditional sense, some delegations reaffirmed their 
views concerning the so-called "negative" or "positive" approach. Di
vergent views were also expressed on what should be considered a 
radiological weapon. While some delegations maintained that it should 
include radioactive material as well as devices and containers, other 
delegations held that radioactive material should not be included since 
any known radioactive material has a utility for civilian peaceful 
purposes, and that the term "specifically designed device and equip
ment" will be sufficient as the definition of a radiological weapon. In 
this connection a suggestion was made to the effect that the prohibi
tion of configuration of radioactive material to weapon use might be 
envisaged. A number of delegations maintained that a definition of 
radiological weapons should not imply any restrictions on the use of

 ̂Dated August 3, Document 157.
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radioactive material for peaceful purposes. They also held the view 
that such a definition should not provide a basis for any provision 
which might be interpreted as legitimizing nuclear weapons. The ex
change of views, which was generally considered to be useful and 
constructive, contributed to a better understanding of the substance as 
well as of the positions of various delegations. Although some diver
gences of views continued to exist, the deliberations revealed that 
more delegations than previously supported the criterion of mass de
struction as the most appropriate one for the identification of facilities 
to be covered by the provisions of a prohibition of attacks on nuclear 
facilities.

12. With regard to the questions of peaceful uses and the cessation 
of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament, delegations general
ly reaffirmed the views reflected in their earlier proposals to this end. 
Some delegations noted that the compromise formulae proposed by 
Sweden in CD/530 could serve as a basis for an eventual agreement 
on those two outstanding questions. Other delegations, however, 
pointed out that a compromise should be sought in the context of all 
provisions of that paper which could not be considered separately. 
Several delegations emphasized the close link between the treaty on 
the prohibition of radiological weapons and the cessation of the nucle
ar arms race and nuclear disarmament. Some other delegations, how
ever, reaffirmed their view that it would be unrealistic to expect States 
Parties to a future agreement on radiological weapons to undertake 
obligations which did not relate directly to its subject matter. It was 
noted in this connection that a ''delineating provision'' might be used 
in order to find a solution to this problem. Some delegations reaf
firmed the importance they attached to the issues of verification and 
compliance. In that context, they expressed the view that existing 
proposals on those issues were not sufficient and should therefore be 
further thoroughly examined. They regretted that the A d Hoc Commit
tee was not able to devote more attention to this problem during the 
session. Some delegations reiterated that, as provided in paragraph 31 
of the Final Document of SSOD I, the question of verification had to 
be examined taking into account the scope of a convention. In their 
view, this factor had an obvious bearing on the nature of the verifica
tion provisions to be included in a convention. They reiterated that, in 
the case of the prohibition of attacks against nuclear facilities, the 
question at issue was only that of establishing the fact that an attack 
had occurred.

13. Some delegations expressed their regret that the work of the 
Committee had not concentrated more on the available draft texts, 
including the drafts submitted by the Chairmen of the two preceding 
annual sessions, as well as the Swedish proposals (CD/530), and that 
the work pattern had rather been one of a prolonged general debate. 
They also felt that, despite the efforts by the Chair, this had not only 
caused delegations to lose sight of certain common positions that had 
been achieved in the earlier sessions, but entailed the risk that the
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negotiations might altogether lose their earlier momentum. Other dele
gations on the contrary believed that the work of the AJ Hoc Commit
tee was useful and helped to clarify further positions of delegations. 
More progress could not be achieved in view of the basic differences 
as to the framework for the solution of the two major issues. They 
also considered that due attention was paid to the existing draft texts, 
especially to the proposals by Sweden contained in CD/530. They 
further maintained that the provisions of the draft texts by the previ
ous Chairmen could not be considered as reflecting common positions.

IV. C o nclu sio n s  a n d  R ec o m m e n d a tio n s

14. It was generally recognized that the discussion held during the 
session contributed to a better understanding of the issues involved as 
well as to a further search for their solution.

15. In view of the fact that the Committee's mandate was not 
fulfilled, it is recommended that the Conference on Disarmament 
should re-establish the Ad Hoc Committee on Radiological Weapons at 
the beginning of its 1985 session.

163. Progress Report to  the  Conference on Disarmament 
on the  Eighteenth Session of the  A d  Hoc Group of 
Scientific Experts To Consider In ternational C oopera 
t ive  M easures To Detect and  Identify  Seismic Events, 
A ugust 10, 1984 ^

1. The Ad 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 eighteenth 
formal session from 30 July to 10 August 1984 in the Palais des 
Nations, Geneva, under the Chairmanship of Dr. Ola Dahlman of 
Sweden. This was the tenth session of the Group convened under its 
new mandate by the decision of the Committee on Disarmament at its 
48th meeting on 7 August 1979.®

2. The Ad Hoc Group continues to be open to all Member States of 
the Conference on Disarmament as well as upon request to non- 
Member States. Accordingly, scientific experts and representatives of 
the following Member States of the Conference on Disarmament par
ticipated in the session: Australia, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Czecho
slovakia, Egypt, German Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal Re
public of, Hungary, Islamic Republic of Iran, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, 
Romania, Sweden, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United King-

1 CD/535.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 484-485.
3 CD/PV.48, p. 12.
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dom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the United States of 
America.

3. At their request and on the basis of previous invitation by the 
Committee on Disarmament, scientific experts from the following 
non-Member States of the Conference on Disarmament participated in 
the session: Denmark, Finland, New Zealand and Norway.

4. A representative of the World Meteorological Organization also 
attended the session.

5. Under the current mandate of the A d Hoc Group, information on 
national investigations related to the work of the Group has been 
presented by experts from Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, 
Canada, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Egypt, Finland, German Democrat
ic Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of, Hungary, India, Indonesia, 
Islamic Republic of Iran, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Norway, Poland, Romania, Sweden, Union of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics, 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, summari
zation and assessment of the experience acquired through national 
investigations 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)

(2) Data to be regularly exchanged fLevel I data): Dr. Harjes (Ger
many, Federal Republic of). Dr. Fiedler (Czechoslovakia)

(3) Format and procedures for the exchange of Level I data 
through WMO/GTS: Dr. McGregor (Australia^ Dr. Mori (Japan)

(4) Format and procedures for the exchange of Level II data: Dr. 
Husebye (Norway), Dr. Christoskov (Bulgaria)

I

(5) Procedures to be used at international data centres: Dr. Israel- 
son (Sweden), Dr. Alewine (United States of America)

7. The A d Hoc Group worked out and agreed on detailed procedures 
and time schedule for a technical test concerning the exchange and 
analysis of Level I data using the WMO/GTS under a regular use 
basis. The purposes of this technical test are:

—to test procedures for extracting Level I parameters at seismic 
stations;

—to develop and test procedures (with the WMO) for the regular 
transmission of Level I data from temporary national facilities 
to experimental international data centres including procedures 
for requesting and retransmitting lost or garbled messages;

—to test proposed procedures at experimental international data 
centres for receipt and archiving of Level I data and for compi
lation and distribution over the WMO/GTS of event bulletins 
and parameters based on Level I data.
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8. The technical test will cover seismic Level I data for the period 
from 0000 Universal Co-ordinated Time (UTC) 15 October to 2400 
UTC 14 December 1984. The time period from 15 October to 26 
October 1984 will be a preparatory phase to establish reliable commu
nications.

9. At present, twenty-seven States have agreed to take part in the 
technical test and will provide data from 50 or more seismograph 
stations. Experimental international data centres will be operated at 
Lima, Moscow, Stockholm and Washington.

10. The international communications circuits of the WMO/GTS 
will be used during the technical test. These circuits have been ar
ranged by the WMO.

11. The technical test is co-ordinated overall by Dr. Peter McGregor, 
Australia. The Group recognizes that the successful conduct of such a 
large technical test on a global scale requires a close co-operation 
among all participants to solve any possible technical problems that 
might arise.

12. The Group expects that the technical test will provide a large 
amount of information and experience. The Group recognizes that 
collection and compilation of this information and the analysis and 
evaluation of the results will be a substantial undertaking.

13. An overview of the agreed procedures for conducting and evalu
ating the technical test has been submitted to the Conference on 
Disarmament as document CD/534. This document contains references 
to nine separate appendices giving information about, inter alia, the 
participants, detailed procedures, schedules, data formats and data 
worksheets. These appendices are contained in document Conference 
Room Paper 134 of the Ad Hoc Group. Much of this material was 
developed during informal meetings led by the Co-ordinator, Dr. 
McGregor, and subsequently discussed and approved during formal 
meetings of the Group.

14. In order to make the test more successful, the Ad Hoc Group 
encourages and is prepared to accept additional participation. The 
instructions that have been provided are sufficiently detailed to enable 
States who wish to participate in the technical test to make the 
necessary preparations. It is, however, important that the Co-ordinator 
of the technical test be notified as soon as possible of any additional 
participation.

15. The Ad Hoc Group agrees that all participants should submit the 
results of their investigations to the Group's Scientific Secretary before 
1 March 1985.

16. The Ad Hoc Group envisages the completion of a first draft of a 
report on the results of the technical test during its next session, and 
also envisages the submission of a final report on the test to the 
Conference on Disarmament in 1985. The Ad Hoc Group suggests that 
its next session, subject to approval by the Conference on Disarma
ment, should be convened from 25 to 29 March 1985, in Geneva.
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164. Report to  the  Conference on D isarm am ent From the  
A d  Hoc Committee on Effective International Ar
rangem en ts  To A ssure N on-N uclear-W eapon S tates 
A gainst the  Use or Threat of Use of Nuclear W eap 
ons, A ugust 15, 1984 ^

I. In t r o d u c t io n

1. At its 245th plenary meeting, on 28 February 1984, the Confer
ence on Disarmament decided to re-establish for the duration of its
1984 session, an ad hoc subsidiary body on effective international 
arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or 
threat of use of nuclear weapons on the basis of its former mandate. 
The Conference further decided that the ad hoc subsidiary body would 
report to the Conference on the progress of its work before the 
conclusion of the 1984 session. The term "ad hoc subsidiary body'' was 
used pending a decision by the Conference on its designation (docu
ment CD/441).

2. At its 248th plenary meeting, on 8 March 1984, the Conference 
decided to designate the ad hoc subsidiary body as an ''Ad Hoc Commit
tee" (document CD/446).

II. O r g a n iza tio n  o f  W o rk  a n d  D o cu m en ts

3. At its 270th plenary meeting, on 5 July 1984, the Conference on 
Disarmament appointed Ambassador Borislav Konstantinov (Bulgaria) 
as Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee. Mr. M. Cassandra, United 
Nations Department for Disarmament Affairs, served as Secretary to 
the Ad Hoc Committee.

4. The Ad Hoc Committee held 11 meetings between 16 July and 15 
August 1984.

5. At their request, the Conference on Disarmament decided to 
invite the representatives of the following States not members of the 
Conference to participate in the meetings of the Ad Hoc Committee 
during the 1984 session: Colombia, Democratic Yemen, Finland, 
Norway, Senegal and Spain.

6. In carrying out its mandate, the Ad Hoc Committee 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, effective arrangements to assure non-nucle
ar-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weap

1 CD/536.
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ons".2 During the course of its work, the Committee also took into 
account other relevant paragraphs of the Final Document.

7. In addition to the documents of previous sessions related to the 
item,^ the A d Hoc Committee had before it the following two docu
ments prepared by the Secretariat:

(a) A compilation of statements made and action taken during the 
thirty-eighth regular session of the General Assembly in 1983;

(b) A compilation of statements made in plenary meetings of the 
Conference on Disarmament during the Spring session of 1984.

111. S u b s ta n t iv e  W o r k

8. Bearing in mind the conclusions and recommendations contained 
in the report of the A d Hoc Working Group on the item to the 
Committee on Disarmament in 1983 (CD/417), consultations and dis
cussions took place with a view to overcoming difficulties faced ever 
since the inception of discussions on this item in 1979.

9. Many delegations stated that so long as nuclear weapons exist 
and can be used, there will be no security for anyone. They further 
reiterated their belief that nuclear disarmament constituted the most 
effective security assurance against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons.

10. Other delegations, including three nuclear-weapon States, ex
pressed the view that, while nuclear disarmament was undoubtedly of 
the greatest importance, vital significance was attached to the uncon
ditional adherence by all States to the commitment contained in Arti
cle 2 of the United Nations Charter to refrain from the threat or use of 
force except in the exercise of their inalienable right to individual or 
collective self-defence. In this context, they reaffirmed the position of 
their States that none of their weapons, nuclear or conventional, 
would ever be used except in response to armed attack. In the opinion 
of other delegations including one nuclear-weapon State the United 
Nations Charter cannot be invoked to justify the first-use of nuclear 
weapons. Those same delegations expressed their regret that despite 
the repeated declarations of one group of States about its peaceful 
intentions it had failed to respond adequately to the proposal for 
concluding a treaty on the mutual non-use of military force and the 
maintenance of relations of peace between the Warsaw Treaty 
Member-States and the Member-States of the North Atlantic Alliance, 
a treaty which would be open to all other States as well.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 422.
 ̂The list of documents of previous sessions up to and including the 1982 session is 

contained in the report of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Effective International Ar
rangements to Assure Non-Nuclear Weapon States against the Use or Threat of Use of 
Nuclear Weapons to the Committee on Disarmament, in view of the second special 
session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament (CD/285). The list of docu
ments submitted to the 1983 session is contained in the report of the Ad Hoc Working 
Group to the Conunittee on Disarmament (CD/417). [Footnote in original.]

CD/285 is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1982, pp. 264-268; CD/417 is ibid., 1983, 
pp. 730-736.

Document 164



AD HOC NON-USE COMMITTEE REPORT, AUGUST 15 583

11. A number of delegations generally regretted the fact that there 
had been no forward movement in the negotiations on the question 
since last year and they reiterated the Group of 21's view, contained in 
document CD/280, and again in document CD/407, that further nego
tiations in the Committee were unlikely to be fruitful so long as 
nuclear-weapon States did not exhibit a genuine political will to reach 
a satisfactory agreement. They were of the view that nuclear-weapon 
States were under the obligation to guarantee in clear and categorical 
terms that non-nuclear-weapon States will not be subjected to attacks 
or threats of attacks with nuclear weapons.

12. One nuclear-weapon State reiterated its unconditional guarantee 
not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear 
States and nuclear-free-zones. Another nuclear-weapon State stressed 
the importance of its unilateral obligation never to use nuclear weap
ons against those States which renounce the production and acquisi
tion of such weapons and do not have them on their territory. Three 
other nuclear-weapon States underlined that the unilateral declarations 
they had made were credible and reliable and amounted to firm 
declarations of policy. Many of the delegations from non-nuclear- 
weapon States, however, held that the inflexibility of the concerned 
nuclear-weapon States to remove the limitations, conditions and ex
ceptions contained in their unilateral declarations reduced to nothing 
the credibility of these declarations. Those delegations further stated 
that with only one exception the so-called ''assurances", that had been 
unilaterally proclaimed, were more in the nature of permissible scenar
ios for the use of weapons that may end human civilization. Three 
nuclear-weapon States rejected this argument and stated that the as
surances they had provided had been solemnly and formally given and 
remained fully in force. One nuclear-weapon State declared that its 
unilateral commitment never to use or threaten to use nuclear weap
ons against those States which renounce the production and acquisi
tion of such weapons and do not have them on their territories was 
effective and reliable and met the vital interests of non-nuclear- 
weapon States.

13. In the view of many delegations the point of view expressed 
above by four nuclear-weapon States confirmed their opinion that the 
question of negative security assurances continued to be approached 
by nuclear-weapon States from the narrow point of view of their 
security perceptions vis-a-vis each other, and not as a provisional 
measure aimed at providing effective guarantees to assure the security 
of non-nuclear-weapon States pending concrete measures of nuclear 
disarmament.

14. The importance of effective security assurances to non-nuclear- 
weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons was 
reaffirmed. Some delegations held that there was an urgent need to 
reach agreement on a ''common formula" which could be included in 
an international instrument of a legally binding character. There was 
no objection in principle to the idea of an international convention;
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however, the difficulties involved were also pointed out. Some delega
tions suggested that pending agreement on those matters elements of 
interim arrangements should be explored. In this regard different as
pects as to the form and substance of such arrangements were ana
lysed.

15. Some delegations were of the view that, since nuclear-weapon 
States had not revised their positions, the Ad Hoc Committee had 
exhausted the present possibilities of discussion on the subject. Several 
delegations expressed the view that further ways and means should be 
explored to overcome the difficulties encountered in the negotiations 
to reach an appropriate agreement on effective international arrange
ments to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the threat or use 
of nuclear weapons.

16. The question of how to harmonize different views and find a 
common formula was considered. A number of delegations expressed 
the view that the common formula should be based on a non-use or 
non-first-use clause. Other delegations, including three nuclear- 
weapon States, maintained that the common ground should embody 
two elements—the status of non-nuclear-weapon States and a non
attack provision. It was stressed that the common formula should first 
of all meet the wishes of the non-nuclear-weapon States and be 
conducive to the strengthening of their security.

17. Many delegations felt that the very term ^'non-nuclear-weapon 
States'' was unambiguous and self-explanatory and it ruled out, by 
definition, any further need to elaborate on the status of such States. 
In connection with the non-attack provision, many delegations ex
pressed the view that Article 51 of the United Nations Charter cannot 
be invoked to justify the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons in 
the exercise of the right of self-defence in the case of armed attack not 
involving the use of nuclear weapons, since nuclear war would threat
en the very survival of mankind. Other delegations maintained that no 
provision of the United Nations Charter limits the right of States to 
make use of the means they deem the most appropriate, subject to 
existing international agreements, in exercise of their inherent right of 
individual or collective self-defence as recognized in Article 51.

18. Some delegations considered that a resolution of the Security 
Council containing a common denominator could be an acceptable 
interim solution but not a substitute to a final solution. Many delega
tions expressed the view that a common denominator should be an 
unconditional guarantee similar to that given by one nuclear-weapon 
State. Some delegations bearing in mind the difficulties involved in 
formulating a common approach suggested that interpretative state
ments might be envisaged. At the same time views were expressed 
that such statements should be similar, if not identical, but at least not 
mutually exclusive. Many delegations stated that a common formula 
was politically, legally and technically possible if four of the five 
nuclear-weapon States were to review their policies and formulate
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revised positions so as to respond positively to the legitimate concerns 
of the neutral and non-aligned States.

19. A number of delegations proposed that security assurances to 
non-nuclear-weapon States be considered in a broad perspective. To 
that effect, they suggested an examination of the relevance of the 
non-first-use of nuclear weapons commitment to the granting of secu
rity assurances to non-nuclear-weapon States. It was pointed out that 
a non-first-use undertaking if agreed by all nuclear-weapon States and 
applied generally had global bearing. They also suggested that a 
mutual non-use of force commitment would serve to assure non- 
nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons. They also underlined the importance of the question of the 
establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones, especially in Europe, 
which should be subject to security assurances. Many delegations 
considered that for the establishment of such zones to be effective, 
they should be fully complied with and nuclear-weapon States should 
effectively respect the status of such zones through adequate verifica
tion procedures, thus ensuring that the zones are genuinely free from 
nuclear weapons. In that connection they further stated the view that 
the security of non-nuclear-weapon States would be enhanced if the 
nuclear weapons deployed by nuclear-weapon States in oceans and in 
other territories should be withdrawn. They also expressed the view 
that nuclear-weapon States should refrain from military manoeuvres 
with nuclear weapons in close proximity to States not possessing 
nuclear weapons, thus endangering their security.

20. Other delegations were of the view that an undertaking not to 
be the first to use nuclear weapons did not constitute an effective and 
credible guarantee to non-nuclear-weapon States, in so far as its valid
ity erga omnes may at any moment be called into question by the 
actions of another nuclear-weapon State. These delegations further
more argued that a commitment not to be the first to use nuclear 
weapons, by its very nature, could only be thought of in the context 
of the relations between the nuclear-weapon States themselves, and 
therefore had no relevance to the subject matter. They also maintained 
that a mutual non-use of force commitment was already contained in 
the Charter of the United Nations. Other delegations pointed out in 
that respect that a unilateral non-first-use undertaking, if assumed by 
all nuclear-weapon States without exception, would constitute an ef
fective guarantee erga omnes and thus it would strengthen the security 
of all non-nuclear-weapon States. Those same delegations expressed 
the view that a non-first-use commitment assumed by all nuclear- 
weapon States would amount to a clear guarantee that nuclear weap
ons would not be used against non-nuclear-weapon States since these 
States by virtue of their non-possession of nuclear weapons could 
never provoke retaliation. A number of delegations pointed out that it 
was precisely for this latter reason that they had stated that the notion 
of non-first-use was not relevant in connection with the relations 
between nuclear-weapon States and non-nuclear-weapon States.
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21. Many delegations strongly felt that because of the obvious 
vulnerability of the non-nuclear-weapon States to attacks or threats of 
attacks with nuclear weapons, the nuclear-weapon States were under 
an obligation to undertake a legally binding commitment, without any 
pre-conditions or caveats, not to attack or threaten to attack the 
former with nuclear weapons. These States were further of the view 
that such assurances should not be subject to divergent interpretations. 
They also rejected the option to use nuclear weapons contained in 
some declarations, and felt that all States not in possession of nuclear 
weapons qualified irrespective of any other considerations. Moreover, 
the provision of negative security assurances did not require any 
further commitments from those receiving such assurances. These del
egations also held that provision of conditional guarantees could not 
extenuate the danger posed by the existing nuclear arsenals, and that 
nuclear disarmament and the complete elimination of nuclear weapons 
were essential to remove the danger of nuclear war.

22. Some delegations argued that the question of non-stationing of 
nuclear weapons on the territories of non-nuclear-weapon States could 
not form an additional criterion for the eligibility of non-nuclear- 
weapon States. These delegations appealed to the nuclear-weapon 
State that had so far insisted on the non-stationing criterion to drop it 
from its security guarantee so as to bring it in line with other guaran
tee declarations and move closer to a common formula. In this connec
tion, these delegations argued that the addition of a non-stationing 
criterion deviated from the definition of a non-nuclear-weapon State 
as contained in Security Council resolution 255 of 19 June 1968,^ as 
well as in the Non-Proliferation Treaty ® and other internationally 
binding commitments, definitions on which a great number of non- 
nuclear-weapon States had predicated their renunciation of the nuclear 
option. They also pointed out that the credibility of the non-station- 
ing criterion was undermined by the fact that the same nuclear- 
weapon State that had introduced that criterion had subsequently 
deployed nuclear weapons on the territory of several other non-nucle- 
ar-weapon States. The importance of the non-stationing criterion was 
stressed by a number of delegations. They expressed the view that the 
non-stationing of nuclear weapons on the territory of non-nuclear- 
weapon States was in full conformity with the vital interests of those 
States and represented a credible and realistic basis for the strengthen
ing of the security of non-nuclear-weapon States. These delegations 
felt that attempts by some delegations to complicate discussion and 
detract the A d Hoc Committee from its main task by addressing various 
aspects of the problem of nuclear weapons in Europe were firmly 
rejected. These delegations expressed the view that the policies pur
sued by some countries represented in the A d Hoc Committee led to 
further worsening of the situation in Europe. These delegations

 ̂Ibid., 1968, p. 444. 
s Ihil, pp. 461-465.
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Strongly appealed to the nuclear-weapon States that had so far insisted 
on the non-attack and alliance or association criteria to drop them 
from their declarations on security assurances and to bring them in 
line with the other commitments of security assurances by adopting 
the non-stationing criterion thus making it possible to move towards a 
common formula. They also pointed out that it was wrong to interpret 
the non-stationing criterion as in any way deviating from the non- 
nuclear-weapon status since it constituted an important additional 
element for providing effective security assurances. In this connection 
they also argued that the addition of the non-attack and alliance or 
association criteria contradicted the security assurances as contained in 
Security Council resolution 255 of 19 June 1968. They also emphasized 
that the stationing of new medium range nuclear weapons on the 
territories of non-nuclear-weapon States and the subsequent increase 
in the danger of nuclear war had made the non-stationing criterion 
even more relevant. They also stressed that the absence of the non
stationing criterion in negative security assurances which would open 
the way for deployment of nuclear weapons in different regions of the 
world, cannot but have an adverse effect on the security of non- 
nuclear-weapon States.

23. Some delegations pointed out that another contradiction existed 
in the security guarantee of the nuclear-weapon State that had also 
insisted on the non-stationing criterion. They also felt that, while that 
nuclear-weapon State did not include in its declaration a non-attack 
clause, collateral utterances by high representatives of that country, as 
well as a declaration of that country made on adhering to Additional 
Protocol II of the Treaty of Tlatelolco ® suggested that that nuclear- 
weapon State would practice a non-attack clause almost identical with 
that contained in three other security guarantee declarations. However, 
other delegations simultaneously pointed out that the utterances by 
several delegations expressed above were completely unfounded. The 
subjective interpretation of matters relevant* to a specific international 
instrument of a regional nature only further complicated the search for 
a common formula of effective international arrangements to assure 
non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons. A nimiber of delegations expressed strong preference for 
positions of countries to be advanced and explained by the representa
tives of the respective countries themselves.

24. One delegation observed that the issue of negative security 
assurances which had started as a legitimate demand of the non- 
nuclear-weapon States was increasingly becoming an East-West ques
tion, thus making any progress even more difficult. This delegation, 
therefore, was of the opinion that a possible way out of the existing 
impasse could be to provide negative security assurances only to those 
non-nuclear-weapon States which were outside the two major alliance 
systems of the present world. This delegation argued that the States

6 Ihil, 1967, p. 83.
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parties to these alliances had already made their choice and were 
enjoying positive security assurances, i.e., the nuclear protection of
fered by the super-Power to which they were aligned. However, in 
case any State from any of these two alliances was interested in 
negative security assurances it could qualify for the same by opting 
out of its alliance system.

25. The discussion of the suggested approaches and proposals re
mained inconclusive. Hence, regarding the future work of the Confer
ence on Disarmament on effective international arrangements to assure 
non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons, several delegations expressed the view that it should be 
determined whether there has been a change in the positions of nucle- 
ar-weapon States towards the issue, as stated in paragraph 12 above, 
before any substantive progress can be achieved.

IV. C o n c lu sio n s  a n d  R e c o m m e n d a tio n s

26. The Ad Hoc Committee 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 pending effective 
measures of nuclear disarmament. Work on the substance of the effec
tive arrangements and discussion on various aspects and elements of 
an interim solution however revealed that specific difficulties relating 
to differing perceptions of security interests of nuclear-weapon States 
and non-nuclear-weapon States persisted and that the complex nature 
of the issues involved continued to prevent agreement.

27. Against this background, the Ad Hoc Committee recommends to 
the Conference on Disarmament that ways and means should continue 
to be explored to overcome the difficulties encountered in its work 
and to carry out negotiations on the question of effective international 
arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or 
threat of use of nuclear weapons. Accordingly, it was generally agreed 
that the Ad Hoc Committee should be re-established at the beginning 
of the 1985 session on the understanding that consultations should 
take place in order to determine the most appropriate course of action, 
including the resumption of the activities of the Ad Hoc Committee 
itself.

165. TASS S ta tem ent on Remarks by  President R eagan, 
A ugust 15, 1984 ^

The American radio companies which recently made a recording of 
the latest election campaign speech of Ronald Reagan, President of the 
United States, have preserved on tape some words which the President

1 A /39/409-S/16705.
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spoke before reading the text of his speech and which he did not 
intend for the public.

As has become known, Mr. Reagan's remarks, word for word, were 
the following:

My fellow Americans! I am pleased to tell you that today I 
have signed legislation that will outlaw Russia forever. We begin 
bombing in five minutes. ̂

Attempts are now being made in the White House to make it 
appear that the head of the United States administration was merely 
indulging in a '̂joke".

True enough, no such law has been signed by Mr. Reagan and no 
order to bomb was given this time. However, it is no accident that the 
President's words were received both in the United States and in other 
countries with serious concern.

This episode quite accurately displayed the same attitudes which 
were earlier formulated officially in the calls for a '̂ crusade", in the 
doctrines of limited and protracted nuclear war, in the military and 
political plans to gain for the United States a dominant position in the 
world. The United States administration prefers to say nothing about 
all this now, but its practical actions speak for themselves.

It is intensifying the build-up of nuclear, chemical and conventional 
weapons and producing a new class of armaments: attack weapons in 
outer space.

It is employing every possible method, including a policy of State 
terrorism and the direct use of military force against independent 
countries whose domestic and foreign policies do not suit Washington.

At the same time, the United States is blocking the process of 
limiting and reducing nuclear weapons and other negotiations to halt 
the arms race and bring about disarmament.

The unwillingness of the United States to take steps in the direction 
of peace and the strengthening of international security has once again 
been made evident in its refusal to conclude an agreement aimed at 
preventing the militarization of outer space.

The policy of the present United States administration runs counter 
to the vital interests of the world's peoples. It is doomed to failure and 
yet is extremely dangerous. Everyone who loves peace must therefore 
be very much on his guard.

No one should be deceived by any of the pseudo-peace-loving 
rhetoric resorted to in Washington from time to time for campaign 
purposes. It is obvious that this rhetoric does not match the facts. If 
anyone had any doubts on that score. President Reagan's latest "reve
lation" should open even his eyes.

TASS is authorized to state that the Soviet Union condemns the 
attack by the President of the United States, which is unprecedentedly 
hostile to the USSR and dangerous to the cause of peace.

2 The Washington Post, August 13, 1984, p. A3.
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Such behaviour is incompatible with the high degree of responsibil
ity borne by leaders of States, especially nuclear-weapon States, for 
the fate of their own peoples and for the fate of mankind.

On the basis of that responsibility, the Soviet Union has done and 
will do everything in its power to safeguard peace on earth. The 
world's peoples expect the leaders of the United States also, at long 
last, to act with an understanding of their responsibility.

166. S ta tem ent by the  Soviet R epresen ta tive  (Issrae lyan) 
to the  Conference on Disarmament: Com prehensive 
Test Ban, A ugust 21, 1984 ^

Our statement today deals with one of the top-priority disarmament 
issues which is related to qualitatively new spirals in the nuclear arms 
race. I am referring to the prohibition of nuclear tests. It is not by 
accident that this problem has been at the centre of attention at the 
Conference on Disarmament in 1984, as well as, for that matter, in 
previous years.

The testing of nuclear explosive devices, starting with the very first 
test conducted by the United States in July 1945, has had, and is still 
having, a negative impact on many aspects of the life of the interna
tional community, on the health and well-being of millions of people. 
What are, in essence, the dangerous implications of nuclear tests?

First, they spur on the arms race, leading to qualitative improve
ments in nuclear weapons and the emergence of new, even more 
destructive types of such weapons. There have been reports in the 
press of a "third generation" of nuclear explosive devices being devel
oped in United States nuclear laboratories. It has also been affirmed 
that this is not the limit of the possible upgrading of nuclear weapons. 
All this is being done in a futile quest for military superiority over the 
Soviet Union. Attempts to break the balance of power pose a serious 
threat to mankind, and it is therefore vitally important to raise a 
barrier against the continuation of the dangerous experiments with 
nuclear weapons, to prevent the creation of a "third", a "fourth" and 
subsequent generations of nuclear arms. Thus, test explosions enlarge 
the possibilities of nuclear weapons being used and increase the risk of 
nuclear war with all its catastrophic consequences for mankind.

Second, the nuclear arms race involves enormous expenditures, re
sulting in thousands of millions being squandered on non-productive 
purposes. As calculated in 1967 by a group of experts of the Secretary- 
General of the United Nations, the small series of nuclear test explo
sions conducted by France in 1960-1964 cost $US 300 million. Adding

1 CD/PV.283, pp. 15-19.
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the cost of the fissionable materials and that of the development and 
manufacturing of the explosive devices brings the total sum, according 
to the United Nations experts, to $US 1,640 million. ̂  It is all too 
obvious that the testing of modern warheads designed for submarine- 
launched ballistic missiles, long-range cruise missiles and other very 
recent delivery systems absorbs far greater sums.

Third, the absence of a nuclear-test ban complicates the task of 
maintaining and further strengthening the international nuclear-weap- 
ons non-proliferation regime. As was justly noted by G. Seaborg, 
former chairman of the United States Commission on Atomic Energy 
at a Washington press conference early this month, a complete prohi
bition of nuclear-weapon tests will promote international efforts to 
prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons and open the way to 
further arms-control negotiations.

And—last but not least—nuclear explosions are a great danger to 
the human species and its environment. Much has been written con
cerning the risks presented by nuclear explosions in the atmosphere, 
so I will not dwell on this subject today. But it is also known that 
underground explosions too are perilous to man. Thus, the under
ground nuclear tests conducted by France in the Pacific result in 
radioactive contamination of the marine environment, which is the 
origin of the unusually high rate of oncological diseases registered 
among the residents of Tahiti and other islands of Polynesia. Accord
ing to the SIPRI Yearbook for 1984, even the French Defence Minister 
had to admit that "a new radiological situation" had arisen. A report 
published in 1981 by the French trade union Confederation Franqaise 
Democratique du Travail indicates that the Mururoa atoll has sunk 1.5 m. as 
a result of the tests and that an underwater crack has formed causing the 
radioactive blast products to leak into the surrounding ocean.

These are all facts which cannot be disputed. And it is no accident 
that the entire international community and the United Nations Orga
nization are calling for an immediate solution to the comprehensive- 
test-ban issue.

You are also fully aware, Mr. President, of the fact that the treaty 
on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests was 
practically completed in the process of the trilateral talks in 1977-80. 
As was pointed out by the head of the Soviet delegation. Chairman of 
the USSR State Committee on the Uses of Atomic Energy, A.M. 
Petrosyants, by the time the United States wrecked the negotiations 
''all the basic provisions of the treaty on the general and complete 
prohibition of tests . . . had been practically agreed upon".^ This 
assessment is shared by the United States chief negotiator at the 
trilateral talks, P. Warnke, then Director of the United States Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency, who wrote as recently as last 8 
July: 'The United States, the United Kingdom and the Soviet Union

'‘̂ Documents on Disarmament, 1967, p. 501.
3 m i, 1983, p. 345.
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were within months or weeks of completing a comprehensive-test-ban 
agreement when the talks were suspended/'

For our part we can say that had the SALT-2 Treaty  ̂ been ratified 
and the complete and general nuclear-test-ban negotiations been suc
cessfully concluded, a favourable atmosphere would thus have been 
created for moving towards progressively lower levels of nuclear con
frontation. The trilateral talks were the climax of the efforts to find a 
solution to the issue of the cessation of nuclear-weapon tests. But 
what was the subsequent course of events after the present United 
States Administration took office in January 1981?

The attitude towards the CTB treaty became, as the New York Times 
aptly noted, a 'litmus test'' of the Reagan Government's actual inten
tions in the "critical" field of "arms control".

Indeed, the United States declared after a while that it was transfer
ring the test ban to the category of "long-term", remote objectives. As 
the United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency stated in 
September 1983, the Administration does not intend to conduct nego
tiations on the complete prohibition of nuclear tests because they are 
needed to develop, modernize and classify the warheads, to maintain 
reliable stockpiles and to assess the use of nuclear weapons.®

Having set itself the overriding goal of gaining military superiority 
over the USSR with nuclear weapons as its main asset, Washington 
adopted a broad-scale programme of nuclear arms build-up. The Bulle
tin of Atomic Scientists wrote in March last year, and I quote: "the 
Pentagon currently plans to design and produce some 17,000 nuclear 
weapons over the next six years. To this end. President Reagan in 
1982 authorized stepped-up nuclear testing and withdrew the United 
States from further participation in tripartite test ban talks with Brit
ain and the Soviet Union". And early this year the American press 
reported the allocation of multimillion additional funds to expand the 
Nevada test range since the existing sites are already too small to 
accommodate the new tests envisaged under the "Star Wars" pro
gramme.

In order to provide camouflage—and, putting it bluntly, a clumsy 
one at that—for its negative attitude towards a test ban, the United 
States usually resorts to the verification problem. But these arguments 
do not stand up to any criticism. The possibility of effectively verify
ing a nuclear-test ban with national technical means has been con
firmed by the most authoritative experts. It was recently reiterated at 
the Conference by Ambassador Ekeus who said: "there have been 
arguments put forward that the main obstacle to a comprehensive test

Source not found.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1979, p. 189.
® Cf. Nuclear Arms Reduction Proposals—Hearings Before the Committee on Foreign Relations, United 

States Senate, Ninety ̂ seventh Congress, Second Session, on SJ. Res. 163, . . . April 29, 30; May 11,
12, and 13, 1982, p. 381. See also Fiscal Year 1984 Arms Control Impact Statements: Statements 
Submitted to the Congress by the President Pursuant to Section 36 of the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Act (Jt.Com.prt.; 98th Cong., 1st sess.), April 1983, p. 23.
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ban treaty is the lack of adequate verification. We do not share that 
view".'  ̂ He went on, and I quote again: ''Sweden for its part considers 
that verification of nuclear-weapon tests is feasible down to such very 
low yields that the whole spectrum of nuclear weapons development 
for all practical purposes would be covered. Certainly, as has been 
outlined, adequate verification measures would probably require some 
further refinement and testing, but that demands no other scientific 
and technical resources than those already within our reach.'' ®

The same view is held by former CIA Deputy Director H. Scoville, 
who recently noted that the national technical means available at 
present to all the countries together are quite sufficient to guarantee 
compliance with a treaty on the complete and general prohibition of 
nuclear-weapon tests. He explicitly indicated that the United States 
officials who invoke the "difficulties" of verifying the compliance 
with such a treaty are using this argument to conceal their reluctance 
to stop the continuous development and creation of new types of 
nuclear weapons.

An immediate and unconditional cessation of nuclear-weapon tests 
is demanded by the socialist, the non-aligned and the neutral coun
tries, as their representatives have stated, in particular, at the current 
session of the Conference on Disarmament.

We have also noted the statements made at the Conference by 
Foreign Ministers Hayden of Australia  ̂ and Abe of Japan, which 
were largely devoted to the nuclear-weapon-test-ban problem. Many 
ideas expressed in those statements sound rather questionable to us. 
At the same time, however, we regard the very fact of those issues 
being raised at the Conference as showing the concern of Australia 
and Japan over the continuing lack of solution to the problem of 
nuclear-weapon tests. An important statement, in our view, was made 
by the representative of the Netherlands, Ambassador Van Schaik,^  ̂
who said that the issue of a comprehensive nuclear-test ban continues 
to be a matter of "greatest importance" for his country, and that his 
^^yefnment favours the resumption of the trilateral talks and ratifica
tion of the 1974 and 1976 Soviet-United States treaties limiting 
the scale of underground nuclear explosions.

What, then, is the matter? Why cannot the Conference even initiate 
talks on the nuclear-test-ban issue? The main reason, it is said, is that 
the Conference members cannot in any way reach agreement on the 
mandate for the relevant subsidiary body. We believe that this view is 
not serious, to say the least. The basic reason is the negative attitude 
of the United States to banning nuclear tests, the fact that Washington

7 CD/PV.280, p. 12.
* Ibid., p. 16.
® See Document 158, August 7.
*0 CD/PV.263, pp. 8-13.
11 CD/PV.275, pp. 7-13.

Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 225-229. 
Ibid., 1976, pp. 328-332.
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places the improvement of its nuclear arsenals among the major goals 
of its military policy. Until the United States reconsiders its position 
on the nuclear-test ban and starts treating this task as an urgent 
priority, as the overwhelming majority of States does, there can obvi
ously be no forward movement. As matters stand, attempts to set up a 
subsidiary body of the Conference with a curtailed mandate would be 
not merely pointless but actually harmful since they could be used as 
a cover for the implementation of various United States military pro
grammes.

The work of the Ad Hoc Group of seismological experts is also 
organically linked to the state of the nuclear-test-ban issue at the 
Conference. We have no objection to taking note at this point of the 
Ad Hoc Group's report submitted by its Chairman, Mr. Dahlman,^^ 
and we hope that the international experiment scheduled for the end 
of this year will take place successfully. At the same time, I would like 
to state most firmly that further activity of the Ad Hoc Group of 
scientific experts could only serve a useful purpose if the United 
States did not prevent the Conference from conducting practical nego
tiations on a complete and general nuclear-weapon-test-ban treaty.

As to the Soviet Union, its position concerning a nuclear-test ban is 
abundantly clear: we shall continue most resolutely and persistently to 
seek a complete and general cessation of nuclear-weapon tests. The 
Conference has before it the Soviet draft "'Basic Provisions for a 
Treaty on the Complete and General Prohibition of Nuclear Weapon 
Tests'',^® which incorporates all the many years of negotiating experi
ence and takes account of the proposals and wishes of many States, 
including questions of verification. The Soviet Union is prepared to 
further consider in a constructive spirit the proposals of other States 
aimed at promoting the prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests. We note 
in this connection the initiative of Sweden, which introduced in 1983 
a draft treaty of its own.^® I should like to recall, in connection with 
that draft, that the USSR delegation stated at the Conference last 
April that the Soviet Union would be ready, in the course of the 
working out of a draft treaty on the complete and general prohibjtiaii 
of nuclear-weapon tests, to consider the possibility of organizing the 
exchange of data on the radioactivity of air masses, with the establish
ment of appropriate international data centres, on the same basis as is 
envisaged in respect of the seismic data exchange. We are convinced 
that the international public opinion, the peoples of the world, will be 
able to force the opponents of disarmament to take, at long last, the 
path towards curbing and eventually completely halting the nuclear- 
arms race.

I would like to conclude by briefly addressing the question of 
international negotiations, the present political atmosphere, the readi-

Dated August 10, Document 163.
Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 123-127. 
Ibid., pp. 468-478.
See Document 77, April 18.
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ness of States for dialogue etc., a matter touched upon from time to 
time by many delegations at the Conference on Disarmament. In 
particular, this subject was raised today by the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of Brazil, and by the representatives of the Federal Republic of 
Germany and the United States at one of the recent plenary meetings 
of the Conference.

In this connection we would like to reaffirm once again that the 
Soviet Union has been and remains in favour of conducting business
like and serious negotiations, including with the United States, with 
the aim of reaching mutually acceptable results that would serve the 
interests of strengthening international security, limiting the arms race 
and preventing nuclear war. This is our line of principle, one we shall 
never depart from. We have repeatedly stated our desire to have good 
relations with all countries, including the United States. This was 
recently reiterated by K.U. Chernenko in his answer to the address by 
that well-known public figure, Mr. Sean McBride. But this, of course, 
also requires the appropriate will on the other side. Meanwhile, as 
K.U. Chernenko noted, a lot of words have already been heard from 
the United States side about peace and negotiations, but all the practi
cal deeds of the United States Administration run counter to its de
clared desire for talks and improved relations.

The hostility of the present United States Administration towards 
the Soviet Union, which considerably erodes the possibility of con
ducting negotiations, was expressed once again in the words recently 
spoken by President Reagan of the United States before his regular 
radio address, which were met with grave concern everywhere. A 
TASS statement of 16 August containing the Soviet Union's assess
ment of this anti-Soviet invective by the United States President has 
been distributed at the request of the Soviet delegation as an official 
document of the Conference (CD/538).^®

167* S ta tem ent by  th e  M exican R ep resen ta tive  (Garcfa 
Robles) to the  Conference on Disarmament: Confer
ence Procedures, A ugust 21, 1984 ^

In the statement which I made on 7 February last, at the beginning 
of the sixth year of work of this body to which the General Assembly 
gave the title of ''single multilateral disarmament negotiating forum", 
after referring to the seriousness of the existing international situation, 
which had rightly been described as constituting "a moment of omi
nous world-wide insecurity", I ventured to state that this:

The TASS statement was also circulated at the U.N. See Document 165, August 15.
1 CD/PV.283, pp. 19-26.
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makes absolutely clear the pressing need for the Conference on 
Disarmament to devote itself without delay and without further 
subterfuge to the task for which it was originally set up as a 
^'Committee'': earnestly and seriously to negotiate the elaboration 
of treaties and conventions which, as stated in the Final Docu
ment, should '̂translate into practical terms" the provisions of 
that Document, thus making it possible "to proceed along the 
road of binding and effective international agreements" in the 
field with which it is concerned.^

I also recalled in that connection that more than four years ago the 
Group of 21, in Working Paper CD/64 of 27 February 1980, gave as 
its carefully considered view that "working groups (today called ad hoc 
Committees) are the best available machinery for the conduct of con
crete negotiations in the Committee on Disarmament".

I therefore consider that, as we now approach the end of this 
session, it is an appropriate time to analyse, however briefly, some 
salient aspects of the six months' work of the Conference on Disarma
ment during 1984. And I am convinced that among these features one 
which will be of the greatest interest to the 119 Members of the 
United Nations which are not members of the Conference on Disar
mament will be that of obtaining reliable information with which to 
form an objective opinion concerning the reasons which have prevent
ed the Conference from setting up a single subsidiary body on any of 
the four items which, together with the item on the elimination of 
chemical weapons, are undoubtedly those of highest importance and 
urgency on our agenda, under the titles "nuclear test ban" (agenda 
item 1), "cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament" 
(agenda item 2), "prevention of nuclear war, including all related 
matters" (agenda item 3), and "prevention of an arms race in outer 
space" (agenda item 5).

The purpose of this statement will be to contribute to achieving that 
objective.

Item 1 : "Nuclear Test Ban". v 4q

The draft mandate submitted to the Conference by the Group of 21 
in document CD/520 had as its immediate antecedent resolution 38/62 
adopted by the General Assembly on 15 December 1983 by 119 votes 
in favour, in which the Assembly reiterated "its appeal to all States 
Members of the Conference on Disarmament to initiate immediately 
the multilateral negotiations of a treaty for the prohibition of all 
nuclear-weapon tests and to exert their best endeavours in order that 
the Conference may transmit to the General Assembly at its thirty- 
ninth session the complete draft of such a treaty".

The structure and content of the draft mandate was much more 
flexible than that of the paragraph of the resolution I have just 
quoted, as the adverb "immediately" applying to the beginning of

2 CD/PV.239, p. 13.
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negotiations was deleted, and instead of talking of transmitting to the 
General Assembly at its thirty-ninth session a ''complete draft" of the 
treaty to be achieved, it confined itself to asking that the ad hoc 
committee to be established should report to the Conference on the 
progress of its work before the conclusion of the 1984 session.

The full text of the draft was as follows:

The Conference on Disarmament decides to establish for the re
mainder of its 1984 session an ad hoc Committee on a Nuclear Test 
Ban to initiate the multilateral negotiation of a treaty for the pro
hibition of all nuclear-weapon tests and report to the Conference 
on the progress of its work before the conclusion of the session.

Pursuant to its mandate, the ad hoc Committee on a Nuclear 
Test Ban will take into account all existing proposals and future 
initiatives. In addition, it will draw on the knowledge and experi
ence that have been accumulated over the years in the consider
ation of a comprehensive test ban in the successive multilateral 
negotiating bodies and the trilateral negotiations. The ad hoc Com
mittee will also take into account the work of the ad hoc Group of 
Scientific Experts to Consider International Co-operative Meas
ures to Detect and Identify Seismic Events.

At the 276th plenary meeting of the Conference, held on Thursday, 
26 July, the President of the Conference, pursuant to the request 
submitted by the Group of 21, invited its members to take a decision 
on the proposed mandate which I have just read out in full. A 
spokesman for the Group of Socialist States reaffirmed the support of 
those States for the mandate in question, adding that if it were 
adopted they would not insist on submitting for decision the essential
ly identical mandate they had presented. Thus, the document had the 
explicit support of about two-thirds of the members of the Confer
ence, a majority which was in fact much greater, as I ventured to say 
in my improvised statement at that meeting, in which I expressed my 
belief that if all delegations had been able to act freely according to 
their preferences the draft would have had the support of at least 37 
of the 40 members of the Conference.

Nevertheless, the application of the rule of consensus made it im
possible to adopt the mandate, since a spokesman for the Group of 
Western European and Other Countries stated, as it appears in the 
record of the meeting, that ''it has not been possible, in the ongoing 
consultation process, to unite all delegations in the Group of Western 
Countries behind the mandate contained in document CD/520".

Agenda item 2: "Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear 
disarmament".

The draft mandate submitted to the Conference by the Group of 21 
in document CD/526 had as its immediate antecedent a number of 
resolutions adopted by the General Assembly at its thirty-eighth ses
sion, chief among them being 38/183 I adopted on 20 December 1983 
by 129 votes in favour, which in paragraph 3 urged the Conference on
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Disarmament to establish "as a matter of urgency" three working 
groups, including one on "the cessation of the nuclear arms race and 
nuclear disarmament", and resolution 38/183 D which received 108 
votes in favour on the same day as the foregoing resolution, operative 
paragraph 1 of which reads as follows:

Calls upon the Conference on Disarmament to proceed without 
delay to negotiations on the cessation of the nuclear arms race 
and nuclear disarmament in accordance with paragraph 50 of the 
final document of the tenth special session of the General Assem
bly, the first special session devoted to disarmament, and especial
ly to elaborate a nuclear disarmament programme and to establish 
for this purpose an ad hoc working group on the cessation of the 
nuclear arms race and on nuclear disarmament.

The goals and procedures envisaged in the draft mandate were much 
more modest than those adopted by the General Assembly in the 
paragraph 1 have just quoted, as may be seen by comparing that 
paragraph with the full text of the draft, which was as follows:

In the discharge of its responsibility as the only multilateral dis
armament negotiating forum, in accordance with paragraph 120 of 
the Final Document of SSOD I,̂  the Conference on Disarmament 
decides to establish an ad hoc Committee under agenda item 2.

The Conference requests the ad hoc Committee to elaborate on 
paragraph 50 of the Final Document of SSOD I and to submit 
recommendations to the Conference as to how it could best initi
ate, at the beginning of its 1985 session, multilateral negotiations 
of agreements, with adequate measures of verification, in appro
priate stages for:

(a) Cessation of the qualitative improvement and development of 
nuclear weapons systems;

(b) Cessation of the production of all types of nuclear weapons 
and their means of delivery and the production of fissionable 
material for weapons purposes;

(c) Substantial reduction in the existing nuclear weapons with 
view to their ultimate elimination.

The ad hoc Committee will take into account all existing proposals 
and future initiatives and report on its work to the Conference 
on Disarmament before the end of its 1984 session.

At the 281st plenary meeting of the Conference, held on Tuesday, 
14 August, the above draft mandate was put before the Conference for 
decision by its President. As in the case of agenda item 1, the Group 
of Socialist States expressed its unqualified support for the draft of the 
Group of 21. Nevertheless, once again the Group of Western European 
and Other States made a statement similar to that concerning agenda 
item 1. Their spokesman stated that they were not "convinced that the 
creation of a subsidiary body would contribute to the cause of nuclear

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 433-434.
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disarmament" and therefore they were not ''in a position to associate 
themselves with the consensus on this proposed mandate".^

Item 3: ''Prevention of nuclear war, including all related matters".

The draft mandate submitted to the Conference by the Group of 21 
in document CD/515 had as its immediate antecedent resolution 38/ 
183 G which the General Assembly adopted on 20 December 1983 by 
128 votes in favour, in which it once again requested the Conference 
on Disarmament "to undertake, as a matter of the highest priority, 
negotiations with a view to achieving agreement on appropriate and 
practical measures for the prevention of nuclear war", and further 
requested it to establish "for that purpose an ad hoc working group on 
the subject at the beginning of its 1984 session".

As may be seen from a comparison of the text of the draft mandate 
with that of the relevant provisions of the General Assembly resolu
tion which I have just quoted, as in the case of the previous two items 
and indeed to a much greater degree, the draft mandate was much 
more modest than those provisions, as may easily be seen simply by 
reading the full text of the draft, which is as follows:

1. In the discharge of its responsibility as the single multilateral 
disarmament negotiating forum, in accordance with paragraph 120 
of the Final Document of SSOD I, the Conference on Disarma
ment decides to establish an ad hoc Committee under agenda item 
3 entitled "Prevention of Nuclear War, including all related mat
ters."

2. The Conference requests the ad hoc Committee, as a first step, 
to consider all proposals relevant to agenda item 3, including ap
propriate and practical measures for the prevention of nuclear 
war. The ad hoc Committee will take into account all existing pro
posals and future initiatives and report on its work to the Confer
ence on Disarmament before the end of its 1984 session.

At the 275th plenary meeting of the Conference, held on Tuesday, 
24 July, the draft mandate which I have just quoted was put before 
the Conference by its President for decision in accordance with the 
request made to that effect by the Group of 21. The representative 
acting as Co-ordinator for the socialist countries stated on their behalf 
that they considered that "they could support such a mandate al
though they regard it as a minimum mandate for a group or ad hoc 
committee which would deal with the very important problem of 
prevention of nuclear war".® The representative of China stated that 
"the mandate proposed by the Group of 21 is reasonable and con
structive, and therefore we support it".®

Despite this, once again the Co-ordinator of the Group of Western 
European and Other Countries took the floor "on behalf of a number

4 CD/PV.281, p. 13.
5 CD/PV.275, p. 28.
6 Ibid., p. 29.
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of" those countries and stated that it had not ''been possible to rally 
all delegations of the Group behind the draft in question".'^ As a 
result the President was obliged to announce that ''at present there is 
no consensus on the adoption of the draft mandate contained in 
document CD/515", although prior to that the representative of Bel
gium had taken the floor to emphasize "the flexibility, availability and 
openmindedness of several delegations, in particular those of the 
Group of 21, and especially of its spokesman for matters relating to 
the prevention of nuclear war".®

Item 5: "Prevention of an arms race in outer space".

The draft mandate submitted to the Conference by the Group of 21 
in document CD/329/Rev.2 had as its immediate antecedent General 
Assembly resolution 38/70 which, of all the disarmament resolutions 
adopted by vote at the latest session of the General Assembly, was the 
one which received the largest number of votes, 147 in favour, on 15 
December 1983.

In that resolution, the General Assembly, among other things:

Reaffirmed "the will of all States that the exploration and use of 
outer space, including the moon and other celestial bodies, shall be ex
clusively for peaceful purposes";

Reiterated that "the Conference on Disarmament, as the single mul
tilateral disarmament negotiating forum, has a primary role in the ne
gotiation of an agreement or agreements, as appropriate, on the pre
vention of an arms race in all its aspects in outer space";

Requested the Conference on Disarmament "to consider as a matter 
of priority the question of preventing an arms race in outer space";

Also requested the Conference "to establish an ad hoc working group 
at the beginning of its session in 1984, with a view to undertaking ne
gotiations for the conclusion of an agreement or agreements, as appro
priate, to prevent an arms race in all its aspects in outer space".

The draft mandate which the Group of 21 submitted in the docu
ment to which I have just referred was faithfully in keeping with the 
provisions of that resolution, as may easily be seen by reading its fuH 
text, which is as follows:

Reaffirming the principle that outer space—the common herit
age of mankind—should be preserved exclusively for peaceful 
purposes, and in order to prevent the extension of an arms race to 
outer space, and prohibit its use for hostile purposes; the Confer
ence on Disarmament decides to establish an A d Hoc Committee 
with a view to undertaking negotiations for the conclusion of an 
agreement or agreements, as appropriate, to prevent an arms race 
in all its aspects in outer space. The A d Hoc Committee will take 
into account all existing proposals and future initiatives and 
report on the progress of its work to the Conference on Disarma
ment.

Ih il, p. 27.
8 Ibid., p. 29.
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At the 281st plenary meeting of the Conference, held on Tuesday, 
14 August, the draft mandate whose text I have just read out was put 
before the Conference for decision by its President at the request of 
the Group of 21, with a reoccurrence of circumstances almost identical 
to those which obtained in the case of the three drafts which I have 
previously reviewed: the Group of Socialist States expressed full sup
port for the project of the Group of 21,® support which, it could 
logically have been assumed, would also have been shared by the 
eight delegations of the Western Group which in December 1983 
voted in favour of resolution 38/70 whose main provisions are faith
fully reflected in the draft. Nevertheless, their Co-ordinator stated that 
with regret he had to report that the Group was not in a position to 
associate itself with a consensus on the draft mandate, which obvious
ly made it impossible to adopt it.^°

The following fundamental conclusions may be drawn, among 
others, from the analysis of the events I have just described in the 
foregoing brief review.

Firstly, the United Nations was quite right to deplore in one of the 
most recent resolutions of the General Assembly ''the persistent ob
struction of a very small number" of the members of the Conference 
on Disarmament. During this year's session this obstruction has made 
itself felt more than on any previous occasion, as it has made it 
impossible for the Conference on Disarmament to begin negotiations 
on the three nuclear-weapon items—items 1, 2 and 3—which are 
certainly the most important of this kind included in its agenda, as 
well as on agenda item 5, the prevention of an arms race in outer 
space, which is probably the item of greatest urgency at the moment.

Secondly, the position of the Group of 21 concerning the need to set 
up separate subsidiary bodies for each of these four items is nothing 
more than a reiteration of the carefully considered opinion given by 
the Group more than foiu* years ago in Working Paper CD/64 of 27 
February 1980. In addition, the four draft mandates submitted by the 
Group to the Conference on Disarmament pursuant to this general 
position of principle were all prepared very carefully, taking into 
account the views not only of the Group itself but also of all members 
of other groups which were not incompatible with the function assigned to the 
Conference by the General Assembly as the "single multilateral disarmament negoti
ating forum". In addition, the flexibility and understanding repeatedly 
displayed by the Group of 21 in the lengthy consultations held with 
the other Groups was explicitly recognized by the latter, including by 
members of the Group of Western European and Other Countries, 
both at informal meetings and at plenary meetings of the Conference. 
Nevertheless, this flexibility could not extend so far that delegations 
should, by taking advantage of it for domestic political reasons, use 
the creation of working groups provided with meaningless mandates

9 CD/PV.281, p. 15.
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solely for the purpose of serving as a misleading smokescreen to create 
the belief that substantive negotiations were taking place.

Third, the raison d'etre of the body originally known as the Commit
tee on Disarmament and today called the Conference on Disarmament 
was to serve as the ''single multilateral disarmament negotiating 
fonrni", as is explicitly stated in paragraph 120 of the Final Document 
which the General Assembly adopted by consensus in 1978, the valid
ity of which was unanimously and categorically reaffirmed in 1982. It 
is therefore difficult to understand that in the Group of Western 
European and Other Countries there are States in which the word 
''negotiation'' arouses not antipathy or allergy but genuine aversion 
and even horror, as may be seen from the attitude they assumed in 
the case of the draft mandates of the Group of 21 on agenda items 1,
2 and 5. In the case of agenda item 3, on the prevention of nuclear 
war, the explanation of their negative position is even more difficult, 
as the draft mandate in question confined itself to proposing that the 
Conference should request the ad hoc committee to consider "all pro
posals relevant to agenda item 3, including appropriate and practical 
measures for the prevention of nuclear war".

Fourth, given that the negotiating function of the Conference has 
been established in two General Assembly resolutions, both adopted 
by consensus, and that nobody would think of altering them, it would 
seem that what would be most desirable in order to avoid any repeti
tion of vetos such as the four which we have suffered this year, which 
I reviewed in this statement, would be for the Conference on Disar
mament or the General Assembly to adopt an authoritative definition 
of what should be understood by negotiation for the purposes entrust
ed to the Conference. If this task is carried out in good faith and in a 
constructive spirit, we believe that it would be genuinely easy to 
adopt a definition which would be acceptable to all, since the word 
"negotiation" is in itself innocuous and not at all esoteric, as may 
easily be seen by consulting any dictionary in the official languages of 
the Conference.

Fifth, naturally this would not mean abandoning the proposal sub
mitted two years previously by the Group of 21 in Working Paper 
CD/330 of 13 September 1982, since the amendment to rule 25 of the 
rules of procedure of the Conference on Disarmament suggested in 
that document would constitute a defiiutive cure for the disease to be 
treated: as it will be recalled, the amendment would lead to the 
following addition to that article:

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 accordance 
with the priorities established in the Final Document and in con
formity with the provisions of rule 23.^^

Documents on Disarmament, 1982, pp. 628-629.
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Sixth, the reasons why the States members of the Group of 21 
which do not belong to either of the two major military alliances 
consider it essential that they should participate in the disarmament 
negotiations were clearly set forth in the Final Document of 1978, in 
\yhich it is stated that '"all the peoples of the world have a vital 
interest in the success of disarmament negotiations'' and "all States 
have the right to participate in disarmament negotiations".^^ These 
reasons were quite recently reiterated and expanded in the Joint Dec
laration issued on 22 May of this year by six Heads of State or 
Government from four continents, including the President of Mexico, 
of which the full text may be found in document CD/502 of 6 June, 
and the second paragraph appears to me to be very appropriate for 
closing this statement. It reads as follows:

A s Leaders of Nations, Member States of the United Nations, we 
have a commitment to take constructive action towards halting 
and reversing the nuclear-arms race. The people we represent are 
no less threatened by nuclear war than the citizens of the nuclear 
weapons States. It is primarily the responsibility of the nuclear- 
weapons States to prevent a nuclear catastrophe, but this problem 
is too important to be left to those States alone.

168. Report to  the  Conference on D isarm am ent From th e  
A d  Hoc Committee on Chemical W eapons [Extracts], 
A ugust 28, 1984 ^

I. In t r o d u c t io n

1. At its 245th plenary meeting on 28 February 1984, the Conference 
on Disarmament adopted the following decision on the re-establish
ment of an ad hoc subsidiary body on chemical weapons (CD/440):

The Conference on Disarmament, keeping in mind that the ne
gotiation of a Convention should proceed with a view to its final 

= elaboration at the earliest possible date, in accordance with United 
Nations General Assembly resolution 38/187/B; and in discharg
ing its responsibility to conduct as a priority task the negotiations 
on a multilateral convention on the complete and effective prohi
bition of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical 
weapons and on their destruction, and to ensure the preparation 
of the convention, decides to re-establish, in accordance with its 
rules of procedure, for the duration of its 1984 session, an ad hoc 
subsidiary body to start the full and complete process of negotia
tions, developing and working out the convention, except for its 
final drafting, taking into account all existing proposals and drafts 
as well as future initiatives with a view to giving the Conference

1978, pp. 417-418.
 ̂̂  D ated M ay 22, Docum ent 107.
 ̂ CD /539, pp. 1-2, 6-7, and annexes 1 and 2.
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a possibility to achieve an agreement as soon as possible. This 
agreement, if possible, or a Report on the progress of the negotia
tions, should be recorded in the report which this ad hoc subsidiary 
body will submit to the Conference at the end of the second part 
of its 1984 session.

2. The term 'W hoc subsidiary body" was used in this connection 
pending a decision by the Conference on its designation. Subsequent
ly, at its 248th plenary meeting on 8 March 1984, the Conference on 
Disarmament decided to designate as "Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical 
Weapons'' the subsidiary body.

II. O r g a n iz a t io n  o f  W ork  a n d  D o c u m en ta tio n

3. In accordance with the decision mentioned above (CD/440), Am
bassador Rolf Ekeus of Sweden was appointed Chairman of the A d Hoc 
Committee. Mr. Abdelkader Bensmail, Senior Political Affairs Officer, 
Department for Disarmament Affairs, continued to serve as Secretary 
of the Committee.

4. The A d Hoc Committee held 22 meetings from 29 February to 28 
August 1984. The A d Hoc Committee benefited from the inclusion in 
delegations of national experts. In addition, the Chairman held a 
number of informal consultations with delegations.

5. At the 250th plenary meeting on 15 March 1984 of the Confer
ence on Disarmament, the Chairman of the A d Hoc Committee report
ed on the progress of its work.

6. At their request, the Conference on Disarmament decided to 
invite the representatives of the following States not members of the 
Conference to participate in the work of the A d Hoc Committee: Aus
tria, Colombia, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Ecuador, Finland, 
Greece, Ireland, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Senegal, Spain, Swit
zerland, Turkey and United Republic of Cameroon.

• • • • • • •

III. S u b s ta n t iv e  W o r k  D u r i n g  t h e  1984 S e ss io n  \

9. In accordance with its mandate, the A d Hoc Committee started the 
full and complete process of elaboration and negotiation of the con
vention, except for its final drafting, on the basis of existing material 
and new proposals made by delegations. To this effect, the A d Hoc 
Committee accepted the Chairman's proposal to set up three Working 
Groups which dealt with specific aspects of the following spheres of 
the Convention as follows:

(a) Working Group A: Scope (Chairman: Mr. S. Duarte, Brazil)

(b) Working Group B: Elimination (Chairman: Mr. R.J. Akkerman, 
The Netherlands)

(c) Working Group C: Compliance (Chairman: Mr. H. Thielicke, 
German Democratic Republic)
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In addition, the Chairman of the A d Hoc Committee was assisted by 
Ambassador J.A. Beesley (Canada) and Ambassador S. Turbanski 
(Poland) in dealing with the issues of prohibition of use of chemical 
weapons and the structure of the Convention.

10. On the basis of the results achieved in the Working Groups, and 
the proposals put forward by the Chairman, preliminary drafting was 
imdertaken on some of the provisions of the Convention. These pre
liminary draft articles or parts thereof are included in Annex I and 
structured according to the preliminary structure of the Convention 
(CD/CW/WP.82/Rev.l). The Committee took note of the intention of 
the 1984 Chairman to revise the record of positions on substantive 
issues contained in CD/CW/WP.67 using material submitted by dele
gations concerned so as to reflect changes in p ositions. ̂  Annex II 
contains reports by the Working Group Chairmen. Annex III contains 
some proposals introduced in the Conference on Disarmament as for
mulated and presented in Conference Documents.

IV. C o n clu sio n s  a n d  R ec o m m e n d a tio n s

11. The content of Annex I reflects the stage of negotiations on a 
Chemical Weapons Convention, but it does not bind any delegation.

12. The A d Hoc Committee recommends to the Conference on Disar
mament:

(a) that Annex I be used for further negotiation and drafting of the 
Convention;

(b) that the reports of the Chairmen of the Working Groups as con
tained in Annex II, including their proposed draft formulations, to
gether with other relevant present and future documents of the Con
ference also be utilized in the further elaboration of the Convention;

(c) that the A d Hoc Committee resume its work under the Chairman
ship of Ambassador R. Ekeus (Sweden) and under its present mandate, 
for a session of limited duration during the period 14 January-1 Feb
ruary 1985; that the work cover the two specific issues of Permitted 
Activities and Verification on challenge including related issues with 
regard to the Consultative Committee, as well as further negotiations 
on the material in Annex I which has been subject to preliminary 
drafting; furthermore that consultations be undert^en by the Chair
man in the meantime in preparation for the resumed session, and that 
the Committee present to the Conference on Disarmament a report on 
its work during that period;

(d) that the A d Hoc Committee be re-established before the end of 
the second week of the 1985 session with the 1984 mandate, and that 
Ambassador S. Turbanski (Poland) be appointed as its Chairman;

(e) that a decision be taken early in the first part of the 1985 session 
on the continuation of the process of negotiation on the Convention 
after the closure of the 1985 session, with a view to holding a resumed 
session of a duration which will ensure that the time available in the 
period between September 1985 and January 1986 is more fully uti
lized for negotiations.

2 Some delegations expressed doubts about the necessity of updating this document. 
[Footnote in original.]
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ANNEX I

This Annex to the report of the 1984 session of the A d Hoc Commit
tee on Chemical Weapons has been structured so as to reflect the 
work accomplished by the A d Hoc Committee in discharging its man
date (CD/440). The preliminary character of the texts presented is to 
be stressed. The different stages of the preliminary drafting process 
within the negotiations on the text of a Convention are reflected as 
texts having different status as explained below. In accordance with 
the mandate of the Committee, the texts, whatever their status, are 
not binding for any delegation. Due to the extensive and complicated 
nature of the substance and the limited time available, it was not 
possible to consider a number of the parts of the Convention during 
this session. The texts reproduced in this Annex therefore do not 
contain all positions or reflect changes in them.

The text is arranged following the preliminary structure of a future 
Convention in CD/CW/WP.82/Rev. 1, which has been used on the 
understanding that it is still tentative. The placement of provisions 
within the structure has not been discussed in most cases. Thus Annex
1 does not reflect all proposals regarding placement which have been 
made; the issues remain open and will be discussed at a later stage.

In the texts, differing views appear within brackets in cases where 
alternative formulations were suggested. Other views, expressed in a 
more general way, are presented in footnotes.

The differing types of texts, reflecting the different stages of the 
preliminary drafting process within the negotiations are as follows:

1. On the basis of the reports of the Chairmen of the Working 
Groups and the proposals by the Chairman of the Committee, some 
texts have been subject to extensive consultations and drafting efforts 
conducted by the Chairman of the Committee. Such texts are marked 
with two lines in the margin.

2. Other texts, based on the same material, have not been subject to 
extensive drafting but the Chairman of the Committee or the Working 
Groups Chairmen were to a varying extent able to consult with dele
gations on substance but not necessarily on formulations. Such texts 
are marked with one line in the margin.

3. Some issues, dealt with in the report of the previous session (CD/ 
416) which was re-edited at the beginning of the session as CD/CW / 
WP.67, have not been further considered during this session. These 
are indicated at appropriate places with the headings from CD/CW / 
WP.67 and marked ”61” in the margin.

Preliminary structure of a Convention on chemical weapons ^

Preamble

I. General provisions on scope
II. Definitions and Criteria

® Discussions are still continuing on where different issues like verification measures 
are to be placed under this structure. [Footnote in original.]
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III. Declarations
IV. Measures on chemical weapons
V. Measures on chemical weapons production facilities
VI. Permitted activities
VII. National implementation measures
VIII. Consultative Committee
IX. Consultations, co-operation and fact finding
X. Assistance
XI. Economic and technological development
XII. Relation to other international agreements
XIII. Amendments
XIV. Duration, withdrawal
XV. Signature, ratification, entry into force
XVI. Languages
Annexes and other documents

Preamble

Determined, for the sake of all mankind, to exclude 
completely and forever the possibility of chemical weap
ons [which utilize the toxic properties of toxic chemicals, 
to cause death, or temporary or permanent harm to man 
and animals,] being used.

I. G en eral P r o v isio n s  o n  S cope

Each State Party undertakes not to develop, produce, 
otherwise acquire, stockpile or retain chemical weapons, 
or transfer, directly or indirectly, chemical weapons to 
anyone.

Each State Party undertakes not to assist, encourage or 
induce, in any way, anyone to engage in activities pro
hibited to t^arties under this Convention.

Each State Party undertakes not to use chemical weap
ons [in any armed conflict] [in any conflict ]̂ [in any 
circumstances], and also not to use herbicides [for other 
than/non-hostile/permitted ^/purposes] [for methods or 
means of warfare].

[Each State Party undertakes not to [conduct other 
activities in preparation for use of chemical weapons]

 ̂With this alternative is suggested the following reservations:
a) except for the use of irritants for the purpose of riot control;
b) other exceptions. [Footnote in original.]
® It was noted that the definition of "'permitted purposes'' refers only to the definition 

of chemical weapons. Such a reference may not be applicable in this context. In such a 
case the pennitted purposes would have to be spelt out in full in these undertakings. 
[Footnote in original.]
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[engage in any military preparations for use of chemical 
weapons].]

Each State Party undertakes to [destroy] [destroy or 
divert for permitted purposes] chemical weapons which 
are in its possession or under its [jurisdiction or] con
trol.®

Each State Party undertakes to [destroy] [destroy or 
dismantle] chemical weapons production facilities which 
are in its possession or under its [jurisdiction or] con- 
trol.7

l i .  D efin itio n s  a n d  C r iter ia

For the purposes of this Convention:

1.® The term " ĉhemical weapons" shall apply to the 
following, together or separately:

(i) toxic chemicals and their precursors, [including com
ponents of binary or multicomponent chemical weapons] 
except those intended for permitted purposes as long as 
the types and quantities involved are consistent with 
such purposes.®
(ii) munitions and devices specifically designed to cause 
death or other harm through the toxic properties of those 
toxic chemicals referred to under (i) above which would 
be released as a result of the employment of such muni
tions and devices.
(iii) any equipment specifically designed for use directly 
in connection with the employment of such munitions or 
devices.

—[The term ''chemical weapons'' shall not apply to 
those chemicals which are not super-toxic lethal, or 
other lethal chemicals and which are used by a Party 
for domestic law-enforcement and domestic riot 
control purposes.]
—[States Parties agree not to [develop, produce, 
stockpile or] utilize for chemical weapons chemicals

® An alternative formulation and placement of this undertaking is given under ^'Meas- 
ures on chemical weapons'' on page 12. [Footnote in original.]

An alternative formulation and placement of this undertaking is given under ''M eas
ures on chemical weapons production facilities" on page 14. [Footnote in original.] 

* The definitions of chemical weapons are presented on the understanding that prob
lems related to irritants used for law enforcement and riot control, and also to chemicals 
intended to enhance the effect of the use of chemical weapons if their inclusion in the 
convention is agreed could be handled outside the definitions of chemical weapons if 
this will result in a more clear and understandable definition. Preliminary suggestions 
made to solve these problems are given below and consultations on them will be 
continued. [Footnote in original.]

® Toxic chemicals and their key precursors not intended for permitted purposes are 
also called chemical warfare agents. [Footnote in original.]
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intended to enhance the effect of the use of such 
weapons.]

[2. 'Toxic chemicals" means:

chemicals [regardless of the method of their produc
tion] [whether produced in plants, munitions or else
where] whose toxic properties can be utilized [in 
armed conflicts] to cause death or temporary or 
permanent harm, to man or animals [or plants], in
volving:]

[2. 'Toxic chemical" means:

any chemical, regardless of its origin or method of 
production, which through its chemical action on life 
processes can cause death, temporary incapacitation, 
or permanent harm to man or animals

Toxic chemicals are divided into the following catego
ries:]

(a) ''super-toxic lethal chemicals", which have a me
dian lethal dose which is less than or equal to 0.5 
mg/kg (subcutaneous administration) or 2,000 mg- 
min/m^ (by inhalation) when measured by an agreed 
method set forth in . . .  .
(b) "other lethal chemicals", which have a median 
lethal dose which is greater than 0.5 mg/kg (subcu
taneous administration) or 2,000 mg-min/m  ̂ (by 
inhalation) and less than or equal to 10 mg/kg (sub
cutaneous administration) or 20,000 mg-min/m ® (by 
inhalation) when measured by an agreed method  ̂  ̂
set forth in . . .  .
[(c) "other harmful chemicals", being any [toxic] 
chemicals not covered by (a) or (b) above, [including 
toxic chemicals which normally cause temporary in
capacitation rather than death] [at similar doses to 
those at which supertoxic lethal chemicals cause 
death].]
[and "other harmful chemical" has a median lethal 
dose which is greater than 10 mg/kg (subcutaneous 
administration) or 20,000 mg-min/m  ̂ (by inhala
tion).]

3. Permitted purposes means:

[(a) industrial, agricultural, research, medical, law 
enforcement or other peaceful purposes; and]

10 Depending on the formulation of the prohibition of use. [Footnote in original.] 
 ̂̂  It was noted that after such measurements had actually been performed, the figures 

mentioned in this and the following section might be subject to slight changes in order 
to cover sulphur mustard gas under the first category. [Footnote in original.]
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[(a) industrial, agricultural, research, medical or other 
peaceful purposes, law enforcement; and]
(b) protective purposes, namely those purposes di
rectly related to [means of] protection against chemi
cal weapons,
(c) military purposes which [are not related to the 
use of chemical weapons] [do not rely upon the 
toxic properties of toxic chemicals or which are pur
poses otherwise permitted under sub-paragraphs (a) 
and (b) of this paragraph].

4. ''Precursor" means:

a chemical reagent which takes part in the produc
tion of a toxic chemical.

5. "Key precursor" means:

a precursor which poses a significant risk to the 
objectives of the Convention by virtue of its impor
tance in the production of a toxic chemical. It may 
possess [possesses] the following characteristics.^®

(a) it may play [plays] an important role in deter
mining the toxic properties of a [toxic chemical] 
[super-toxic lethal chemical].
(b)' it may be used in one of the chemical reactions 
at the final stage of production of the [toxic chemi
cal] [super-toxic lethal chemical], whether in large 
scale production or in binary or multi-component 
weapons [or elsewhere].
(b)" it may be [is] used [in one of the chemical 
reactions] at the final stage of production of the 
[toxic chemical] [super-toxic lethal chemical], 
whether in a production facility, in a munition or 
device, or elsewhere.
(b)"' it may be used in one of the chemical reactions 
at the final stage of formation of the [toxic chemical] 
[super-toxic lethal chemical].
[(c) it may [is] not be used, or [is] used only in 
minimal quantities, for permitted purposes.]

Key precursors are listed in . . .  .

The suggestion that such permitted protective purposes should relate only to "'an 
adversary's use oi” chemical weapons was removed pending a decision on where in the 
Convention the question of prohibiting other military preparations for use of chemical 
weapons than those mentioned under scope should be dealt with. [Footnote in original.] 

 ̂® Although different opinions exist on the place for these characteristics, there is no 
disagreement that they have to be taken into account when drawing up the list of key 
precursors forming part of the Convention. [Footnote in original.]
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[The list in . . . shall be subject to revisions according 
to . . . taking into account the above characteristics as 
well as any other relevant factor]. '̂*

[The list in . . . may be subject to revisions according 
to . . . taking into account the above characteristics.] 

[For the purpose of the relevant provisions in a Chem
ical Weapons Convention key precursors should be listed 
according to the characteristics.]

[As an exception to the rule, chemicals which are not 
key precursors but are deemed to pose a threat [particu
lar risk] with regard to a Chemical Weapons Convention 
should be included in a list, if an understanding to this 
end can be reached.]

6. Chemical weapons production facility means:

[Chemical weapons production facility means any 
building or equipment designed, constructed or used 
(in any degree) for the production of chemical weap
ons or for filling chemical weapons.]
[''Chemical weapons production facility'' means any 
building or any equipment which in any degree was 
designed, constructed or used since 1 January 1946, 
for:

(a) the production for chemical weapons of any 
toxic chemical, except for those listed in (Schedule 
B), or the production for chemical weapons of any 
key precursor; or

(b) the filling of chemical weapons.]

III. D ecla ra tio n s

Declarations of chemical weapons

Each State Party undertakes to submit not later than 
30 days after entry into force for it of the Convention 
declarations to the Consultative Committee, stating:

—whether it possesses or does not possess any 
chemical weapons;
—whether it has on its territory any chemical weap
ons under the [jurisdiction or] control of anyone 
else;
—the composition of stocks of chemical weapons.

It seems generally acceptable that this para, could appear in the list of key 
precursors. [Footnote in original.]

RegarcUess of quantity or location. [Footnote in original.]
 ̂® It has been proposed that some of this material could be placed in an annex. 

[Footnote in original.]
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—toxic chemicals and their [key] precursors com
prised in such stocks by their chemical names, 
[structural chemical formulae,] toxicities where ap
plicable and weights in metric tons in bulk and filled 
munitions;

—munitions by types, calibres, quantities and 
chemical fill;

—[other delivery] devices by types, quantities, 
[volume], [size] and chemical fill;

—equipment [or chemical] specifically designed 
for use directly in connection with the employment 
of such munitions or [other delivery] devices;

[—the precise location of chemical weapons under 
its control and the detailed inventory of the chemi
cal weapons at each location]

[Each State Party undertakes to submit to the Consult
ative Committee declarations stating the location of stor
age depots adjacent to destruction facilities [within 3 
months after entry into force of the Convention].]

[Each State Party undertakes to submit to the Consult
ative Committee declarations on the detailed composition 
of each batch of chemical weapons to be destroyed upon 
arrival at the storage depot adjacent to the destruction 
facility.]

[Each State Party undertakes to submit to the Consult
ative Committee declarations on the detailed composition 
of each batch of chemical weapons to be diverted for 
permitted purposes before it is transported to the facility 
which will assure its diversion.]

Plans for [destruction] [destruction or diversion for permitted purposes] 
of chemical weapons

Each State Party undertakes to submit to the Consulta
tive Committee, not later than [30 days] [3 months] [6 
months] after entry into force for it of the Convention, 
initial plans for the [destruction] [destruction or diver
sion for permitted purposes] of chemical weapons con
taining:

—types of operation;

[Within 6 months with respect to binary weapons and within 24 months for other 
chemical weapons.] [Footnote in original.]

 ̂® The [3 months] timeframe is a working variant subject to further consideration 
taking into account the results of elaboration of specific contents of the initial plans. 
[Footnote in original.]

To be based on agreed principles. [Footnote in original.]
It has been proposed that some of this material could be placed in an annex. 

[Footnote in original].
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—schedules with respect to quantities and types of 
chemical weapons to be [destroyed] [destroyed or 
diverted to permitted purposes] and end products; 
—[location of destruction plants to be used] [sched
ules for declaration within two years after entry into 
force for it of the location of destruction plants to 
be used]

Each State Party undertakes to submit to the Consulta
tive Committee [three] [six] months before the [destruc
tion] [destruction or diversion] operations are to begin 
detailed plans containing the information needed by the 
Consultative Committee as provided for in . . .

Each State Party undertakes to submit to the Consulta
tive Committee [periodic] [annual] progress reports on 
implementation of plans for the [destruction] [destruc
tion or diversion for permitted purposes] of chemical 
weapons and a notification of the completion of [de
struction] [destruction or diversion] of chemical weapons 
within 30 days thereafter.

Old Stocks

Initial declaration of chemical weapons production facilities 

Submissions of plans and notifications

"67"

"67"

"67"

IV . M easures  o n  C h em ic a l  W ea po n s

Each State Party undertakes to [destroy] [destroy or 
divert for permitted purposes as defined in . . .] [1. to 
destroy and 2. have the right to divert for permitted 
purposes as provided for in . . .] [as rapidly as possible] 
[all] chemical weapons if any under their [jurisdiction or] 
control. [All chemical weapons stocks should be totally 
destroyed except for dual purpose toxic chemical and 
dual purpose key precursors which, as agreed upon, may 
be diverted to permitted purposes.]

[[Destruction] [destruction or diversion for permitted 
purposes] shall commence within 6 months and be com
pleted within ten years after the Convention's entry into 
force for the Party, in accordance with the schedule 
specified in . . .]

Diversion is suggested not to relate to super-toxic lethal chemicals and their key 
precursors, except as allowed in . . . with respect to permitted activities admitting 
possession of an aggregate amount of up to one ton a year. [Footnote in original.] 

22 It is understood that such a schedule is based on the principle that during the 
entire stage of [destruction] [destruction or diversion for permitted purposes] no Party 
that has declared the possession of chemical weapons shall gain any military advantage. 
Some delegations suggested that the most toxic chemicals such as VX, soman, sarin, 
tabun, mustard gas etc. shall be destroyed in the first place. [Footnote in original]
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[[Destruction] [destruction or diversion for permitted 
purposes] shall be carried out in accordance with the 
schedule specified in . . . within the overall timeframe 
beginning from 6 months and ending within 10 years 
after the Convention's entry into force.]

Elimination of stocks “67”

[The Consultative Committee shall consult with Parties 
no later than [three months] [between three to . . . 
months] after entry into force of the Convention with a 
view to co-ordinate their plans for destruction or diver
sion of chemical weapons submitted in accordance 
with . . .]

[Destruction] [destruction or diversion for permitted 
purposes] shall employ non-reversible procedures which 
will [allow] [not artificially hinder] the systematic inter
national on-site inspection by the Consultative Commit
tee provided under . . .

Each State Party undertakes to protect population and 
environment in fulfilling the obligations connected with 
the [destruction] [destruction and the diversion for per
mitted purposes] of chemical weapons.

Each State Party undertakes

—to declare within . . . days any chemical weapons 
which might be found [after the initial declarations]
[and which were left without its knowledge] [any
where] [on its territory] under its [jurisdiction or] 
control, submitting to the Consultative Committee 
all relevant data in its possession about the found 
chemical weapons and planned methods, timetables 
and the place of their destruction, according to . . .  .
—to destroy such weapons in a manner which 
would ensure the safety of population and environ
ment, taking into account the quantity and the state 
of the discovered chemical weapons.

Non-removal of stocks “61”

Verification measures ”67”

V. M easures o n  C h em ic a l  W e a po n s  P r o d u c t io n  F a cilities

Each State Party undertakes to destroy its chemical I I 
weapons production facilities.

It is understood that the protection of population and environment should also be 
observed in the destruction of chemical weapons production facilities. [Footnote in 
original.]

To be defined elsewhere; this text refers only to ""single-purpose'' facilities. [Foot
note in original.]
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Destruction of production facilities can be carried 
out by any of the following methods alone, or as 
appropriate together:

1. dismantling and physical destruction of all com
ponents and structures;
2. dismantling and physical destruction of certain 
components, while reusing other components for 
permitted purposes;
3. dismantling and physical destruction of certain 
structures.

The specific method or combination of methods to be 
used in respect of each production facility shall be deter
mined by each State Party according to the nature of the 
facility concerned and in accordance with the principles 
laid down i n ............

Each State Party shall indicate in its plan(s) for de
struction of production facilities the specific methods of 
destruction envisaged.

Elimination of production facilities "67"

Cessation of production activities "67”

Non-construction and non-conversion of production facilities "67"

Verification measures "67"

V I. P ermitted A ctivities

Each State Party has the right, in accordance with the 
provisions of this Convention, to [develop], produce, 
otherwise acquire, retain, transfer and use toxic 
chemicals and their precursors for permitted purposes, 
in types and quantities consistent with such purposes, 
subject to the following [restrictions]:

It has been proposed that this paragraph might be placed in an annex. [Footnote in 
original.]

2® It is an understanding that the methods mentioned may not be exhaustive and that 
further consideration should be given to this problem, taking into account the future 
definition of chemical weapons production facility. [Footnote in original.]

It is generally felt that a provision stating that nothing in the Convention should 
be interpreted as hampering the activities of Parties in the chemical field should be 
formulated. The precise formulation and placement of such provision should be further 
discussed. (Formulations on this matter appear under XI. "'Economic and technological 
development") [Footnote in original.]

2® A provision on transfer should be elaborated. [Footnote in original.]
'Toxic chemicals and their precursors" used here with reference to the section on 

"definitions". [Footnote in original.]
In accordance with procedures set forth in . . and, as appropriate, on the basis of

lists of chemicals, including those of particular risk, to be determined according to 
agreed criteria. [Footnote in original.]
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1. Super-toxic Lethal Chemicals

(a) a limitation to an amount which is the lowest 
possible and in any case does not exceed one metric 
ton of the aggregate quantity of super-toxic lethal 
chemicals [and their precursors] [and key compo
nents of binary systems] produced, diverted from 
stocks, or otherwise acquired annually or possessed 
at any one time [for protective purposes] [for all 
permitted purposes];
(b) a limitation of the production of these chemicals 
to a single small-scale facility having a capacity limit 
of ;
(c) a notification to the Consultative Committee of 
the location and capacity of the small-scale produc
tion facility within 30 days after entry into force for 
a State Party, or when constructed later . . . .  days 
before the date of commencement of operations;
(d) monitoring of the small-scale production facility 
by annual data reporting with justification, on-site 
instruments, and systematic international on-site in
spections [periodically] [on a quota basis].®^

[2. a prohibition of the production of compounds 
with methyl-phosphorus bond in commercial pro
duction facilities [and to restrict such production to 
the single small-scale facility].]

[(e) monitoring of all facilities producing super-toxic 
lethal chemicals by regular reporting which would 
include description/justification of the civil uses for 
which the chemical is produced and systematic 
international on-site inspection.]
[(f) a prohibition of production and use of listed 
super-toxic lethal chemicals, except for the produc
tion and use of such chemicals in laboratory quanti
ties, for research, medical, or protective purposes at 
establishments approved by the Party.]

3. Other Lethal and Other Harmful Chemicals

(a) monitoring of production and use by annual data 
reporting [according to the level of risk posed by 
particular chemicals whether per se or as precursors]; 
[(b) a declaration to the Consultative Committee of 
the location of facilities for the production of certain 
other lethal and other harmful chemicals deemed to 
pose a particular risk.]

® ̂  This material was put together by the Chairman of the Working Group following 
consultations with some delegations as a presentation of positions. [Footnote in original. 
Footnote applies to all material within the box.]
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4. Key precursors [which are not key components 
of binary systems and/or which do not contain 
methyl-phosphorus bond]

Monitoring by annual data reporting of production 
and use [and declaration to the Consultative Com
mittee of the location of facilities for the production 
of key precursors] [and systematic international on
site inspection on a random basis.]

[5. Precursors (to be elaborated)]

R e s t r ic t io n s  o n  A c q u is it io n  a n d  T r a n s fe r  ''67"

Cessation of acquisition and transfer 
Permitted transfers

VII. National Implementation Measures

Each State Party imdertakes to adopt measures neces
sary in accordance with its constitutional processes to 
implement the Convention, and in particular, to prohibit 
and prevent any activity in violation of the Convention 
and to monitor compliance with the Convention any
where under its [jurisdiction or] control.

It undertakes to inform the Consultative Committee 
of the legislative and administrative measures taken to 
implement the Convention.

Each State Party undertakes to co-operate with the 
Consultative Committee in the exercise of all its func
tions and in particular to provide, through any national 
organization or authority assigned to implement the 
Convention, assistance to the Consultative Committee 
including data reporting, assistance for international on
site inspections and a prompt response to all requests for 
the provision of expertise, information and laboratory 
support.

National Technical Means “61”

This material was put together by the Chairman of the Working Group following 
consultations with some delegations as a presentation of positions. [Footnote in original. 
Footnote applies to all material within the box.]

Any mentioning of the Consultative Committee may also relate to its appropriate 
subsidiary organ, whichever may be decided. [Footnote in original.]

It has been proposed to place this paragraph under Section VIII. [Footnote in 
original.]

" 67"

" 67"
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VIII. C o n s u l t a t iv e  C o m m ittee

1. For the purpose of facilitating the implementation of 
the Convention by assisting States Parties in consulta
tions and cooperation, as well as by promoting verifica
tion of compliance with the Convention, a Consultative 
Committee shall be established. It shall consist of the 
representatives designated by the States Parties to the 
Convention.®®
2. The first session of the Committee shall be convened 
by the Depositary at [venue] not later than 30 days after 
the entry into force of the Convention.
3. The Committee shall

a) consider any matter raised, related to the objec
tives or the implementation of the Convention;
b) review scientific and technical developments 
[which could affect the operation of the Convention 
and consider other technical matters] related to the 
implementation of the Convention;
[c) consider measures to be taken by States Parties at 
the emergence of any situation which poses a threat 
to the Convention or impedes the achievement of its 
objectives;]
[d) consider practical measures to be taken by States 
Parties in assistance of any endangered State 
Party;

4. The Committee shall meet in regular sessions annually 
during the first ten years after the entry into force of the 
Convention. After that period, it may meet annually, 
unless States Parties decide otherwise.®® The Committee

Further material on the Consultative Committee can be found in Annex II, pp. 13- 
18 and in Annex III, CD/294, p. 7, CD/500, pp. 7-8 and Annex I, and in CD/532. 
[Footnote in original.]

Concerning the participation in the Committee of States signatories to the Conven
tion, it was suggested that an appropriate provision be included in the Convention. 
According to another view, this matter should be decided by the Committee itself. 
[Footnote in original.]

®‘̂ The proposals are not thought to affect in any way the rights of States to have 
recourse to the Security Council as provided in the UN Charter. According to another 
view, however, it would be appropriate to consider these proposals in close connection 
with a possible role of the UN Security Council in the compliance procedure, especially 
concerning assistance for a State Party which has been harmed or is likely to be harmed 
as a result of violation of the Convention. [Footnote in original.]

It was suggested that the decision could be taken at the end of each session or the 
Chairman of the Committee could elicit the views of States Parties. [Footnote in 
original.]

It was suggested that in such a case the regular session may be divided into two 
parts: (a) normal regular session; (b) review session. According to another view, the 
possibility of holding regular review conferences should be considered in close connec
tion with the procedure for amendments. [Footnote in original.]
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shall review the operation of the Convention at its regu
lar sessions every 5 years.®®

An extraordinary session of the Committee may be 
convened at the request of any State Party or the Execu
tive Council within 30 days after the receipt of such 
request.^®
5. The Committee shall take its decisions by consensus 
[whenever possible] [on matters of substance]. If a con
sensus cannot be reached [within 24 hours, a decision 
may be taken by a majority of those present and voting. 
The report on a fact-finding inquiry should not be put to 
a vote, nor should any decision be taken as to whether a 
Party is complying with the provisions of the Conven
tion.] [during the session, each State Party may record its 
opinion in the final report of the session for subsequent 
study by the Governments of the other States Parties to 
the Convention. Decisions on procedural matters related 
to the organization of work shall be taken by consensus, 
whenever possible, and otherwise by a majority of those 
present and voting.]
6. The Committee shall elect its Chairman at the begin
ning of each regular session.
7. The Committee shall, after each regular session, 
present to the States Parties a report on its activities.
8. The expenses for the activities of the Committee shall 
be borne by the States Parties to the Convention.^®
9. Legal Status.'*^
10. For the purpose of assisting the Committee in carry
ing out its functions, an Executive Council and a Techni
cal Secretariat shall be established.
11. The Consultative Committee may set-up other [tech
nical] subsidiary organs as may be necessary for its work.
12. The Executive Council shall have delegated authority 
to discharge the functions of the Consultative Committee

It was suggested that the request forwarded by a State Party should be substantiat
ed. According to another view, it should be supported by a certain number of States 
Parties (e.g. 5). [Footnote in original.]

 ̂ It was suggested that decisions on all questions should be taken either by consen
sus or by a majority vote. It was furthermore suggested that there should be a clear 
understanding as to the difference between procedural and substantive matters. [Foot
note in original.]

It is understood that the report might consist of the proceedings of the regular 
session and the final document of the session. In case there is no annual regular session 
of the Consultative Committee, the Executive Council may present a technical report to 
States Parties. [Footnote in original.]

It is understood that the Preparatory Commission would make a recommendation 
concerning the financing of the activities of the Committee. [Footnote in original.] 

It was suggested that the Technical Secretariat should be able to enter into the legal 
contracts necessary to fulfil its functions. This matter should be addressed in a compre
hensive way after agreement is reached on the conduct of activities by the Consultative 
Committee and its subsidiary organs. [Footnote in original.]
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set out in sub-paras. 3 [........................ ] as well as any
other functions which the Committee may delegate to it. 
The Council shall report to the Committee at its regular 
sessions on its exercise of these functions. [In the inter
vals between the sessions, questions with regard to pro
moting the implementation of and compliance with the 
Convention shall be dealt with by the Executive Council 
acting on behalf of the Consultative Committee.]
13. The Council shall be composed of representatives of 
[15] States Parties and a non-voting Chairman.

[Ten members of the Council shall be elected by the 
Consultative Committee upon consultation with the 
States Parties, taking into account the principle of equita
ble political and geographic representation, for a term of
2 years with an annual replacement of five members. The 
remaining five seats shall be reserved for the permanent 
members of the Security Council participating in the 
Convention.]

[Based on the principle of the sovereign equality of 
States, members shall be elected by the Consultative 
Committee from among all States Parties. Elections could 
be made on the basis of a regional allocation of seats or 
on any other adequate basis that will be agreed upon, 
excluding the possibility of institutional permanent 
membership of any State Party.]
14. The Council shall take its decisions by consensus 
[whenever possible] [on matters of substance]. If a con
sensus cannot be reached within [24 hours] [a decision 
may be taken by a majority of those present and voting. 
The report on a fact-finding inquiry should not be put to 
a vote, nor should any decision be taken as to whether a 
Party is complying with the provisions of the Conven
tion.] [with regard to a request for on-site inspection, the 
State subject to the request shall be informed of the 
individual opinions expressed by all the Members of the 
Executive Council on the matter. The Council shall take 
its decisions on procedural matters related to the organi
zation of its work by consensus whenever possible, and 
otherwise by a majority of those present and voting.]

[A fact-finding team shall be automatically sent out by 
the Executive Council in response to the request made by 
a State Party for inspection to be carried out in territories 
under its control.]
15. [The Council shall be able to be convened on short 
notice and to function continuously. Each member of the

It was suggested that decisions on all questions should be taken either by consen
sus or a majority vote. [Footnote in original.]
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Council shall for this purpose be represented at all times 
at the seat of the Consultative Committee.]
16. The Chairman of the previous regular session of the 
Coiisultative Committee shall serve as Chairman of the 
Council.
[17. The Executive Council may set-up such subsidiary 
organs as may be necessary for its work.]
[18. A Fact-Finding Panel subordinate to the Executive 
Council shall be established. The Panel shall be responsi
ble for conducting fact-finding inquiries, including the 
oversight of challenge on-site inspection.]
19. The Technical Secretariat shall

a) provide administrative support to the Consultative 
Committee and the Executive Council;
b) render technical assistance to States Parties, the 
Consultative Committee and the Executive Council;
c) carry out international on-site inspections as pro
vided for in the Convention;
d) assist the Consultative Committee and the Execu
tive Council in tasks related to information and fact
finding as well as in other tasks provided to it by 
those organs.'*'̂

20. [The staff of the Secretariat shall be appointed on the 
basis of the principle of just political and geographical 
representation of States Parties to the Convention. It 
shall be composed of inspectors and experts who shall be 
nationals of the States Parties.]

[The paramount consideration in the employment of 
the staff of the Secretariat and in the determination of 
the conditions of service shall be the necessity of secur
ing the highest standards of efficiency, competence, and 
integrity. Due regard shall be paid to the importance of 
recruiting staff on as wide a geographical basis as possi
ble among States Parties to the Convention.]

Different suggestions have been made with regard to such an organ:
a) It would not be necessary to provide for such a body, since the three bodies already 
envisaged would suffice;
y  Panel with political and technical functions as subsidiary organ to the Executive 
Council, composed of:

i) five members; or
ii) technical experts belonging to the delegations to the Executive Council.

c) Staff of technical experts which would provide technical advice and carry out 
inspections. The following forms are envisaged:

i) permanent unit in the Secretariat;
ii) roster of quickly available experts. [Footnote in original.]

The functions of the Technical Secretariat might be specified further. [Footnote in 
original.]

It was suggested that other questions connected with the establishment of the 
Secretariat sho^d be considered by the Preparatory Conunission, which should make 
appropriate recommendations to the Consultative Committee. [Footnote in original.]
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21.49

IX. C o n s u l t a t io n ,  C o -O p e r a t io n  a n d  F a c t-F in d in g

Each State Party undertakes to consult and co-operate 
in any matter related to the implementation of the Con
vention, directly among themselves or through appropri
ate procedures, including the services or good offices of 
the Consultative Committee (or its subsidiary organs) 
as well as of appropriate international organizations.

Each State Party shall endeavour to clarify and resolve, 
through bilateral consultation, any situation which may 
give cause to doubts about compliance with the Conven
tion, or which gives rise to concerns about a related 
situation which may be considered ambiguous. A State 
Party seized with a request from another State Party for 
clarification of a particular situation shall [within 7 days]
[as soon as possible] provide the requesting State Party 
with relevant information in order to dispel doubts and 
to clarify the situation [as a final, or, as an exception, a 
preliminary answer. A preliminary answer should give 
the reasons for the delay, and should be followed by a 
final answer within . . .]

Systematic International Procedures ”67''

Fact-Finding 

General Provisions

1. [Each State Party undertakes to ensure non-routine 
verification of compliance with the Convention by the 
application of fact-finding procedures including on-site 
inspection on the basis of obligations as set forth in 
. . . ., arranged bilaterally, or by a request to the Con
sultative Committee as provided for in paragraph 3 of 
this Article.]
2. Any State Party may at any time request the Consult
ative Committee (or its appropriate subsidiary organ) to 
carry out, in the exercise of its functions, appropriate 
procedures with regard to itself or another State Party to 
clarify and resolve any situation which may give cause to 
doubt about compliance with the Convention, or which 
gives rise to concerns about a related situation which 
may be considered ambiguous. Such a request may in
clude a request for an on-site inspection.

Material on cooperation between the Consultative Committee and the national 
verification bodies can be found in Annex II, p. 18 and Annex III, CD/294, pp. 6 and 7, 
and in CD/532, pp. 3 and 4. [Footnote in original.]

Any mention of the Consultative Committee may also relate to its appropriate 
susidiary organ, whichever may be decided. [Footnote in original.]
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3. Requests sent to the Consultative Committee (or its 
subsidiary organ) under Paragraph 2 of this Article 
should contain objective and concrete elements support
ing doubts and concerns of the compliance with the 
Convention and should be directly relevant to such 
doubts and concerns. (Requests should specify the action 
the Executive Council is requested to take).
4. Each State Party undertakes to co-operate [fully] with 
the Consultative Committee and its subsidiary organs 
and/or international organizations, which may, as appro
priate, give scientific, technical and administrative assist
ance to the Consultative Committee in order to facilitate 
fact-finding activities so as to ensure the speedy clarifi
cation of the situation which gave rise to the original 
request.
5. The Consultative Committee shall notify all States 
Parties of the initiation of any fact-finding procedures as 
provided for in . . in which it will be involved and shall 
provide as soon as possible [with the consent of the 
Parties concerned all available information related 
thereto to all State Parties.
6. Any State Party which has reason to believe that any 
other State Party is acting in breach of obligations deriv
ing from the provisions of the Convention may have 
recourse to appropriate procedures under the Charter of 
the United Nations [and that nothing in this Article 
should be interpreted as affecting the rights and duties of 
Parties under the Charter of the United Nations.]

United Nations ‘‘67”

Provisions for requests for fact-finding

Upon receipt of a request from a State Party for clarifi
cation and fact-finding the Technical Secretariat shall, on 
behalf of the Executive Council, transmit within [ . . . . ]
[2 days] the request to the State Party giving rise to the 
doubt or concern.

The Party which was asked for clarification shall 
within . . . .  provide its information to the requesting 
Party, sending it directly to the requesting State Party or 
to it via the Technical Secretariat [within . . . days].

The requesting State Party, upon receipt of the clarifi
cation, will decide if the doubts or concerns have been 
resolved. If it finds that its doubts and concerns have not

It should be observed that a request by one Party for information from another 
Party transmitted by the Technical Secretariat need not constitute initiation of a fact
finding process. [Footnote in original.]
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been resolved it can request the Executive Council to 
start a fact-finding procedure.

Upon receipt of such a request the Executive Council 
shall within . . . initiate the requested fact-finding pro
cedure which will be conducted as specified in . . .  .

A report on the requested fact-finding procedure, 
whether interim or final, shall be presented to the Execu
tive Council within [2 months].

The report shall contain the information and the views 
presented during the requested fact-finding procedure.

On-site inspection by Challenge

Verification of the Prohibition of Use "67'"

X. A s s is ta n c e

Assistance "67"

XI. E co n o m ic  a n d  T e c h n o lo g ic a l  D e v e lo p m e n t  

Promotion of Development Goals "67"

XII. R e la t io n  t o  O t h e r  I n t e r n a t io n a l  A g r e em e n ts  

Preamble "67"

XIII. A m en d m en ts  

XIV. D u r a t io n ,  W it h d r a w a l  

Withdrawal "67''

XV. S ig n a tu r e , R a t i f i c a t io n ,  E n tr y  I n to  F o r c e  

Depositary "67"

XVI. L a n g u a g es

Regarding possible further actions which could be taken by a State Party not 
satisfied with the outcome of the requested fact-finding report the State Party could ask 
for the convening of a special meeting of the Consultative Committee. A State Party 
would have such a right under the part of the Convention regulating the functions and 
procedures of the Consultative Committee. Whether a specific provision is needed in 
the section of fact-finding is still under discussion. [Footnote in original.]

Material on on-site inspection by challenge can be found in Annex II, pp. 21-23, 
which contains the relevant part of the Report of the Chairman of Working Group C, 
dated 16 April 1984, and in Annex III, pp. 7 and 8 (from CD/294 dated 21 July 1982), 
pp. 10 and 11 and Annex II, pp. 7 and 8 (from CD/500, dated 18 April 1984), and p. 3 
(from CD/532, dated 8 August 1984). [Footnote in original.]

See 3 c and d under Consultative Committee. [Footnote in original.]
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ANNEXES AND OTHER DOCUMENTS 

Preparatory Commission

1. For the purpose of [carrying out the necessary admJnistrative and 
technical preparations for the effective operation of the provisions of 
the Convention and for] preparing for the first meeting of the Con
sultative Committee, the Depositary of the Convention shall convene 
a Preparatory Commission as soon as possible and in any case not 
later than 60 days after the Convention has been signed by . . . 
States.®®

2. The Commission shall consist of the representatives designated 
by the States which have signed the Convention. Any State which has 
not signed the Convention [may apply to the Commission for observer 
status which will be accorded on the decision of the Commission.] 
[may designate an observer to the Commission.]

[Participation of intergovernmental organizations]

3. The Commission shall be convened at [Geneva] [Geneva, New 
York or Vienna] and shall remain in existence until the Convention 
comes into force and thereafter until the Consultative Committee has 
convened.

4. All decisions of the Commission shall be made by consensus.
5. The Commission shall adopt its own rules of procedures and 

appoint an executive secretary and staff, as shall be necessary.
6. The expenses of the Commission shall be met [from the regular 

budget of the United Nations, subject to the approval of the General 
Assembly of the United Nations.] [by a loan provided by the United 
Nations which shall be repaid by the Consultative Committee.] [by 
the States signatories to the Convention, participating in the Commis
sion, in accordance with the United Nations scale of assessment, ad
justed to take into account differences between the United Nations 
membership and the participation of States signatories in the Commis
sion.]

7. The Commission shall have the following functions:

a) make arrangements for the first meeting of the Consultative 
Committee, including the preparation of a provisional agenda and

There have been a number of suggestions on the format of the document on the 
Preparatory Commission which should be further explored. It was proposed that provi
sions on the Commission could be contained in.
—a resolution of the UNGA commending the Convention;
—an Annex to the Convention which would enter into force before the Convention; 
—any other separate document (e.g. as part of the report of the CD to the UNGA 
containing the draft Convention). [Footnote in original.]

The figure should be identical with the number of States provided for in the 
Article of the Convention dealing with ratification and entry into force. [Footnote in 
original.]
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draft rules of procedure [and choosing the site for the first meet
ing of the Consultative Committee];

b) make [studies, reports and] recommendations for the first 
meeting of the Consultative Committee on subjects of concern 
requiring immediate action, including

(i) the financing of the activities for which the Consultative 
Committee is responsible;

(ii) [the programme of work and] the budget for the first year 
of the activities of the Consultative Committee;

(iii) the establishment of the Technical Secretariat;
(iv) the location of the permanent offices of the Consultative 

Committee.

8. In the exercise of its functions, the Commission may have re
course, as appropriate, to the services of appropriate international 
organizations [within the UN system.]

9. The Commission shall report on its activities to the first meeting 
of the Consultative Committee.

ANNEX II

R epo r t  of th e  C h a ir m a n  of  W orkin g  G r o u p  A

Working Group A held seven meetings between 18 June and 30 
July. In the course of its work, and in accordance with its mandate, it 
had before it the questions of scope, definitions and non-production 
of chemical weapons, with a view to finding generally acceptable 
formulations for the articles in the Convention dealing with those 
subjects. Work was based on CD/CW/WP.67 as well as on proposals 
presented by delegations.

/. Scope:

There were still divergences of view on the way in which the 
matters which appear under the title '̂Purpose and Commitments'' in 
WP.67 (page 4) should be finally drafted for inclusion in the Conven
tion and whether they should be contained in a single article or in 
more than one article. This did not, however, prevent the Working 
Group from discussing possible formulations relating to such matters. 
Several proposals were made in this connection.

The tentative heading for the first article ('^Basic Undertakings'') 
was found to be subject to widely different interpretations.®'  ̂ It was 
generally felt that an appropriate heading could best be chosen once 
the content of the article is agreed.

A delegation proposed the inclusion, as a '"basic undertaking'' of an additional 
provision stating the obligation of parties to '"provide access to relevant facilities and 
locations for the purpose of international verification of compliance/' Other delegations 
did not believe that such a provision should be included. [Footnote in original.]
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The Working Group agreed that the prohibitions to develop, 
produce, otherwise acquire, stockpile and retain chemical weapons, to 
transfer such weapons, and to assist, encourage or induce anyone to 
engage in activities prohibited to parties, should be included in the 
first article. Views differed on the inclusion of other obligations.

The Working Group agreed that there should be a clear prohibition 
of use of chemical weapons, but decided not to discuss its formulation 
due to the fact that this particular question was being dealt with in 
another framework of the negotiations.

Regarding the proposals for a prohibition of ''other activities in 
preparation for use of chemical weapons'", three main trends emerged: 
some of the proponents of the inclusion of such a provision stated 
their willingness to discuss the possibility of its incorporation else
where in the Convention; other proponents stated that they were 
prepared to present their position in further detail; other delegations 
did not think that such a prohibition should be included in the 
Convention as they considered that the existing proposals were un
clear and could be subject to different interpretations.

Views differed on the need to include a destruction obligation in the 
first article. Some considered this necessary, others questioned its 
need.

Taking into account the discussions held, as well as of the proposals 
made, the Chairman submits the following formulations for further 
elaboration.

Each State Party undertakes, in accordance with the relevant provi
sions of this Convention, not to:

—develop, produce, otherwise acquire, stockpile or retain chemi
cal weapons, or transfer, directly or indirectly, chemical weap
ons to anyone;

—assist, encourage or induce, in any way, anyone to engage in ac
tivities prohibited to parties under this Convention;

—use chemical weapons (in any armed conflict);
—(conduct other activities in preparation for use of chemical 

weapons); and to:
—destroy (or divert for permitted purposes) chemical weapons 

and chemical weapons production facilities which are in its pos
session or under its jurisdiction or control (alternative): under 
its control.

II. Definitions:

Working Group A devoted three meetings to the question of the 
definition of "chemical weapons production facility". At the close of 
the discussion, the Chairman presented an informal working paper, 
dated 29 June, which is attached to this report.

Documents CD/97, CD/142, CD/CW/CRP.29 and CD/426 were mentioned by 
those delegations as intended to clarify their views on this question. [Footnote in 
original.]
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III. Non-producHon of chemical weapons:

Working Group A was unable to hold discussions on this question. 
The Chairman undertook to hold informal consultations, the results of 
which are not yet available at the time of this report.

Chairman's Paper of 29 June 1984 on 

P ro d u c tio n  F acilities

This paper is intended to summarize the discussions within Working 
Group A on 11, 25 and 27 June 1984 on the question of production 
facilities for chemical weapons. It does not engage any delegation and 
does not prejudice their positions. It represents the Chairman's under
standing of the results of the discussion and its purpose is to provide a 
focus for further work on the matter. The paper draws both on the 
discussion and on proposals presented by individual delegations.

/  Definition.

Alternative A: a simple definition based on the definition of chemi
cal weapons, e.g..

Chemical weapons production facility means any building or 
equipment (any facility) designed and constructed, or used (exclu
sively) for the production of chemical weapons as defined in this 
Convention.

Alternative B: a definition based on the types of chemicals produced 
by the facility, and containing a cut-off date, e.g.: (CD/500)

Chemical weapons production facility means any building or any 
equipment which in any degree was designed, constructed or used 
since 1 January 1946, for

(a) the production for chemical weapons of any toxic chemical, 
except for those listed in Schedule B, or the production of any 
key precursor; or

(b) the filling of chemical weapons.

II. Consequences.

1. Under the approach envisaged in Alternative A, measures to be 
taken regarding production facilities would be specified in the appro
priate section of the Convention. Facilities would be categorized and 
measures would be specified accordingly. Categories would take into 
account factors such as the types of chemicals, munitions, etc., pro
duced at the facility, the potential threat of chemical weapons pro
duced, the purpose of the production, the practicability of verification, 
etc.

Production facilities would be subject to:

(a) declaration, as provided for in the Convention;
(b) total destruction;
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(c) partial destruction (or conversion);
(d) verification, as provided for in the Convention.

2. Under the approach envisaged in Alternative B, all production 
facilities so defined would be completely destroyed.

3. Common features of both approaches:

Under both approaches, facilities to be destroyed would include;

(i) facilities designed and built, or used, solely for production of 
chemicals defined in the Convention as chemical weapons, and 
which have no use for purposes not prohibited by the Conven
tion;

(ii) facilities designed and built, or used, for filling chemical 
weapons;

(iii) facilities designed and built, or used, exclusively for the 
production of shell casings and similar metal components for 
chemical weapons.

Ill Topics for further discussion and clarification, (in Working Group A or 
elsewhere)

1. Whether a definition such as Alternative A is needed, once 
facilities can be categorized and specific measures agreed for each 
category.

2. Types of specific measures; nature and scope of such measures.
3. Which types of facilities would fall under the scope of Alterna

tive B.
4. Need for a cut-off date (as in Alternative B); consequences of its 

adoption.
5. Verification measures.
6. Types and categories of facilities (illustrative list):

(i) facilities designed and built solely for purposes not prohibit
ed by the Convention but which have been used at least once for 
production of a chemical for chemical weapons (common com
mercial chemicals or chemicals that have little use except for 
chemical weapons);

(ii) facilities designed and built both for purposes not prohibit
ed by the Convention and for production of chemicals that have 
little use except for chemical weapons;

(iii) facilities designed and built, or initially used, for production 
of a chemical that has little use except for chemical weapons, but 
later converted to purposes not prohibited by the Convention; 
possibility and speed of their reconversion to CW production;

(iv) facilities designed and built, or used, solely for production 
of chemicals that have little use except for chemical weapons;

(v) facilities designed and built, or used, for filling chemical 
weapons;

(vi) facilities designed and built, or used, for production of 
shells and casings for chemical weapons exclusively, or also for 
the production of other weapons;
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(vii) facilities designed and built, or used, for the production of 
chemicals which may be used as precursors in binary or multi- 
component chemical weapons;

(viii) facilities designed and built, or used, for the production of 
chemicals which may bring harm to the environment in case they 
are used as chemical weapons.

R epo r t  of th e  C h a ir m a n  of W o rkin g  G r o u p  B

Working Group B held seven meetings from 20 June to 3 August 
1984. In the course of its work and in accordance with its mandate, it 
considered the issues of elimination of stocks of chemical weapons 
and elimination of production facilities, with a view to finding gener
ally acceptable formulations for the articles in the Convention dealing 
with these issues. Work was based on CD/CW/WP.67 as well as on 
proposals presented by delegations and by the Chairman.

Stockpile Declarations

There remains a difference of views as regards declarations of loca
tions of chemical weapons.

According to one view a State Party should declare the locations of 
all its chemical weapons to the Consultative Committee within 30 
days after entry into force for it of the Convention. (International on
site verification should in the same view be enabled at the site of 
declaration immediately following declarations.)

According to another view a State Party would be under an obliga
tion to submit to the Consultative Committee detailed declarations 
including their locations on each batch of chemical weapons that 
would be relocated for subsequent destruction. (Declarations and 
international on-site verification of the declarations would thus be 
implemented gradually over a period of up to approximately eight 
years.)

According to yet another view, a State Party would be under obliga
tion to submit to the Consultative Committee within 30 days, a 
detailed declaration of all its stocks of chemical weapons as well as its 
destruction facilities and their storage areas where the chemical weap
ons will be progressively grouped in order to be destroyed. (An inter
national on-site inspection should take place within three months after 
the declaration of stocks and the grouping sites.)

Those however who held different views on declarations of loca
tions of chemical weapons agreed that, depending on the timeframe. 
States Parties may redeploy chemical weapons before declaration of 
their locations, so as to avoid compromising their security due to 
collocation of chemical weapons with other military objects to which 
the Convention bears no relation.

Another difference of views concerns the question of whether all 
precursors of toxic chemicals in chemical weapons stocks should be 
declared or key precursors only.
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Further deliberations are necessary on whether there is a need to 
include in stockpile declarations ''chemicals specifically designed for 
use directly in connection with munitions or other delivery devices''.

Initial Plans

The differences of views on time limits within which a State Party 
should submit to the Consultative Committee its initial plans now 
ranges between one month and three months; related to this difference 
of views is the question whether a State Party should include in its 
initial plans the locations of the destruction plants to be used or (only) 
schedules for declarations, within two years after entry into force for 
it of the Convention, of such locations of destruction plants to be 
used.

Verification Measures

The differing positions with respect to declarations of locations of 
chemical weapons have their consequences on positions as regards 
(on-site) verification of stocks of chemical weapons. The differing 
positions are reflected hereunder, marked with 1, 2, and 3 respectively. 
1 -h 2 +  3 indicates where the positions are identical.

verification of initial declarations of stocks, their storage, destruction [and diversion for
permitted purposes]

initial declaration

1 [to submit the initial declaration of stocks of chemical 
weapons to verification by means of systematic interna
tional on-site inspection on an immediate basis 

3 to submit the initial declaration of stocks of chemical 
weapons to verification by means of systematic interna
tional on-site inspection within three months

storage

1 to monitor the stocks at their location upon entry into 
force of the Convention with monitoring instruments 
installed by international inspectors following verifica
tion of the initial declaration and systematic international 
on-site inspection on a periodic basis and to monitor, 
within three months after entry into force of the Con- 

3 vention, the stocks at their relocation sites with monitor
ing instruments installed by international inspectors fol
lowing verification of the initial declaration and system
atic international on-site inspection on a periodic basis 
and
to submit stocks to verification between the declarations 
and the commencement of destruction [or diversion for
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1+  2-1-3 permitted purposes] by continuous monitoring®® with 
on-site instruments and by systematic international on
site inspection on a periodic basis as from the moment of 
their arrival at the storage site adjacent to the specialized 
facilities for the destruction.

destruction or diversion

to submit the destruction [or the diversion for permitted 
purposes] of chemical weapons to systematic internation- 

1-f-2-1-3 al verification by on-site monitoring with instruments 
throughout the process and by systematic international 
on-site inspection throughout the time the facility is in 
operation
[for the most dangerous chemical weapons, including su
pertoxic lethal chemical weapons; and for all other chem
ical weapons by combination of permanent on-site moni- 

2-f-3 toring and systematic international on-site inspection on 
a periodic basis or on a quota basis]

Production facilities

Attention was also devoted to the elimination of production facili
ties, notwithstanding the absence, for the time being, of agreement on 
a definition of production facilities.

For practical purposes the discussion focused on facilities dedicated 
to production for hostile purposes only.

Although the discussion helped clarify the methods to be used in 
eliminating chemical weapons production facilities, as reflected in the 
Chairman's proposal in this respect, it was not possible, within the 
time available, to narrow down the divergences with respect to: decla
rations, plans and notifications, and verification measures. The posi
tions in this regard remain as reflected in CD/CW/WP.67.

jf »  »

On the basis of the discussions in the Working Group, the Chair
man drafted proposals for articles of the Convention that are reflected 
hereunder. These proposals represent the Chairman's understanding of 
the results of the discussions and their purpose is to provide a focus 
for further work on these issues; they in no way commit delegations 
nor do they prejudice their positions.

This concept needs further study and elaboration in the framework of the Confer
ence on Disarmament. [Footnote in original.]
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Proposals bj/ the Chairman of the Working Group 

Stockpile Declarations

Each State Party undertakes to submit not later than 30 days after 
entry into force for it of the Convention declarations to the Consulta
tive Committee stating:

—whether it possesses or does not possess any chemical weapons
—whether it has on its territory any chemical weapons under the 

jurisdiction or control of anyone else;
—the composition of stocks of chemical weapons, i.e.:

—toxic chemicals and their [key] precursors comprised in such 
stocks by their chemical names, structural chemical formulae, 
toxicities where applicable and weights in metric tons in bulk 
and filled munitions;

—munitions by types, calibres, quantities and chemical fill;
—other delivery devices by types, quantities, size and chemical 

fill;
—equipment [or chemical] specifically designed for use directly in 

connection with munitions or other delivery devices;

[—the precise location of chemical weapons under its control and 
the detailed inventory of the chemical weapons at each location]

[Each State Party undertakes to submit to the Consultative Commit
tee declarations stating the location of storage depots adjacent to 
destruction facilities when the first batch of chemical weapons to be 
destroyed has arrived there.

Each State Party undertakes to submit to the Consultative Commit
tee declarations stating the location of storage depots adjacent to 
destruction facilities within three months after entry into force of the 
Convention.

Each State Party undertakes to submit to the Consultative Commit
tee declarations on the detailed composition of each batch of chemical 
weapons to be destroyed upon arrival at the storage depot adjacent to 
the destruction facility.

Each State Party undertakes to submit to the Consultative Commit
tee declarations on the detailed composition of each batch of chemical 
weapons to be diverted for permitted purposes before it is transported 
to the facility which will assure its diversion.]

Initial plans

Each State Party undertakes to submit to the Consultative Commit
tee, not later than [30 days] [three months] after entry into force

(regardless of quantity or location) [Footnote in original.]
® ̂  The [three months] timeframe is a working variant subject to further consideration 

taking into account the results of elaboration of specific contents of the initial plans. 
[Footnote in original.]
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for it of the Convention, initial plans for the destruction [or diversion 
for permitted purposes] of chemical weapons containing:

—types of operation;
—schedules with respect to quantities and types of chemical weap

ons to be destroyed [or diverted for permitted purposes] and end 
products

—[schedules for declaration within two years after entry into force 
for it of the] location of destruction plants to be used

Detailed Plans

Each State Party undertakes to submit to the Consultative Commit
tee six months before the destruction or diversion operations are to 
begin detailed plans containing the information needed by the Con
sultative Committee for adequately preparing itself for its task.

Progress Reports

Each State Party undertakes to submit to the Consultative Commit
tee annual reports of progress on implementation of plans for the 
destruction or diversion for permitted purposes of chemical weapons 
and a notification of the completion of destruction or diversion of 
chemical weapons within thirty days thereafter.

Verification Measures

In view of the fact that the consideration of the verification of 
stockpile declaration was not exhausted, no proposals for draft articles 
are at this stage included.

Elimination of production facilities

Each State Party undertakes to destroy production facilities.
In relation to production facilities destruction can mean any of the 

following methods:

1. dismantling and physical destruction of all components and struc
tures (=  razing to the ground);

2. dismantling and physical destruction of certain components, while 
reusing other components for permitted purposes;

3. dismantling and physical destruction (razing) of certain structures;
4. a combination of 2 and 3.

The specific method or combination of methods to be used in 
respect of each production facility shall be determined according to 
the nature of the facility concerned and in accordance with the princi
ples laid down in ....

Each State Party shall indicate in its plan(s) for destruction of 
production facilities the specific methods of destruction envisaged.

®2 to be defined elsewhere [Footnote in original.] 
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R epo rt  of th e  C h a ir m a n  of W orking  G r o u p  C

Working Group C held seven meetings between 22 June and 10 
August 1984. It did not consider matters that had already been dealt 
with in the first part of the session.

In the course of its work and in accordance with its mandate, it 
considered mainly institutional issues concerning a Chemical Weapons 
Convention, including the Consultative Committee and the Preparato
ry Commission, with a view to finding generally acceptable formula
tions for relevant articles in the Convention and other documents 
connected with the Convention.

Work was based on CD/CW/WP.67 as well as on proposals pre
sented by delegations and by the Chairman.

I. ConsuUative Committee

Appendix I to this report contains preliminary formulations of indi
vidual provisions on the Consultative Committee as well as indications 
of where differences lie, as a departure for further work.

Whereas the Working Group agreed on the general concept of the 
Consultative Committee and a number of detailed ideas, major differ
ences prevailed especially with regard to the following questions:

—decision-making process in the Consultative Committee and the 
Executive Council;

—composition of the Executive Council;
—functions of the Consultative Committee and its subsidiary 

organs.

These questions should receive attention in future work with a view 
to elaborating generally acceptable formulae. It was proposed to con
sider whether there is a need to setting-up a Fact-Finding Panel.®® It 
was also proposed to consider procedures for the co-operation be
tween the Committee and national authorities of States Parties as
signed to implement the Convention and to elaborate illustrative 
guidelines for the national authorities.

II. Preparatory Commission

Appendix II contains preliminary formulations of individual provi
sions concerning the Preparatory Commission as well as indications as 
to where differences lie, as a departure for further work. This matter 
might be taken up at a later stage of negotiations on a Chemical 
Weapons Convention, especially after agreement has been reached on 
the provisions on the Consultative Committee.

See document CD/500. [Footnote in original.] 
See document CD/532. [Footnote in original.]
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III. National technical means of verification

Working Group C was unable to hold discussions on this matter. 
Positions of delegations remain the same and are reflected in CD/CW / 
W P.67, p. 20.

IV. United Nations

Positions as reflected in CD/CW/WP.67, p. 23, remained the same.

V. Other questions

Issues pertaining to:

—the Depositary of the Convention 
—the procedure for amendments

should be taken up in the further work at the A d Hoc Committee's 
level.

jf »

APPENDIX I 

C h a i r m a n 's  P a p e r  

C o n s u l t a t i v e  C o m m it te e

1. For the purpose of facilitating the implementation of the Conven
tion by assisting States Parties in consultations and co-operation, as 
well as by promoting verification of compliance with the Convention, 
a Consultative Committee shall be established. It shall consist of the 
representatives designated by the States Parties to the Convention.®®
2. The first session of the Committee shall be convened by the Depos
itary at [venue] not later than 30 days after the entry into force of the 
Convention.
3. The Committee shall

(a) consider any matter raised, related to the objectives or the imple
mentation of the Convention;

(b) review scientific and technical developments [which could affect 
the operation of the Convention and consider other technical matters] 
related to the implementation of the Convention;

[(c) consider measures to be taken by States Parties at the emergence 
of any situation which poses a threat to the Convention or impedes 
the achievement of its objectives;]

Concerning the participation in the Committee of States signatories to the Conven
tion, it was suggested that an appropriate provision be included in the Convention. 
According to another view, this matter should be decided by the Committee itself. 
[Footnote in original.]

The proposals are not thought to affect the rights the Security Council has under 
the United Nations Charter. According to another view, however, it would be appropri
ate to consider these proposals in close connection with a possible role of the United 
Nations Security Council in the compliance procedure, especially concerning assistance

Continued
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[(d) consider practical measures to be taken by States Parties in 
assistance of any endangered State Party;]®®

(e) obtain, keep and disseminate information presented 
by States Parties including

(f) co-ordinate all forms of verification and co-operate 
with the national authorities of States Parties assigned to 
implement the Convention;

(g) oversee and conduct international systematic on
site inspections, including:

(i) elaborate standard verification techniques;
(ii) adopt, at its first session, criteria it will subse
quently use to determine the modalities and time 
frames for international systematic on-site inspec
tions at ....
(iii) determine the modalities and time frames for 
international systematic on-site inspections at ... 
proceeding from the agreed criteria;
(iv) carry out international systematic on-site inspec
tions with regard to ...

(h) receive and consider requests for fact-finding pro
cedures, including requests for on-site inspections, and 
carry out the inspections, if they are agreed upon;

(i) facilitate consultations and co-operation among 
States Parties at their request, by means of rendering 
services to them with regard to:

(i) holding consultations among them;
(ii) exchanging information;
(iii) obtaining services from appropriate international 
organizations;
(iv) participating in on-site inspections arranged 
among the States Parties;

(j) oversee the activities of its subsidiary organs;
(k) consider and approve the reports of the Executive 

Council;
(1) consider and approve the budget.

for a State Party which has been harmed or is likely to be harmed as a result of 
violation of the Convention. [Footnote in original.]

Should be further specified in accordance with the relevant provisions of the 
Convention. [Footnote in original.]

It was suggested to elaborate procedures for the co-operation between the Consult
ative Committee and national authorities in the conduct of verification activities. [Foot
note in original.]

Should be regarded in close connection with the fact-finding procedures outlined in 
the Convention; includes verification of reports on use of chemical weapons. [Footnote 
in original.]

The material was put together by the Chairman of the Working Group on the basis 
of proposals made by delegations. [Footnote in original. Footnote applies to all material 
within the box.]
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4. The Committee shall meet in regular sessions annually during the 
first ten years after the entry into force of the Convention. After that 
period, it may meet annually, unless States Parties decide otherwise.  ̂
The Committee shall review the operation of the Convention at its 
regular sessions every five years.

An extraordinary session of the Committee may be convened at the 
request of any State Party or the Executive Council within 30 days 
after the receipt of such request.
5. The Committee shall take its decisions by consensus [whenever 
possible] [on matters of substance]. If a consensus cannot be reached 
[within 24 hours, a decision may be taken by a majority of those 
present and voting. The report on a fact-finding inquiry should not be 
put to a vote, nor should any decision be taken as to whether a Party 
is complying with the provisions of the Convention], [during the 
session, each State Party may record its opinion in the final report of 
the session for subsequent study by the Governments of the other 
States Parties to the Convention. Decisions on procedural matters 
related to the organization of work shall be taken by consensus, 
whenever possible, and otherwise by a majority of those present and 
voting.]
6. The Committee shall elect its Chairman at the beginning of each 
regular session.
7. The Committee shall, after each regular session, present to the 
States Parties a report on its activities.
8. The expenses for the activities of the Committee shall be borne by 
the States Parties to the Convention.
9. Legal Status

It was suggested that the decision could be taken at the end of each session or the 
Chairman of the Committee could elicit the views of States Parties. [Footnote in 
original.]

It was suggested that in such a case the regular session may be divided into two 
parts: (a) normal regular session; (b) review session. According to another view, the 
possibility of holding regular review conferences should be considered in close connec
tion with the procedure for amendments. [Footnote in original.]

It was suggested that the request forwarded by a State Party should be substantiat
ed. According to another view, it should be supported by a certain number of States 
Parties (e.g. 5). [Footnote in original.]

It was suggested that decisions on all questions should be taken either by consen
sus or by a majority vote. It was furthermore suggested that there should be a clear 
understanding as to the difference between procedural and substantive matters. [Foot
note in original.]

It is understood that the report might consist of the proceedings of the regular 
session and the final document of the session. In case there is no annual regular session 
of the Consultative Committee, the Executive Council may present a technical report to 
States Parties. [Footnote in original.]

It is understood that the Preparatory Commission would make a recommendation 
concerning the financing of the activities of the Committee. [Footnote in original.] 

It was suggested that the Technical Secretariat should be able to enter into the legal 
contracts necessary to fulfil its functions. This matter should be addressed in a compre
hensive way after agreement is reached on the conduct of activities by the Consultative 
Committee and its subsidiary organs. [Footnote in original.]
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10. For the purpose of assisting the Committee in carrying out its 
functions, an Executive Council and a Technical Secretariat shall be 
established.
11. The Consultative Committee may set-up other [technical] subsidi
ary organs as may be necessary for its work.
12. The Executive Council shall have delegated authority to discharge 
the functions of the Consultative Committee set out in subparagraphs
3 [....................... ] as well as any other functions which the Committee
may delegate to it. The Council shall report to the Committee at its 
regular sessions on its exercise of these functions. [In the intervals 
between the sessions, questions with regard to promoting the imple
mentation of and compliance with the Convention shall be dealt with 
by the Executive Council acting on behalf of the Consultative Com
mittee.]
13. The Council shall be composed of representatives of [15] States 
Parties and a non-voting Chairman.

[Ten members of the Council shall be elected by the Consultative 
Committee upon consultation with the States Parties, taking into ac
count the principle of equitable political and geographic representa
tion, for a term of two years with an annual replacement of five 
members. The remaining five seats shall be reserved for the permanent 
members of the Security Council participating in the Convention.]

[Based on the principle of the sovereign equality of States, members 
shall be dectfed by the Consultative Committee from among all States 
Parties. Elections could be made on the basis of a regional allocation of 
seats or on any other adequate basis that will be agreed upon, exclud
ing the possibility of institutional permanent membership of any State 
Party.]
14. The Council shall take its decisions by consensus [whenever 
possible] [on matters of substance]. If a consensus cannot be reached 
within [24 hours] [a decision may be taken by a majority of those 
present and voting. The report on a fact-finding inquiry should not be 
put to a vote, nor should any decision be taken as to whether a Party 
is complying with the provisions of the Convention.] [with regard to a 
request for on-site inspection, the State subject to the request shall be 
informed of the individual opinions expressed by all the Members of 
the Executive Council on the matter. The Council shall take its deci
sions on procedural matters related to the organization of its work by 
consensus whenever possible, and otherwise by a majority of those 
present and voting.]

[A fact-finding team shall be automatically sent out by the Execu
tive Council in response to the request made by a State Party for 
inspection to be carried out in territories under its control.]
15. [The Council shall be able to be convened on short notice and to 
function continuously. Each member of the Council shall for this

It was suggested that decisions on all questions should be taken either by consen
sus or a majority vote. [Footnote in original.]
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purpose be represented at all times at the seat of the Consultative 
Committee.]
16. The Chairman of the previous regular session of the Consultative 
Committee shall serve as Chairman of the Council.
[17. The Executive Council may set-up such subsidiary organs as may 
be necessary for its work.]
[18. A Fact-Finding Panel subordinate to the Executive Council shall 
be established. The Panel shall be responsible for conducting fact
finding inquiries, including the oversight of challenge on-site inspec
tion.]
19. The Technical Secretariat shall

(a) provide administrative support to the Consultative Committee 
and the Executive Council;

(b) render technical assistance to States Parties, the Consultative 
Committee and the Executive Council;

(c) carry out international on-site inspections as provided for in the 
Convention;

(d) assist the Consultative Connmittee and the Executive Council in 
tasks related to information and fact-finding as well as in other tasks 
provided to it by those organs.®®

20. [The staff of the secretariat shall be appointed on the basis of the 
principle of just political and geographical representation of States 
Parties to the Convention. It shall be composed of inspectors and 
experts who shall be nationals of the States Parties.]

[The paramount consideration in the employment of the staff of the 
secretariat and in the determination of the conditions of service shall 
be the necessity of securing the highest standards of efficiency, com
petence, and integrity. Due regard shall be paid to the importance of 
recruiting staff on as wide a geographical basis as possible among 
States Parties to the Convention.]
[21. Co-operation between the Consultative Committee and the na
tional verification bodies of the States Parties by, inter alia:

—holding regular meetings between the Consultative Committee 
and the national bodies;

Different suggestions have been made with regard to such an organ:
(a) It would not be necessary to provide for such a body, since the three bodies

already envisaged would suffice;
(b) Panel with political and technical functions as subsidiary organ to the Executive 

Council, composed of
(i) five members; or
(ii) technical experts belonging to the delegations to the Executive Council.

(c) Staff of technical experts which would provide technical advice and carry out
inspections. The following forms are envisaged:

fi) permanent unit in the secretariat;
roster of quickly available experts. [Footnote in original.]

Tne functions of the Technical Secretariat might be specified further. [Footnote in 
original.]

It was suggested that other questions connected with the establishment of the 
secretariat should be considered by the Preparatory Commission, which should make 
appropriate recommendations to the Consultative Committee. [Footnote in original.]
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—training of the personnel of the national bodies in standard verifi
cation techniques by the Consultative Committee;

—elaborating by the Consultative Committee of procedures for the 
sealing of the chemical weapons production facilities;

—assistance to be provided by national bodies to the international 
inspectors.]

APPENDIX II 

C h a i r m a n 's  P a p e r  

P r e p a r a t o r y  C o m m iss io n

1. For the purpose of [carrying out the necessary administrative and 
technical preparations for the effective operation of the provisions of 
the Convention and for] preparing for the first meeting of the Con
sultative Committee, the Depositary of the Convention shall convene 
a Preparatory Commission as soon as possible and in any case not 
later than 60 days after the Convention has been signed by . . . 
States.®^
2. The Commission shall consist of the representatives designated by 
the States which have signed the Convention. Any State which has 
not signed the Convention [may apply to the Commission for observer 
status which will be accorded on the decision of the Commission.] 
[may designate an observer to the Commission.]

[Participation of intergovernmental organizations]
3. The Commission shall be convened at [Geneva][Geneva, New York 
or Vienna] and shall remain in existence until the Convention comes 
into force and thereafter until the Consultative Committee has con
vened.
4. All decisions of the Commission shall be made by consensus.
5. The Commission shall adopt its own rules of procedures and ap
point an executive secretary and staff, as shall be necessary.
6. The expenses of the Commission shall be met [from the regular 
budget of the United Nations, subject to the approval of the General 
Assembly of the United Nations.] [by a loan provided by the United 
Nations which shall be repaid by the Consultative Committee.] [by the 
States signatories to the Convention, participating in the Commission, 
in accordance with the United Nations scale of assessment, adjusted to

There have been a number of suggestions on the format of the document on the 
Preparatory Commission which should be further explored. It was proposed that provi
sions on the Commission could be contained in 

—a resolution of the United Nations General Assembly commending the Convention; 
—an Annex to the Convention which would enter into force before the Convention; 
—any other separate document (e.g. as part of the report of the CD to the United 

Nations General Assembly containing the draft Convention). [Footnote in original.] 
The figure should be identical with the number of States provided for in the 

Article of the Convention dealing with ratification and entry into force. [Footnote in 
original.]
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take into account differences between the United Nations membership 
and the participation of States signatories in the Commission.]
7. The Commission shall have the following functions:

(a) make arrangements for the first meeting of the Consultative 
Committee, including the preparation of a provisional agenda and 
draft rules of procedure [and choosing the site for the first meeting of 
the Consultative Committee];

(b) make [studies, reports and] recommendations for the first meet
ing of the Consultative Committee on subjects of concern requiring 
immediate action, including

(i) the financing of the activities for which the Consultative Com
mittee is responsible;

(ii) [the programme of work and] the budget for the first year of 
the activities of the Consultative Committee;

(iii) the establishment of the Technical Secretariat;
(iv) the location of the permanent offices of the Consultative 

Committee.

[8. In the exercise of its functions, the Commission may have recourse, 
as appropriate, to the services of appropriate international organiza
tions [within the United Nations system].]
9. The Commission shall report on its activities to the first meeting of 
the Consultative Committee.

Report of the Chairman of Working Group C to the A d Hoc Committee on Chemical 
Weapons dated 16 April 1984

The Working Group held five meetings from 23 March to 16 April 
1984. The Chairman also conducted a number of consultations with 
delegations. Proceeding from the mandate of the A d Hoc Committee on 
Chemical Weapons (CD/440) and on the basis of existing material and 
new proposals made by delegations, the Working Group dealt with 
Elements concerning Compliance to be included in a convention on 
the prohibition of chemical weapons and on their destruction. In 
particular the Working Group considered:

I. National Implementation Measures
II. Consultation and Co-operation
III. Fact-finding
IV. On-site Inspection by Challenge

The Annex to this report contains preliminary formulations of indi
vidual provisions for the above-mentioned Elements as well as indica
tions of where differences lie, as a departure for further work.
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IV. Onsite inspection by challenge

1. [Each State Party to the Convention] [An understanding that each 
State Party to the Convention] may at any time submit a [motivated/ 
substantiated] request to the Consultative Committee or its appropri
ate subsidiary body to carry out an on-site inspection to clarify and 
resolve any situation which may give cause to doubt about compliance 
with the Convention, or which gives rise to concerns about a related 
situation which may be considered ambiguous.
2. Upon receipt of a request from a State Party for an on-site inspec
tion, the Consultative Committee or its appropriate subsidiary organ 
shall as soon as possible and in any case within . . . day(s) conduct a 
prima facie assessment of the request. If the Consultative Committee or 
its appropriate subsidiary organ concludes that the request contains 
objective and concrete elements supporting a suspicion of non-compli
ance with the Convention, it shall forward [the request] [its decision] 
to the State Party in question.
3. Such a [request] [mandatory decision] for an on-site inspection by 
the Consultative Committee or its appropriate subsidiary organ shall 
be treated favourably and in good faith by the State Party which 
receives it.
4. A report on the on-site inspection shall be transmitted to the 
Consultative Committee within . . .
5. A refusal by a State Party to agree to an on-site inspection shall be 
[well-founded and] accompanied by the submission of a prompt, fac
tual and exhaustive explanation of its reasons [and shall be made only 
for the most exceptional reasons].

The Consultative Committee or its subsidiary organ shall assess the 
explanation submitted and may [send another request] [cancel or con
firm the decision], taking into account all relevant elements, including 
possible new elements received by the Consultative Committee after 
the original request.

[A refusal to accept a challenge on-site inspection would, as a first 
step, automatically require the challenged party to propose within . . . 
days of such a refusal, some alternative on-site inspection measures 
which could establish beyond reasonable doubt whether or not a case 
of non-compliance had occurred.]

6. [If a second request is refused, the State Party which originated 
the request may have recourse to appropriate procedures under the 
Charter of the United Nations.] [This provision is without prejudice of 
any other relevant provisions of the Charter of the United Nations.®®

The decision-making procedure of the Consultative Committee will be dealt with in the 
Element on the Consultative Committee. [Footnote in original.]

—Some delegations deemed that mention of the procedures under the United 
Nations Charter is not necessary.
—Other delegations proposed to include into the Convention special provisions con
cerning a complaints procedure with the United Nations Security Council. [Footnote in 
original.]
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[If the decision is not complied with, the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations will be requested to have recourse to appropriate 
procedures under the Charter of the United Nations, on behalf of all 
Parties to the Convention.]

[Nothing in the Convention shall be interpreted as in any way 
limiting or detracting from the rights and obligations assumed by any 
State under the Charter of the United Nations.]

• • • • • • •

169. A ddress  by ACDA Director A delm an, A ugust 30, 
1984 1

It is a great pleasure to return to San Diego and to your World 
Affairs Council. Last time, I found the interest expressed and ques
tions asked to be among the best I have heard.

What has happened in arms control since the last time I attended 
one of your meetings? A lot on our side; little on the Soviet side. 
Arms control without the Soviets is like boating without the water. 
President Reagan, however, has taken several arms control initiatives 
since our last discussion.

• In the strategic nuclear arms talks, or START, he authorized new 
approaches to bridge the gap between the U.S. and Soviet posi
tions, including a ''build-down" proposal that would guarantee 
major reductions in nuclear missile warheads.

• The President sent Vice President Bush to the Conference on Dis
armament in Geneva last April to present the U.S. draft treaty for 
a complete ban on chemical weapons throughout the world. ̂  We 
have had several discussions with other countries, including the 
Soviet Union, on this proposal. We look forward to serious nego
tiations. Banning these gruesome weapons is both important and 
urgent, as I noted last year. Since that time, following visits to 
Japan and China, I led a delegation to Thailand to see first-hand 
and investigate the use of chemical weapons. It drove home once 
more the need to nip this potentially devastating weapon system 
in the bud.

• Just recently, the United States and the Soviet Union have com
pleted an agreement to upgrade the communications link between 
Moscow and Washington, the so-called Hot Line.^

• A little over a month ago, the President announced his willingness 
to take up the Soviet suggestion for negotiations on space arms

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, November 1984, pp. 45-48.
2 See Documents 75 and 76, both April 18.
 ̂Dated July 17, Document 142. For the original agreement, see Documents on Disarma

ment, 1963, pp. 236-238; for the 1971 modernization agreement, see ibid., 1971, pp. 635- 
639.

Document 169



ADELMAN ADDRESS, AUGUST 30 645

control.^ Unfortunately, so far the Soviet Union has appeared un
willing to take "yes"  for an answer.

• The President has initiated new U.S. flexibility in the talks to 
reduce conventional weapons in Europe, and we have also devel
oped proposals in the Conference on Security and Cooperation in 
Europe (CSCE) that would significantly reduce the risk of surprise 
attack.

• In another area, during the President's summit visit to China last 
April, it was agreed to open a fresh dialogue between the United 
States and China on arms control issues. To that end, I led a team 
to Beijing in July where we had several good exchanges.

With the few exceptions noted, the Soviet Union has been unwilling 
to engage in any real negotiations. In fact, as you know, at the time of 
our last discussion, they were right on the verge of walking out of the 
intermediate-range nuclear force negotiations and then suspended in
definitely the strategic arms talks. Conunentators frequently assert 
that the Soviets are not likely to undertake serious negotiations before 
the U.S. election so as not to help the candidacy of Ronald Reagan.

And, as you know full well, we are entering the height of the 
political season. This hallmark of our great democratic system—for 
which we should all be eternally grateful—is, nevertheless, a time of 
intense partisanship and daily hyperbole.

Arms control remains one of the most critical issues facing our 
country. Success still requires a high degree of bipartisan support. But 
it has not escaped, and may never escape, becoming part of the 
political debate. This is proper—the American people should decide 
big issues via our electoral process.

It is all the more important, therefore, to clearly distinguish opinion 
from fact. As a former Secretary of Defense once remarked: Everyone 
is entitled to their own opinions but not to their own facts.

One of this season's cries is that the prospects for nuclear arms 
control have been disastrously set back, if not killed, during the past 4 
years. Mark Twain once commented from Paris that reports of his 
death were premature. The reports on the ''death" of arms control are 
worse than premature; they are dead wrong.

Today, I would like to focus on three related questions. First, why 
have we seen no arms control agreement concluded between the 
United States and the Soviet Union since 1979? Second, has the world 
thereby become a more dangerous place? Finally, and most important
ly, what are the chances for nuclear arms control over the next 4 
years?

Why No Agreements?

I would be a rich man today if I had a nickel for every time that I 
read or heard the assertion that the problem in arms control is that the

 ̂See Documents 131, 155, and 156, dated June 29, July 27, and August 1, respective
ly.
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Reagan Administration does not take it seriously. But repetition does 
not make it so. This assertion, like others, flies in the face of the facts.

In fact, one of the reasons we do not have an agreement is precisely 
because the President is serious about arms control. Let's not fool 
ourselves. Getting some kind of an agreement is no big problem. If the 
President told me to get any agreement quickly, we could bring one 
home on strategic nuclear arms, on intermediate nuclear arms, and 
possibly others. That could be done most easily by signing the Soviet 
proposals.

But President Reagan wants a balanced agreement, not one slanted 
in favor of the Soviets. He wants an agreement with real bite, not a 
cosmetic one that may have some popular appeal but no real effect. So 
he has stuck by his principles in seeking an agreement that will truly 
enhance international stability, greatly reduce the number of nuclear 
warheads, and be effectively verifiable.

Sacrifice these principles and an agreement would come easily. But 
it is difficult, if not impossible, to imagine such an agreement being in 
the U.S. interests or helping to advance the cause of arms control.

It is for these same reasons that the President opposes the nuclear 
freeze. While that idea enjoys a lot of public support generally, most 
of that support quickly turns to opposition if we cannot verify a 
freeze—which we cannot—or if it would be more advantageous to the 
Soviets—which it would. The freeze makes for a good bumper sticker 
but not for good arms control. As President Carter's national security 
adviser said just recently: '' . . . the nuclear freeze is a hoax. It's not 
achievable. It's not verifiable."

Strategic arms control today is surrounded by disappointment. This 
has been the case for some time. When the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee reported on the SALT II Treaty in 1979,® it closed on the 
note that they were "disappointed that more could not be achieved." 
They found it paradoxical that "a vast increase in the quantity and 
destructiveness of each side's strategic power" would occur during the 
period of a treaty to limit nuclear arms. "To be worthwhile, and to 
preserve the base of support in the United States for the arms control 
process," the committee concluded that the next strategic arms agree
ment "must achieve much greater progress in reductions and qualita
tive limits." ®

The agreements to date have not greatly affected, much less ended, 
the strategic buildups and arms competition on both sides. Quite the 
contrary. During the time of the SALT agreements, U.S. missile war
heads have doubled; Soviet missile warheads have quadrupled. The 
Soviet buildup has been particularly massive. Since the second strate
gic arms accord was signed in 1979, for example, they have added 
nearly 4,000 new ballistic missile warheads.

® The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament 1979, pp. 189 ff.
® The SAL T II Treaty: Report of the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, Together 

With Supplemental and Minority Views (S. Ex. Rept. 96-14; 96th Cong., 1st sess.), pp. 316- 
317.
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Arms control must do better, and no one wants it to achieve more 
than President Reagan. For this reason, he has embarked on an ambi
tious arms control agenda—involving deep reductions in nuclear 
weapons. He has offered flexibility, told the Soviets we will meet 
them halfway, and been ready to have his team meet anytime, any
where.

But, as you know, the Soviets have not been able or willing to stay 
at the nuclear negotiating table. This brings us to perhaps the two 
most critical reasons why we have not concluded a nuclear arms 
control agreement in the past 4 years—first, the Soviet preoccupation 
with the issue of intermediate-range, land-based missiles; and second, 
the turnovers of leadership in the Kremlin.

When President Reagan entered office, the question of intermediate- 
range, land-based (INF) missiles had been on the front burner for well 
over a year. The Soviet Union had proceeded to build up its new, 
three-warheaded INF missile—the SS-20. NATO had no comparable 
system to counter and, in 1979, decided that the United States should 
deploy some systems unless the Soviets would agree to limits that 
would obviate that need.

From President Reagan's first days onward, a major Soviet foreign 
policy objective was to defeat those deployments and to drive a wedge 
between the Western allies. A massive propaganda campaign, as well 
as covert programs, were harnessed to this Soviet effort. In many 
respects, it was an onslaught.

The Soviets agreed to negotiations on INF systems, but never wai- 
vered in their insistence on a ''half-zero" option, namely hundreds of 
INF warheads on their side and zero on ours. At the same time, they 
continued to deploy the SS-20s on an average of one a week, and 
their attempts to intimidate the Western publics intensified. The Sovi
ets knew, of course, that their position was patently unacceptable.

The President, for his part, offered first to eliminate this kind of 
system altogether. He then offered to limit them to any level as long 
as it involved significantly lower and equal levels. He took other 
negotiating steps designed to draw the Soviets out and strike a good 
bargain.

But none of this worked. When NATO stayed the course and the 
INF deployments went forward in 1983—as they had been planned for
4 years—a major Soviet objective was defeated. They walked out of 
the INF talks as they had threatened. They then suspended the talks 
on strategic nuclear arms.

It is well to remember that the Soviets left those talks not because of 
the way they have been handled by this Administration, not because 
of what some people view as too harsh rhetoric, and not because we 
are proposing deep cuts in strategic arms. They left, quite simply, 
because the West would not allow itself to be intimidated into giving 
up or accepting a lopsided agreement. It is also well to remember that 
the overwhelming Soviet concern with INF since 1979 has, in many
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respects, preoccupied their agenda and impeded any possibility of 
achieving arms control agreements.

In this light, those going around the country lamenting no arms 
control agreement over the past 4 years should have to answer some 
tough questions. Should the Reagan Administration have walked away 
from NATO-wide policy on INF adopted during the Carter-Mondale 
Administration? Or should the Reagan Administration earlier have 
accepted over 700 INF missile warheads for the Soviets and zero for 
us? Would any reasonable Senate have ratified such a treaty?

Arms control has also been inhibited by the rapid leadership 
changes in the Soviet Union. Usually, these changes arise on the 
American side. In the first 15 years of strategic arms discussions, five 
different U.S. Presidents faced the same General Secretary in charge of 
the Soviet Union. We saw serious breaks in continuity on the U.S. 
side, as the elections have normally been marked by challengers op
posing the incumbent's arms control approaches.

During President Reagan's term, however, we have seen a role 
reversal. The President has faced three different Soviet leaders in his 
first 3 years in office. The disruption there, of course, has much less to 
do with any newcomers opposing their predecessor's approach, as it 
has to do with stagnation in Soviet decisionmaking and policy.

Serious arms control negotiations and achieving balanced compro
mises require extremely tough bargaining—not just between govern
ments but equally within governments. In the past 4 years, we have 
not seen that kind of consolidation of power that would enable the 
Soviet leadership to make such tough decisions. All three Soviet lead
ers have been afflicted with serious ailments. That stagnation in Soviet 
policy lingers on.

Just recently, for example, the President responded positively to a 
Soviet proposal for talks this September on space arms control. He 
also noted that the United States would take that occasion to urge the 
Soviets to return to the talks on strategic and intermediate-range 
nuclear forces. It is crucial that we should not be distracted from the 
central issue of nuclear arms control just because the Soviets have 
walked away from those talks.

The President's quick and favorable response may well have sur
prised the Soviets, caught them off guard so to speak. Whatever, in 
the give-and-take, their positions hardened, and they upped the ante. 
The prospects for these talks this fall are, therefore, not looking good. 
But this President will, I can assure you, never give up hope and never 
give up trying.

Is the World More Dangerous?

It has become fashionable to depict U.S.-Soviet relations as tum
bling to their lowest point ever in the postwar era. Indeed, the picture 
is often portrayed so as to suggest that we are on a road to nuclear 
war somewhere in the not-too-distant future. But, is it all really true?
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Many of the words from Moscow have been harsh, indeed aggra
vating. The refusal of the Soviets to participate in nuclear arms talks is 
lamentable. The increased patrol of Soviet submarines off U.S. coasts 
is worrisome even though they have prowled these waters for many 
years.

But are we really less secure today than we were earlier, or just 4 
years ago? I think not. Quite the contrary.

Look back just two decades, for example, and compare President 
Kennedy's 1,000 days in office to President Reagan's first 1,200 days. 
The Kennedy era is popularly recalled as one of smooth and skillful 
American stewardship over foreign affairs. Yet during that brief time, 
we endured the Bay of Pigs fiasco, a disastrous U.S.-Soviet summit in 
Vienna, a buildup of U.S. involvement in Vietnam, the construction of 
the Berlin Wall, and, certainly not least, the Cuban missile crisis. 
Those were dangerous days. Events during the past 3 plus years 
certainly do not match that cascade of crises.

Likewise in the 1970s, when the U.S.-Soviet dialogue was so rich 
and hopes for detente so high, regional crises were still severe. From 
1970 to 1976, while American and Soviet leaders held five summits 
and engaged in an array of arms control negotiations with each other, 
the Soviet Union backed and armed the continuing infiltration of 
North Vietnamese troops into South Vietnam—making a peaceful set
tlement of the conflict impossible. The Middle East erupted, and the 
Soviets threatened to intervene with their own troops in the conflict, 
prompting us to go on strategic nuclear alert. Those too were danger
ous days.

hi many ways, 1979 symbolized the whole decade. During the first 
6 months. Secretary Vance and Ambassador Dobrynin met some 25 
times, followed by the Carter-Brezhnev summit in Vienna where 
SALT II was signed. Still regional crises flared. There was the flap over 
a Soviet brigade in Cuba; the false Soviet statements adding fuel to 
the already-blazing fires in Iran after the American hostages were 
seized; and, most seriously, the massive Soviet invasion of Afghani
stan—called by President Carter the greatest crisis since World War II.

It is remarkable to recall that in each year from 1975 to 1980, armies 
largely supplied by Moscow or Soviet forces invaded or seized control 
of a different country: South Vietnam in 1975, Angola in 1975-76, 
Ethiopia in 1977, Cambodia in 1978, and Afghanistan in 1979.

Nothing on the scale of such crises has happened over the past 3 
years. This is all to the good. Even a harsh critic of the Administra
tion's handling of Soviet affairs has written that ''Soviet expansionism 
has been slowed; embittered and impacted as the Soviet-American 
relationship was, it was also remarkably free of full-scale crises" 
during the Reagan Administration. He points out that of the three 
major wars during this period—Iran-Iraq, Lebanon, and the Falk- 
lands—"none had become a super-power confrontation."

This is a key point. The world is not more dangerous today. The 
factors that make it more stable, that dampen changes of nuclear
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conflict, are active U.S. diplomacy and relationships and increased U.S. 
deterrent strength.

To be sure we need to improve the current state of affairs. President 
Reagan is attempting to do just that. Besides strengthening allied and 
other relationships, restoring a credible military posture, and embark
ing on a wide-ranging arms control agenda, he has actively sought to 
reopen and deepen the U.S.-Soviet dialogue.

What Does the Future Hold?

At this stage, it is difficult to forecast when or whether the Soviet 
Union will bring itself to accept significant nuclear arms limitations. 
We do not know whether it will accept deep reductions in nuclear 
forces. We do not know whether our strategic concepts can become 
compatible enough to agree on how to distinguish the more threaten
ing kinds of weapons. We do not know if the Soviets will accept true 
strategic equality or continue to mask their demand for strategic supe
riority in the guise of what they call ''equal security."

But we do know that we cannot find out unless we try. If, after 
enough time and with enough incentives, the answers to these central 
questions are ''no," then we will have learned something rather impor
tant about the Soviet Union and its real intentions. If the answers turn 
out to be "yes," we will have taken together a giant step forward in 
making the world a much better and safer place.

I for one have hope for the future of arms control. This hope is 
grounded in several reasons.

First is the simple fact of continuity that will come with the second 
Reagan Administration. It brings a considerable amount of accumulat
ed expertise and lessons learned both about arms control in particular 
and about dealing with the Soviets in general.

Second, the President's strategic modernization program started in 
1981, with its base of a much healthier U.S. economy, provides con
siderably more incentives to the Soviets to come to terms than previ
ously existed. The President's Strategic Defense Initiative, what is 
popularly criticized as "Star Wars," also adds incentives.

Third, the fact that the initial INF deployments are already behind us 
gives us a better stage.

Fourth, I think it is safe to assume, that, no matter how long the 
stagnation in the Kremlin persists, the Soviets will surely not change 
leadership as often as they have over the past 4 years. We can thus 
hope that the Soviet leadership will be able and willing to engage in 
real negotiations.

Finally, we are ready for tough bargaining and equally tough trade
offs once the Soviets return. As I discussed with you last year, even 
under the best of circumstances, a strategic nuclear agreement will 
require a lot of hammering out in light of the two sides' different 
doctrines, force postures, goals, etc. This preparation has, in fact, been 
underway in the Reagan Administration for some time. We have not 
wasted the time just because the Soviets walked out. When the Presi
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dent said his team was ready, he meant it substantively, not just 
logistically.

So if you hear during this season that arms control has been killed 
or is dying, I hope you will not lose sight of these facts. I trust you 
will also not lose sight of the fact that the United States, from the 
President on down, must hang tough and persevere in its objectives if 
we are ever to fulfill the promise of arms control. Enhanced stability 
and great reductions in weapons are key goals, and we should not 
compromise them.

170. Study by  the  U.N. S ecre tary -G enera l’s Group of Ex
perts  on U nilateral Nuclear D isarm am ent M easures: 
Summary and  Conclusions [Extract], A ugust 31, 
1984 1

65. During the past four decades the arms race has developed and 
escalated as the result of unilateral decisions by States, taken in the 
name of national security. As could have been expected, decisions on 
one side to seek security through a build-up of arms have been 
reciprocated by the other side and an action/reaction process has set in 
which has produced the present situation of "overarmament". Con
versely, the process of de-escalation and reversal of the arms race and, 
in particular, the nuclear-arms race, could be promoted by unilateral 
initiatives of States aimed at reducing the level of international ten
sion, gradually creating an atmosphere of mutual trust and confidence 
and in general, improving the environment for negotiations on arms 
limitation and disarmament. Even in the absence of formal negotia
tions, useful unilateral steps of self-restraint and disengagement could 
be taken with a view to generating interaction.

66. Throughout the last four decades, there has been a constant 
increase in both the overall number of nuclear weapons and their 
means of delivery as well as in their variety. Increasingly, security has 
been based on the doctrine of nuclear deterrence. In the present 
situation where "technology rather than policy leads", there is practi
cally no limit to the sheer momentum of the arms race. It is impera
tive, therefore, that statesmen and all those who shape governmental 
policy accept their high responsibilities and bring the arms race to a 
halt without delay lest the arms race goes out of control. In an 
effective strategy to stop the arms race, unilateral disarmament meas
ures have a role to play as a means of building confidence in the

 ̂A/39/516, pp. 20-22. The study was prepared pursuant to G.A. res. 38/183 J of 
December 20, 1983.
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relations between States and help promote and complement bilateral 
and multilateral negotiations in the disarmament field.

67. Mutual trust is not a prerequisite for unilateral initiatives. On 
the contrary, it can be developed as a result of unilateral actions. Such 
actions should be designed and conveyed to the other side as to signal 
a sincere intent to reduce tensions and invite reciprocation in some 
form, and it is through reciprocation that their scope can gradually 
become more significant. For the sake of effectiveness, unilateral ini
tiatives should be considered within the framework of a constructive 
political discourse. Concentration on military issues and programmes 
by the two major powers has created a political vacuum in the East- 
West relationship, thus further weakening the remaining elements of 
confidence between them.

68. A review of major unilateral nuclear disarmament measures 
provides evidence that unilateral measures of restraint and de-escala- 
tion may be feasible and useful, and that interacting unilateral meas
ures could stimulate and advance arms limitation and disarmament 
negotiations.

69. At present, there is an impasse both in the bilateral and multi
lateral negotiations. Bilateral negotiations between the Soviet Union 
and the United States on nuclear arms reduction (the INF and START 
negotiations) remain frozen and all efforts should be made for their 
resumption. The process of resumption of the negotiations could be 
accompanied by the adoption, on both sides, of confidence-building 
measures and other measures of restraint as well as by an active and 
constructive political dialogue.

70. Four other areas emerge as requiring priority attention in terms 
of unilateral measures, with a view to promoting and complementing 
disarmament negotiations. They are: (a) a nuclear-test ban; (b) preven
tion of nuclear war including the questions of the non-first-use of 
nuclear weapons and a nuclear freeze; (c) security guarantees to non- 
nuclear-weapon States; (d) prevention of an arms race in outer space. 
The highlighting of these areas should in no way exclude other areas 
from active consideration.

71. The world is overarmed and yet, for all the immense stockpiles 
of weapons, nuclear as well as conventional, there is no security on 
our planet and there is no real peace. The build-up of arms, far from 
helping to strengthen security, erodes it. It aggravates the many divi
sions and tensions which cast a dark shadow over the world. It 
increases the threat of nuclear war. In the language of paragraph 11 of 
the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session: '^Mankind today is 
confronted with an unprecedented threat of self-extinction arising 
from the massive and competitive accumulation of the most destruc
tive weapons ever produced."

72. Without any progress towards disarmament, and in the present 
state of turmoil affecting many parts of the world, the United Nations, 
which was created to be a centre for harmonizing the actions of 
nations in the attainment of common ends, is finding it "even more
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difficult than usual'', to use the words of the Secretary-General in his 
report on the work of the Organization, to be what it was intended to 
be. In particular, the possibilities of the United Nations as a negotiat
ing forum are not sufficiently used, as Governments seem to be unable 
to look beyond narrow national interests.^

73. Military technology cannot be allowed to bring the world any 
closer to the point of no return. Politics and statesmanship must 
reassert, without hesitation, their leading role in the management of 
human affairs, both at the national and the international level. Our 
restless and anxious world has been living for too long under the 
threat of an escalating arms race, the negative impact of rising interna
tional tensions and the risk of nuclear war. Bold, but politically sound 
steps are needed to reassure it and to put it back on a safer course. 
The process of negotiation must be resumed and revitalized. Interact
ing unilateral measures of restraint and de-escalation in the nuclear 
field can make a positive contribution to that end.

171. S ta tem ent by  the  Soviet R ep resen ta tive  (Issrae lyan ) 
to  the  Conference on D isarm am ent [Extract], A ugust 
31, 1984 1

Mr. President, the agreed common assessment of the results of this 
session of the Conference on Disarmament by the delegations of the 
socialist countries has been set out in the statement by the distin
guished representative of the Polish People's Republic, Comrade Am
bassador Turbanski.2 That spares me the need to make a detailed 
analysis of the consideration given this year to individual items on the 
Conference's agenda. We shall therefore confine ourselves in our 
statement to presenting our opinion of the general state of affairs in 
the sphere of disarmament.

I should like to remind you of a few facts. In the late 1970s and 
early 1980s, when the United States of America embarked on a course 
of anti-detente, five sets of bilateral Soviet-American talks on disar
mament issues were imilaterally broken off without any explanation 
whatsoever. They were the talks on prohibition of chemical weapons, 
the limitation of the arms trade, the limitation of military activity in 
the Indian Ocean and the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests, in the 
last-mentioned of which the United Kingdom was, it will be remem
bered, a participant. A little later, in December 1983, the United States 
torpedoed two further most important sets of bilateral talks on the 
limitation of nuclear weapons in Europe and the limitation and reduc
tion of strategic arms. In these circumstances, the role of the Confer
ence on Disarmament, where representatives of both East and West

 ̂Official Records of the General Assembly, Thirb/-seventh Session, Supplement No. 1 (A/37/1), p. 1 
et seq. [Footnote in orginial.]

1 CD/PV.287, pp. 7-10.
2 CD/PV.286, pp. 19-24.
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and of non-aligned and neutral countries sit at the same table, has 
grown substantially. It is no exaggeration to say that this forum is in 
essence representative of the entire broad spectrum of differing politi
cal positions, approaches and views that exist in the modern world. 
However, all this varied mosaic notwithstanding, I think that all the 
participants in our forum and, indeed, others too are agreed that, since 
the early 1980s, the Conference on Disarmament has been going 
through a deep and lengthy crisis. In all these years, it has not been 
possible to elaborate a single, even very limited agreement placing 
obstacles in the way of the escalation of the arms race or even to enter 
into negotiations on any of the vast majority of items on the agenda 
of the Conference, even though it is precisely for negotiations that this 
body was specially designed. Moreover, it would be no exaggeration 
to say that on some issues the Conference has in fact even been set 
back in recent years; this can be seen from the activity or, more 
accurately speaking, the absence of activity by a number of its subsid
iary organs.

That, I think, is the objective situation, an objective picture of the 
way things stand in the Conference. And it is just this kind of 
impression about the Conference that has grown up throughout the 
world. And I must say that that impression is an accurate one.

We have referred repeatedly to the unsatisfactory state of affairs in 
the Conference, including at the very beginning of the 1984 session, 
when we remarked on the further deterioration in the international 
situation. Many delegations from Western countries reproached us in 
that connection with excessive pessimism, with dramatizing and aggra
vating the situation. That reproach was made again yesterday in the 
statements by the delegations of the Federal Republic of Germany  ̂
and the United States of America.  ̂ We were also told that the deploy
ment of United States medium-range nuclear weapons in a number of 
west European countries had not exacerbated the military confronta
tion in Europe and had not increased the risk of nuclear war. What is 
more, people both within the Conference and at the highest political 
level elsewhere have attempted to suggest that the situation in the 
world has improved, that the security of States has grown and that the 
threat of nuclear war has been averted. Nothing can be further from 
the truth than those assertions. In point of fact, we are today wit
nesses to numerous potentially explosive conflicts in various regions of 
the world, to an unprecedented arms race, and to the extreme exacer
bation of tensions in relations between States, including the major 
States. This session of the Conference has reflected that rise in tension 
as if in a mirror.

We have also heard a good deal of rhetoric about an alleged concern 
on the part of the NATO countries with progress in disarmament 
negotiations. For example, the United Kingdom Minister of State, Mr.

 ̂Ibid., pp. 6-11.
 ̂Ibid., pp. 15-19.
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Luce, told the Conference in March [Februar]/] of this year that he 
agreed that dialogue should not be conducted for its own sake, that it 
must be aimed at the attainment of concrete accords and be conducted 
sincerely and not be exploited for selfish ends.® The question that 
then comes to mind is whether the delegations of western countries 
have backed up those words by deeds during the present session? No, 
they have not. What in fact has happened has been that those delega
tions have either resolutely opposed any kind of dialogue or else held 
talks about dialogue, that is they have offered dialogue for its own 
sake. That was clearly and conclusively demonstrated in July and 
August of this year, when the United States and its allies blocked all 
possibility of negotiations on the most important items in the Confer
ence's agenda: prevention of nuclear war; nuclear disarmament; nucle
ar test ban; and prevention of the militarization of outer space. With 
admirable consistency, they employed the veto seven times on issues 
relating to the commencement of negotiations, setting a new kind of 
record for the number of vetoes during a single session. Together with 
this method of blocking progress towards the limitation of the arms 
race and disarmament, the United States has begun to employ another, 
no less dangerous form of obstruction, namely the putting forward of 
proposals that are deliberately unacceptable to its negotiating partners. 
This is being done with the obvious aim of leading the negotiations 
into a blind alley and then demagogically blaming their failure on the 
other party. Such was the intent of the United States various '"initia
tives" and proposals at the bilateral Soviet-American negotiations that 
were held in Geneva from 1980 to 1983. They were in flagrant viola
tion of the principle agreed upon by the participants in the negotia
tions, that of the equality and equal security of the parties. We are 
also encountering the same tactic in multilateral disarmament talks; I 
repeat, we are also encountering the same tactic at multilateral disar
mament talks, at the Vienna talks on the mutual reduction of armed 
forces and armaments in Central Europe and at the Geneva Confer
ence on Disarmament. In Vienna, for example, on 19 April of this 
year, the United States and its NATO allies, as will be recalled, put 
forward so-called counter-proposals ® that in fact represent the same 
old attempt by NATO to secure imilateral advantages at the expense 
of the Soviet Union and its allies.

At the Geneva Conference, this tactic is being used in the talks on 
the prohibition of chemical weapons. Even prior to the submission of 
the United States draft convention on the prohibition of chemical 
weapons,*  ̂ Washington officials were saying that the text would, I 
quote, be totally unacceptable to the Soviet Union and, as you know, 
they were not far from the truth. Their only error was that the draft 
was to prove unacceptable not only for the Soviet Union, but also for

5 CD/PV.241, pp. 240-241.
® See Documents 80 and 108, April 19 and May 24.

Dated April 18, Document 75.
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a significant number of States, as the summer session of the Confer
ence has shown. What is particularly disturbing is that various United 
States political figures keep repeating that, should its draft not be 
adopted, the United States will undertake the mass production of 
binary chemical weapons. What can be said about such declarations? 
Just one thing: if the talks on the prohibition of chemical weapons are 
also wrecked, if they are wrecked like many other talks, everybody 
will be well aware who is responsible. Unacceptability for the other 
participants in the talks and a lack of constructiveness have been the 
distinguishing features of all the disarmament '"initiatives'" by Wash
ington of which Ambassador Fields reminded us yesterday. Is it then 
any wonder that the results of those initiatives are the breakdown of 
negotiations or deadlock? It would really be hard to expect anything 
else from proposals that increase the differences rather than bring 
positions closer together. The talks on the banning of chemical weap
ons are unnecessary proof of that fact. The peaceful-sounding words 
that are heard from time to time from the other side of the ocean— 
alternating it is true, with various "'jokes"—do nothing to change the 
situation. As Konstantin Chernenko, General Secretary of the Com
munist Party of the Soviet Union and Chairman of the Presidium of 
the USSR Supreme Soviet, has pointed out, and I quote: "In politics 
we believe only in deeds, not in words. Arms reduction means actual, 
mutual reduction. The elimination of nuclear weapons means actual 
elimination on both sides. If the United States and NATO accept that, 
we shall not be found wanting".®

Unfortunately, however, no deeds in the sphere of disarmament 
have as yet been forthcoming from the United States. Instead, there 
have been major, I would say grandiose deeds and still more danger
ous plans as regards the accumulation of all kinds of weapons and the 
whipping-up and unceasing extension to fresh areas of the arms race.

Mr. President, I think that all those present in this room will agree 
with me that the lamentable state of affairs at this Conference is a 
reflection of the over-all state of world politics, on which the course 
followed by the United States and its allies is exercising an extremely 
pernicious influence. That course is one of seeking military and strate
gic supremacy over the USSR and the entire world of socialism, a 
course of direct confrontation, of the proclamation of a crusade against 
communism. It is decisive in United States policy and it is incompati
ble with the noble goals of disarmament.

Incidentally, despite the desperate efforts that United States politi
cians have made in 1982 to camouflage it, this negative attitude to 
disarmament slips out into view from time to time. There is, for 
example, the statement made recently in an interview with the maga
zine Newsweek by the former director of the United States Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency, the Mr. Rostow who, some years ago

® The Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXXVI, No. 17 (May 23, 1984), p. 6 (variant 
translation).
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in this room and in the presence of many of those here now, attempt
ed to convince us of his commitment to disarmament. This is what he 
said: ''We, the United States, mistakingly attach enormous importance 
to arms control negotiations as a symbol of peace. They are not a 
symbol of peace". To the magazine's question whether he meant that 
the United States should not conclude arms control agreements at all, 
Mr. Rostow said simply, and 1 quote, 'That's absolutely right". And 
then there are the words of General Rowny, the head of the United 
States delegation to the Soviet-American strategic arms reduction talks 
(I quote his statement in the Russian translation): "We in the Reagan 
Administration have tried to distance ourselves from making arms 
control the axis of our foreign policy. To some extent we have suc
ceeded". These things are being said by the people on whom the 
current Administration has placed direct personal responsibility for 
United States policy in this area.

There are also the well-known declarations by the present occupant 
of the White House to the effect that the United States, and I quote, 
"must build peace only on the basis of strength", or that "peace 
should rest on strength". In practice, this policy of strength has, as we 
already know from the experience of the past four years, resulted in 
obstruction to progress in the sphere of disarmament, in an unprece
dented orgy of militarism. Thanks to that policy, not one other United 
States Administration in the past 20 years has come to the end of its 
four-year term of office with such empty hands as regards arms 
limitation agreements. This fiasco and the United States growing isola
tion in disarmament matters are convincingly underscored by the 
voting figures from sessions of the United Nations General Assembly. 
While at the thirty-sixth session of the General Assembly the United 
States delegation voted against roughly four in every ten resolutions 
on disarmament, at the thirty-seventh session it voted against five in 
ten, and at the thirty-eighth session against six in ten. That is, of 
course, without counting the resolutions adopted by consensus. Con
currently with this there has been a marked increase in the number of 
resolutions against which the United States has cast a, so to speak, 
"solo" negative vote. In 1982, at the thirty-seventh session of the 
General Assembly, the number of such resolutions was two, but in 
1983, at the thirty-eighth session, it was already seven. Those, gentle
men, are the facts, and facts, as the Greek sages were reportedly wont 
to say, are stubborn things.

In conclusion, I should like to reiterate that progress in the work of 
the Conference on Disarmament can only be expected if the States 
that are today hindering such progress and blocking productive work 
by the Conference not only review their specific stands in this forum, 
in the Conference on Disarmament, but also change their general 
attitude to the issue of disarmament and finally understand that, in 
the nuclear age, security cannot be based on a mountain of nuclear 
explosives but is best guaranteed by steps to reduce the amount of
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explosive matter accumulated in the world, steps to achieve concrete 
results in the sphere of arms limitation and disarmament.

• • • • • • •

172. Replies by  Soviet President Chernenko to  Q uestions 
Aslced by  Pravda, S ep tem ber 2, 1984 ^

Q u estion : The American Administration has recently set forth once 
again in concentrated form its foreign-policy priorities. What is there 
to be said on the subject?

A n sw er: Indeed, the United States leaders have made quite a few 
speeches of late, particularly in connection with the Republican Party 
Convention. These statements and the election platform adopted at 
the Convention enable us to judge the present United States Adminis
tration's view of the world and its intentions. And, it must be said, the 
impression left is a depressing one.

The political priorities and, what is more important, the practical 
actions of those who shape United States foreign policy are clearly 
geared towards a further dangerous increase in international tension. 
This assessment is widely shared in political circles and by the general 
public.

Washington is parading with cynical frankness its great-power am
bitions and exaggerated notions of America's role and place in the 
modern world. It has pretensions to be stronger than everyone else, to 
control the fate of nations and to impose its will upon everyone, 
everywhere. In a word, it is now talking of a ''crusade'' not only 
against socialism but, in fact, against the whole world.

At a time when the peoples of the world are deeply concerned 
about the future, when they expect Governments to have a highly 
responsible policy aimed at strengthening international peace, radically 
limiting and ending the arms race and eliminating sources of conflict, 
Washington is proclaiming its intention of operating with brute mili
tary force.

Obsessed by force, those in Washington are simply losing their 
sense of reality. The world has changed drastically. Its problems 
cannot be resolved by force. This has been proved on many occasions, 
even by the experience of the United States itself. One's own security 
cannot be strengthened at the expense of the security of others. 
Today, it is equally futile to count on achieving military superiority in 
the hope of winning a nuclear war. I repeat: the Soviet Union is not 
seeking military superiority over others, but it will not allow superior
ity over itself. Possibly, some people in the United States still find it 
hard to get used to this, but the fact will have to be faced that our

1 A /39/467.
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two States can deal with each other only as equals, taking into account 
each other's legitimate interests. There is no sensible alternative.

Washington is attempting to justify conducting its policy from a 
position of strength by invoking certain '̂moraF' arguments. They 
would like to assume nothing less than the right to determine which 
States are ''democracies'' and which are not, who should be described 
as advocates of "freedom", like the Pinochet regime in Chile and the 
racists in South Africa, and who should be bombarded by heavy guns, 
as happened in Lebanon, and not only in Lebanon. In other words, 
they declare as being moral everything that they consider permissible 
for themselves, even the toppling of legitimate Governments, the 
policy of State terrorism and the waging of undeclared wars. Therein 
lies the main reason for the aggravation of existing and the emergence 
of new areas of tension, be it in the Middle East, southern Africa, 
Central America or other regions.

Conflict situations—and we are firmly convinced of this—can and 
must be settled only by peaceful means that take full account of the 
interests of those directly concerned and are guided by the broad 
objectives of strengthening international security.

Take the Middle East. The tragic events there show that peace 
cannot be achieved through separate deals, and, even less so, through 
military interference. A radical improvement of the situation in that 
region can be achieved only through the collective efforts of all parties 
concerned. That is the basis of the Soviet plan for a Middle East peace 
settlement, which has received broad support in the Arab world, as 
well as elsewhere.

To sum up, I would like to stress that, however hard the United 
States flexes its military muscles, it will not succeed in changing the 
world and the world will not start to live by American standards.

There must be a change towards a policy of realism, common sense 
and business-like co-operation in tackling the problems facing man
kind.

Q u estion : Washington is continuing to declare its readiness to con
duct talks with the USSR on outer space. ̂  What, in your opinion, are 
the real prospects for holding talks on preventing the militarization of 
outer space?

A n sw er: Washington is fond of speaking about its readiness for 
talks and is even suggesting that it will send a delegation to Vienna. In 
fact, however, the United States Administration does not want to 
tackle the problem of preventing the militarization of outer space—its 
intentions are to conceal its negative stand from the world public and 
to justify the elaboration and realization of plans for space weapons.

That is why our proposal for holding talks on outer space  ̂ has not 
received a positive response from the United States side. During a

2 For such statements, see Documents 131, 155, and 156, dated June 29, July 27, and 
August 1, respectively.

® For Soviet statements, see Documents 130, 136, and 154, dated June 29, July 6, and 
July 27, respectively.
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discussion of the purpose of the talks, the United States tried first of 
all to change the very subject to be considered. Instead of agreeing 
explicitly upon a discussion of the specific issue of prohibiting space 
weapons, it began insisting that the talks should deal with questions 
relating to nuclear weapons in general— în other words, questions 
discussed at the talks in Geneva, which were broken off as a result of 
well-known actions by the United States.

What subject does the Soviet Union propose to discuss at the talks? 
The subject would be that of precluding the possibility of the spread 
of the arms race into outer space and fully renouncing strike space 
systems, including anti-satellite weapons. In other words, the aim 
would be to ensure that there is no threat to Earth of war from outer 
space, and no threat to outer space of war from Earth or from space 
itself. As the first step, we propose that a reciprocal moratorium 
should be imposed on the testing and deployment of strike space 
systems and that talks should be started simultaneously.

Such an agreement would not only prevent the arms race in outer 
space but, just as important, would facilitate the solution of questions 
of limiting and reducing other strategic weapons. I would like to place 
special emphasis on this.

The problem of space weapons cannot be tackled by partial meas
ures. It is impossible, for instance, to ban one type of anti-satellite 
weapon and allow another, or to ban anti-satellite weapons alone and 
give the green light, as it were, to other types of space weaponry. In 
both instances, the result would still be a space arms race. The United 
States position amounts, in fact, to a desire to legalize such a race. 
This is evidenced in official statements made by United States leaders 
both publicly and in contacts they have had with us.

Thus, the American side's approach to the problem of outer space 
and, consequently, to the purpose of the talks is directly opposite to 
our approach. What, then, would be the sense of holding talks? Talks 
are needed not for their own sake, after all, but for reaching accords 
that would effectively prevent the space arms race.

It i:. to be hoped that an understanding of the need for adopting 
joint measures to prevent the militarization of outer space will never
theless prevail in the ruling circles of the United States.

Q u estion : Political circles in many countries say they want to see a 
resumption of the Soviet-American dialogue. What is your attitude to 
the dialogue and to talks under present conditions?

A n sw er: As I understand it, what is meant is a dialogue and talks 
on major political issues—on questions whose solution determines the 
fate of the world. I have already had occasion to say: there is no need 
to convince us of the usefulness of such a dialogue.

We have always advocated serious and concrete talks. We proceed 
from that same position in the search for solutions to current issues 
with the present United States Administration. Regrettably, we have 
encountered a different attitude towards talks. Let us take an issue of
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major importance such as the limitation and reduction of both strate
gic and medium-range nuclear weapons. For more than a year Wash
ington looked for any pretext not to become involved in talks at all. 
That time was used for another purpose—to move ahead with large- 
scale military programmes.

When the talks did, in fact, start in Geneva, it very quickly became 
apparent that the United States representatives had gone there without 
any constructive objectives, and instead had the intention of working 
for solutions that would have given the United States military advan
tages over the Soviet Union. There is, of course, no sense in such 
talks.

Only strict observance of the principle of equality and equal securi
ty of the sides can make serious and effective talks possible. Washing
ton's rejection of that principle led to the collapse of the talks in 
Geneva. It was Washington that undermined those talks.

There are far too many issues today that need to be discussed and 
resolved. And that will have to be tackled.

I want quite categorically to reaffirm our readiness for dialogue and 
for honest and serious talks aimed at achieving accords which take 
into account the security interests of all countries and peoples.

That is our understanding of dialogue.

173. S ta tem en t by  th e  Federal Republic of G erm any: 
Chemical W eapons  Policy, S ep tem ber 6, 1984 ^

1) The Federal Republic of Germany renounced the production of 
chemical weapons as early as in 1954.  ̂ It declared in 1972 that it 
would neither develop nor purchase nor store such weapons under its 
own control.

2) The Federal Republic of Germany is greatly interested in the 
conclusion of an agreement that removes the category of chemical 
weapons completely, verifiably and forever.

3) The 1983 White Book (figure 285 ff.) described the capability of 
the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact for offensive chemical warfare 
as well as the need for a limited reprisal capacity on the part of 
NATO to deter the use of chemical weapons which would violate 
international law.

4) In order to facilitate such reprisals permissible under international 
law, which are to prevent an illegal first use of chemical weapons by 
an enemy, part of the American chemical weapon potential is stored in 
the Federal Republic of Germany in agreement with the NATO status 
of forces agreement.^

 ̂ACDA files. The statement was issued by the Ministry of Defense following a 
television program on chemical weapons.

 ̂American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. pp. 979-984.
3 4 UST 1792; 14 UST 531; 5 UST 1939; 24 UST 2355; TIAS 2846, 5351, 3062, 7759, 

10367.
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5) Information on the storage of chemical weapons is subject to 
security restrictions which are to protect the depots against unauthor
ized entry or action and therefore, the protection of the civilian popu
lation.

6) The Federal Government has been provided with detailed infor
mation as to the types, quantities and deployment of chemical weap
ons in the Federal Republic of Germany. The Federal Government has 
ascertained, the last time in December 1983 by an interministerial 
group of experts, that the storage of these chemical weapons complies 
with maximum security requirements. The measures taken consider 
dangers stemming from the storage proper, from environmental influ
ences and from action taken by unauthorized persons.

7) In contrast to the partly different conditions regarding the chemi
cal weapons stored in the USA, there thus far occurred in the Federal 
Republic of Germany neither an accident nor a leak in the storage of 
American chemical weapons.

No information is available on leaks that occurred in the USA in the 
storage of such chemical weapons as are also stored in the Federal 
Republic of Germany.

8) In so far as it is humanly possible to determine, the storage of 
American chemical weapons on German territory does not constitute a 
risk to the population.

174. Revised Draft C on tadora  Act on Peace and  C oopera 
tion in Central America [Extracts], S ep tem ber 7, 
1984 1

P ream ble

The Governments of the Republics of Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guate
mala, Honduras and Nicaragua:

1. Aware of the urgent need to strengthen peace and co-operation 
among the peoples of the region, through the observance of principles 
and measures that would facilitate a better understanding among the 
Central American Governments;

2. Concerned about the situation in Central America, which is charac
terized by a serious decline in political confidence and by frontier 
incidents, an arms build-up, arms traffic, the presence of foreign 
advisers and other forms of foreign military presence, and the use by 
irregular forces of the territories of certain States to carry out destabi
lizing operations against other States in the region;

 ̂A /39/562, pp. 8-13, 16-21, 24-27, 38. The original draft was transmitted to the 
heads of state of the five Central American countries (Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatema
la, Honduras, Nicaragua) on June 9, 1984. The revised version was delivered to the 
Foreign Ministers of the five countries at the Seventh Joint Meeting of Ministers for 
Foreign Affairs of the Contadora Group and the Central American countries, which was 
held in Panama City on September 7.
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Convinced
3. That the tension and the present conflicts may worsen and lead 

to widespread hostilities;
4. That the restoration of peace and confidence in the region may be 

achieved only through unconditional respect for the principles of 
international law, particularly the principle which concerns the right 
of peoples to choose freely and without external interference the form 
of political, economic and social organization that best serves their 
interests, and to do so through institutions which represent their 
freely-expressed will;

5. Of the importance of creating, promoting and strengthening 
democratic systems in all the countries of the region;

6. Of the need to create political conditions designed to guarantee 
the security, integrity and sovereignty of the States of the region;

7. That the achievement of genuine regional stability hinges on the 
conclusion of agreements on security and disarmament;

8. That, in the adoption of measures aimed at halting the arms race 
in all its forms, account should be taken of the national security 
interests of the States of the region;

9. That military superiority as a political objective of the States of 
the region, the presence of foreign advisers and other foreign elements 
and the arms traffic endanger regional security and constitute destabi
lizing factors in the region;

10. That the agreements on regional security must be subject to an 
effective system of verification and control;

11. That the destabilization of the Governments in the region, gen
erally taking the form of encouragement or support of the activities of 
irregular groups or forces, acts of terrorism, subversion or sabotage and 
the use of the territory of a State for operations affecting the security 
of another State, is contrary to the fimdamental norms of international 
law and peaceful coexistence among States;

12. That it is highly desirable to set maximum limits for military 
development, in accordance with the requirements of stability and 
security in the region;

13. That the elaboration of instruments to permit the application of 
a policy of detente should be based on the existence of political trust 
among States which would effectively reduce political and military 
tension among them;

14. Recalling the provisions adopted by the United Nations concern
ing the definition of aggression, in particular General Assembly reso
lution 3314 (XXIX), and the relevant resolutions of the Organization of 
American States;

15. Taking into Account the Declaration on the Strengthening of Inter
national Security, adopted by the United Nations General Assembly in 
resolution 2734 (XXV), and the corresponding legal instruments of the 
inter-American system;

16. Reaffirming the need to promote national reconciliation in those 
cases where deep divisions have occurred within society, so as to
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permit the people to participate, in accordance with the law, in politi
cal processes of a democratic nature;

Considering:
17. That, on the basis of the United Nations Charter of 1945 and 

the Universal Declaration of Human Rights of 1948, various interna
tional organizations and conferences have elaborated and adopted dec
larations, covenants, protocols, conventions and statutes designed to 
provide effective protection of human rights in general, or of certain 
human rights in particular;

18. That not all Central American States have accepted the entirety 
of the existing international instruments on human rights, and that it 
would be desirable that they should do so in order to bring the human 
rights regime closer to the goal of universality in the interests of 
promoting the observance and guarantee of human, political, civil, 
economic, social, religious and cultural rights;

19. That in many cases the deficiencies of outdated or inadequate 
domestic legislation interfere with the effective enjoyment of human 
rights as defined in declarations and other international instruments;

20. That it should be the concern of each State to modernize and 
adapt its legislation with a view to guaranteeing the effective enjoy
ment of human rights;

21. That one of the most effective ways of securing the enjoyment 
of human rights embodied in international instruments, political con
stitutions and the laws of individual States lies in ensuring that the 
judiciary enjoys sufficient authority and autonomy to put an end to 
violations of those rights;

22. That, to that end, the absolute independence of the judiciary 
must be guaranteed;

23. That that guarantee may be achieved only if judicial officials 
enjoy security of office and if the judiciary is ensured budgetary 
stability so that it may be absolutely and unquestionably independent 
of the other authorities;

Convinced:
24. Of the need to establish equitable economic and social structures 

in order to promote a genuinely democratic system and permit full 
enjoyment by the people of the right to work, education, health and 
culture;

25. Of the high level of interdependence of the Central American 
countries and the prospects which economic integration offers small 
countries;

26. That the magnitude of the economic and social crisis affecting 
the region has highlighted the need for changes in the economic and 
social structures that would reduce the dependence of the Central 
American countries and promote regional self-sufficiency, enabling 
them to reaffirm their own identity; 1/

27. That Central American economic integration should constitute 
an effective tool for economic and social development based on jus
tice, solidarity and mutual benefit;
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28. Of the need to reactivate, improve and restructure the process of 
Central American economic integration with the active and institu
tional participation of all the States of the region;

29. That, in the reform of the existing economic and social struc
tures and the strengthening of regional integration, the Central Ameri
can institutions and authorities are called upon to assume primary 
responsibility;

30. Of the necessity and appropriateness of undertaking joint pro
grammes of economic and social development which would help to 
promote economic integration in Central America in the context of the 
development plans and priorities adopted by each sovereign State;

31. Of the urgent need for substantial investment for the develop
ment and economic recovery of the Central American countries and of 
the efforts undertaken jointly by these countries to obtain financing 
for specific priority projects, and in view of the need to expand and 
strengthen international, regional and subregional financial institu
tions;

32. That the regional crisis has provoked massive flows of refugees 
and that the situation demands urgent attention;

33. Concerned about the constant worsening of social conditions, in
cluding the situation with regard to employment, education, health 
and housing in the Central American countries;

34. Reaffirming, without prejudice to the right of recourse to other 
competent international forums, their desire to settle their disputes 
within the framework of the negotiation process sponsored by the 
Contadora Group;

35. Recalling the support given by the Contadora Group to United 
Nations Security Council resolution 530 (1983) and General Assembly 
resolution 38/10, as well as to resolution AG/RES 675 (XIII-0/83) 
adopted by the General Assembly of the Organization of American 
States; and

36. Being ready to implement fully the Document of Objectives and 
the norms for the implementation of the undertakings made therein, 
adopted by their Ministers for Foreign Affairs in Panama on 9 Sep
tember 1983 and 8 January 1984  ̂ respectively, under the auspices of 
the Governments of Colombia, Mexico, Panama and Venezuela, which 
comprise the Contadora Group;

Have agreed as follows:

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 788-791 and Document 3.
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CONTADORA A c T  ON P eACE AND C o - O pERATION IN CENTRAL A m ERICA

PARTI 

C o m m itm en ts  

Chapter I 

G en era l  C o m m itm en ts

Sole section. Principles

The Parties undertake, in accordance with their obligations under 
international law:

1. To abide by the following principles:

(a) The principle of refraining from the threat or use of force against 
the territorial integrity or political independence of States;

(b) The peaceful settlement of disputes;
(c) Non-interference in the internal affairs of other States;
(d) Co-operation between States in solving international problems;
(e) The equal rights and self-determination of peoples and the pro

motion of respect for human rights;
(f) Sovereign equality and respect for the rights inherent in sover

eignty;
(g) The principle of refraining from discriminatory practices in eco

nomic relations between States by respecting their systems of political, 
economic and social organization;

(h) The fulfilment in good faith of obligations assumed under inter
national law.

2. In pursuance of the foregoing principles:

(a) They shall refrain from any action inconsistent with the pur
poses and principles of the Charter of the United Nations and the 
Charter of the Organization of American States aimed against the ter
ritorial integrity, political independence or unity of any State, and, in 
particular, from any such action involving the threat or use of force.

(b) They shall settle their disputes by peaceful means in accordance 
with the fundamental principles of international law embodied in the 
Charter of the United Nations and the Charter of the Organization of 
American States.

(c) They shall respect the existing international boundaries between 
States.

(d) They shall refrain from militarily occupying territory of any 
otner State in the region.

(e) They shall refrain from any act of military, political, economic or 
other form of coercion aimed at subordinating to their interests the 
exercise by other States of rights inherent in their sovereignty.

(f) They shall take such action as is necessary to secure their fron
tiers against irregular groups or forces operating from their territory 
with the aim of destabilizing the Governments of neighbouring States.

(g) They shall not permit their territory to be used for acts which 
violate the sovereign rights of other States, and shall see to it that the
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conditions obtaining in their territory do not pose a threat to interna
tional peace and security.

(h) They shall respect the principle that no State or group of States 
has the right to intervene either directly or indirectly through the use 
of arms or any other form of interference in the internal or external 
affairs of another State.

(i) They shall respect the right of all peoples to self-determination 
free from outside intervention or coercion by refraining from the 
threat or the direct or covert use of force to disrupt the national unity 
and territorial integrity of any other State.

Chapter II

C o m m itm e n ts  W i t h  R e g a r d  t o  P o l i t i c a l  M a t t e r s  

Section 1. Commitments with Regard to Regional Detente and Confidence-Building

The Parties undertake:
3. To promote mutual trust by every means at their disposal and to 

refrain from any action which might disturb peace and security in the 
Central American region;

4. To refrain from issuing or promoting propaganda in support of 
violence or war, and hostile propaganda against any Central American 
Government, and to abide by and foster the principles of peaceful 
coexistence and friendly co-operation;

5. Towards that end, their respective governmental authorities shall:

(a) Avoid any oral or written statement which might aggravate the 
situation of conflict in the area;

(b) Urge the mass media to help to promote understanding and co
operation between peoples of the region;

(c) Promote increased contacts between their peoples and a better 
knowledge of each other's peoples through co-operation in all spheres 
relating to education, science, technology and culture;

(d) Consider together future action and mechaiusms for bringing 
about and solidifying a climate of stable and lasting peace;

6. Join together in seeking a regional settlement which will eliminate 
the causes of tension in Central America by safeguarding the inalien
able rights of its peoples from foreign pressure and interests.

• • • • • • •

Chapter III

C o m m itm en ts  W it h  R eg a rd  to  S ecu rity  M atters

In conformity with the obligations they have contracted in accord
ance with international law, the Parties assume the following commit
ments:
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Section 1. Commitments With Regard to Military Manoeuvres

16. To comply with the following provisions as regards the holding 
of military manoeuvres:

(a) When national or joint military manoeuvres are held in areas less 
than 30 (thirty) kilometres from the frontier, the appropriate prior no
tification to the neighbouring countries and the Verification and Con
trol Commission, mentioned in Part II of this Act, shall be made at 
least 30 (thirty) days beforehand.

(b) The notification shall contain the following information;

(1) Name;
(2) Purpose;
(3) Participating forces;
(4) Geographical location;
(5) Timetable;
(6) Equipment and weapons to be used.

Invitations shall be issued to observers from neighbouring 
countries.

17. To prohibit the holding of international military manoeuvres in 
their respective territories. Any manoeuvre of this kind which is cur
rently under way shall be suspended within a period of not more than 
thirty days after the signing of this Act.

Section 2. Commitments With Regard to Armaments

18. To halt the arms race in all its forms, and begin immediately 
negotiations on the control and reduction of the current inventory of 
weapons and the number of troops under arms;

19. Not to introduce new weapons systems that alter the quality or 
quantity of current inventories of war materiel,

20. Not to introduce, possess or use chemical, biological, radiological 
or other weapons which may be deemed to be excessively injurious or 
to have indiscriminate effects;

21. To send to the Verification and Control Commission their re
spective current inventories of weapons, installations and troops under 
arms within a period of not more than 30 (thirty) days from the date 
of the signing of this Act. The inventories shall be prepared in accord
ance with the definitions and basic criteria agreed on in the Annex 
and in paragraph 21 of this section. On receiving the inventories, the 
Commission shall carry out within a period of not more than 30 days 
the technical studies that will be used for the purpose of setting 
maximum limits for the military development of the States of the 
region, taking into account their national security interests, and of 
halting the arms race.

On the basis of the foregoing, the Parties agree on the following 
implementation stages:
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First stage: Once they have submitted their respective inventories, the 
Parties shall acquire no more military materiel. The moratorium shall 
continue until limits are agreed on in the following stage.
Second stage: The Parties shall establish within a maximum period of 
thirty days limits for the following types of armaments: fighter aircraft 
and helicopters, tanks and armoured vehicles, artillery, short- , 
medium- and long-range rockets and guided missiles and launching 
equipment, ships or vessels that are of a military nature or can be used 
for military purposes.
Third stage: Once the preceding stage has been completed and within 
a period of not more than thirty days, the Parties shall establish limits 
for military forces and for installations that can be used in military ac
tions.
Fourth stage: The Parties may begin negotiations concerning those mat
ters with which it is considered essential to deal. Notwithstanding the 
foregoing, the Parties may, by mutual agreement, change the periods set 
for the negotiation and establishment of limits.

22. The following basic criteria shall determine the levels of military 
development of the Central American States, in accordance with the 
requirements of stability and security in the region:

(a) No armed institution shall have as a political objective the pur
suit of hegemony over the other forces considered individually;

(b̂  The definition of national security shall take into account the 
level of economic and social development attained at a given time, and 
the level which it is desired to attain;

(c) For the purpose of formulating that definition, studies shall be 
carried out covering the following aspects in a comprehensive manner:

(1) Perception of the internal and external security needs of the 
State;

(2) Area of the territory;
(3) Population;
(4) Nation-wide distribution of economic resources, infrastruc

ture and population;
(5) Range and characteristics of land and sea boundaries;
(6) Military expenditure in relation to gross domestic product 

(GDP);
(7) Military budget in relation to public expenditure and other 

social indicators;
(8) Geographical features and position, and geopolitical situa

tion;
(9) Level of advanced military technology suited to the region.

23. To initiate constitutional procedures so as to be in a position to 
sign, ratify or accede to treaties and other international agreements on 
disarmament, if they have not already done so.

Section 3. Commitments With Regard to Foreign Military Bases

24. Not to authorize the installation in their respective territories of 
foreign bases or foreign military schools.
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25. To close down any foreign bases or foreign military schools in 
their respective territories within six months of the signing of this Act.

Section 4. Commitments With Regard to Foreign Military Advisers

16. To provide the Verification and Control Commission with a list 
of any foreign military advisers or other foreign elements participating 
in military and security activities in their territory, within 30 days of 
the signing of this Act. In the preparation of the list, the definitions 
contained in the annex shall be taken into account.

27. With a view to the removal of foreign military advisers and 
other foreign elements, to set a timetable for phased withdrawals, 
including the immediate withdrawal of any advisers performing oper
ational and training functions. To that end, the studies and recommen
dations of the Verification and Control Commission shall be taken 
into account.

28. As for advisers performing technical functions related to the 
installation and maintenance of military equipment, a control register 
shall be maintained in accordance with the terms laid down in the 
respective contracts or agreements. On the basis of that register, the 
Verification and Control Commission shall seek to set reasonable 
limits on the number of such advisers.

Section 5. Commitments With Regard to the Traffic in Arms

29. To stop the flow of arms, within and outside the region, towards 
persons, organizations, irregular forces or armed bands trying to desta
bilize the Governments of the States Parties.

30. To establish for that purpose internal control mechanisms at 
airports, landing strips, harbours, terminals and border crossings, on 
roads, air routes, sea lanes and waterways, and at any other point or in 
any other area likely to be used for the traffic in arms.

31. On the basis of presumption or established facts, to report any 
violations to the Verification and Control Commission, with sufficient 
evidence to enable it to carry out the necessary investigation and 
submit such conclusions and recommendations as it may consider 
useful. Whenever appropriate, the following elements, among others, 
shall be taken into account for the purpose of establishing the facts:

(a) Source of the arms traffic;
(b) Persons involved;
(c) Type of armaments, munitions, equipment and other military 

supplies;
(d) Extraregional means of transport;
(e) Extraregional transport routes;
(f) Storage bases for arms, munitions, equipment and other military 

supplies;
(g) Areas and routes in the intraregional traffic;
(h) International means of transport;
(i) Receiving unit.
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Section 6. Commitments With Regard to the Prohibition of Support for Irregular 
Forces

32. To refrain from giving any political, military, financial or other 
support to individuals, groups, irregular forces or armed bands advo
cating the overthrow or destabilization of other Governments, and to 
prevent, by all means at their disposal, the use of their territory for 
attacks on another State or for the organization of attacks, acts of 
sabotage, kidnappings or criminal activities in the territory of another 
State.

33. To exercise strict control over their respective borders, with a 
view to preventing their own territory from being used to carry out 
any military action against a neighbouring State.

34. To disarm and remove from the border area any group or 
irregular force identified as being responsible for acts against a neigh
bouring state.

35. To dismantle, and deny the use of, installations, equipment and 
facilities providing logistical support or serving operational functions 
in their territory, if the latter is used for acts against neighbouring 
Governments.

Section 7. Commitments With Regard to Terrorism, Subversion or Sabotage

36. To refrain from giving political, military, financial or any other 
support for acts of subversion, terrorism or sabotage intended to de
stabilize Governments of the region.

37. To refrain from organizing, instigating or participating in acts of 
terrorism, subversion or sabotage in another State, or acquiescing in 
organized activities within their territory directed towards the commis
sion of such acts.

38. To abide by the following treaties and international agreements:

(a) The Hague Convention for the Suppression of Unlawful Seizure 
of Aircraft; ^

(b) The Convention to prevent and punish the acts of terrorism 
taking the form of crimes against persons and related extortion that 
are of international significance; ^

(c) The Convention for the Suppression of Unlawful Acts against 
the Safety of Civil Aviation; ^

(d) The Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of Crimes 
against Internationally Protected Persons, including Diplomatic 
Agents; ®

(e) The International Convention against the Taking of Hostages.*^

39. To initiate constitutional procedures so as to be in a position to 
sign, ratify or accede to the treaties and international agreements

3 22 UST 1641; TIAS 7192 
 ̂27 UST 3949; TIAS 8413.

5 24 UST 564; TIAS 7570.
6 28 UST 1975; TIAS 8532.

International Legal Materials, vol. XVIII, pp. 1456 ff.
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referred to in the preceding paragraph, if they have not already done 
so.

40. To respect the commitments referred to in this section, without 
prejudice to compliance with treaties and other international agree
ments relating to diplomatic and territorial asylum.

41. To prevent in their respective territories participation in criminal 
acts committed by individuals belonging to foreign terrorist groups or 
organizations. To that end, they shall strengthen co-operation between 
the competent migration offices and police departments and between 
the corresponding civilian authorities.

Section 8. Commitments With Regard to Direct Communications Systems

42. To establish a regional communications system which guarantees 
immediate and timely liaison between the competent government and 
military authorities with a view to preventing incidents.

43. To establish Joint Security Commissions in order to prevent and 
settle conflicts between neighbouring States.

PART II

C o m m itm en ts  W it h  R eg a rd  t o  E x ecu tio n  a n d  F o l l o w - U p

The Parties decide to establish the following mechanisms for the 
purpose of executing and following up the commitments contained in 
this Act:

1. Ad Hoc Committee for Evaluation and Follow-up of Commitments concerning 
Political and Refugee Matters

(a) Composition

The Committee shall be composed of five (5) persons of recog
nized competence and impartiality, proposed by the States mem
bers of the Contadora Group and accepted by common agreement 
by the Parties. The members of the Committee must be of a na
tionality different from those of the Parties.

(b) Functions

The Committee shall receive and evaluate the reports which the 
Parties undertake to submit on the ways in which they have pro
ceeded to implement commitments with regard to national recon
ciliation, human rights, electoral processes and refugees.

In addition, the Committee shall be open to any communica
tions on these subjects, transmitted for their information by orga
nizations or individuals, which might contribute useful data for 
evaluation.

On the basis of the aforesaid data, the Committee shall prepare 
a periodic report which, in addition to the evaluation, shall con
tain proposals and recommendations for improving implementa-
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tion of the commitments. This report shall be submitted to the 
Parties and to the Governments of the Contadora Group.

(c) Rules of procedures

The Committee shall draw up its own rules of procedure, which 
it shall make known to the Parties.

2. Verification and Control Commission for Security Matters

(a) Composition

The Commission shall be composed of:

—Four Commissioners, representing States of recognized impar
tiality and having a genuine interest in contributing to the solu
tion of the Central American crisis, proposed by the Contadora 
Group and accepted by the Parties, with the right to participate 
in decisions of the Commission. Co-ordination of the work of 
the Commission shall be by rotation.

—A Latin American Executive Secretary appointed by the Conta
dora Group by common agreement with the Parties, with the 
right to participate in the decisions of the Commission, who 
shall be responsible for its ongoing operation.

—A representative of the Secretary-General of the United Nations 
and a representative of the Secretary-General of the Organiza
tion of American States, as observers.

(b) Establishment

The Commission shall be established not more than thirty (30) 
days after the signing of this Act.

(c) Fimctions

—To receive current inventories of armaments, installations and 
troops under arms of the Parties, prepared in accordance with the 
provisions of the Annex.

—To carry out technical studies to be used to establish maxi
mum limits for the military development of the Parties in the 
region in accordance with the basic criteria established in commit
ment 22 of this Act.

—To verify that no new weapons are introduced which would 
qualitatively and quantitatively alter current inventories, and to 
verify the non-use of weapons prohibited in this Act.

—To establish a register of all commercial transfers of weapons 
carried out by the Parties, including donations and other transac
tions carried out in the framework of military assistance agree
ments with other Governments.

—To verify the dismantling of foreign military installations, in 
accordance with the provisions of this Act.

—To receive the census of foreign military advisers and to 
verify their withdrawal in accordance with the agreed timetable.

—To verify compliance with this Act in respect of traffic in 
arms and to consider any reports of non-compliance. For that pur
pose, the following criteria shall be taken into account:
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(1) Origin of the arms traffic: this criterion calls for determination 
of the port or airport of embarkation of the arms, munitions, 
equipment or other military supplies intended for the Central 
American region.

(2) Personnel involved: persons, groups or organizations partici
pating in the organization and conduct of the traffic in arms, 
including the participation of Governments or their representa
tives.

(3) Type of weapon, munitions, equipment or other military sup
plies: describing, under this heading, the category of weapons, 
their calibre and the country of manufacture, if the country of 
origin is not the same as the country of manufacture, and the 
quantities of each type of weapon, munitions, equipment or 
other military supplies.

(4) Means of transport: listing the means of land, maritime or air 
transport, including the nationality.

(5) Extraregional transport routes: indicating the traffic routes 
used before arrival in Central American territory, including 
stops or intermediate destinations.

(6) Bases for the storage of weapons, munitions, equipment and 
other military supplies.

(7) Intraregional traffic areas and routes: describing the areas and 
routes and participation or consent by Governments or govern
mental or political sectors, for the conduct of the traffic in 
arms, including frequency of use of these areas and routes.

(8) International means of transport: specifying the means of 
transport used, the ownership of the vehicles and the facilities 
provided by Governments or governmental or political sectors, 
indicating whether war materiel is being unloaded by clandestine 
flights, whether packages are being dropped by parachute or 
whether small launches, loaded on the high seas, are being 
used.

(9) Receiving unit: determining the identity of the persons, groups 
or organizations receiving the weapons.

—To verify compliance with this Act with regard to irregular 
forces and the non-use of their own territory in destabilizing ac
tions against another State, and to consider any reports in that 
connection.

—To verify compliance with the procedures for notification of 
national or joint military manoeuvres provided for in this Act.

(d) Rules and procedures

—The Commission shall receive any duly substantiated report  ̂
concerning violations of the security commitments assumed under 
this Act, shall communicate it to the Parties involved and shall ini
tiate such investigations as it deems appropriate.

—The Commission shall carry out its investigations by making 
on-site inspections, gathering testimony and using any other pro
cedure which it deems necessary for the performance of its func
tions.
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—In the event of any reports of violations or of non-compli- 
ance with the security commitments of this Act, the Commission 
shall prepare a report containing recommendations addressed to 
the Parties involved.

—The Commission shall transmit all its reports to the Central 
American Ministers for Foreign Affairs.

—The Commission shall be accorded every facility and prompt 
and full co-operation by the Parties for the appropriate perform
ance of its functions. It shall also ensure the confidentiality of all 
information elicited or received in the course of its investigations.

(e) Rules of procedure
After the Commission is established it shall draw up its own 

rules of procedure and shall make them known to the Parties.

• • • • • • •

PART III 

F i n a l  P r o v i s io n s

1. The commitments made by the Parties in this Act are of a legal 
nature and are therefore binding.

2. This Act shall be ratified in accordance with the constitutional 
procedures established in each of the Central American States. The 
instruments of ratification shall be deposited with the Governments of 
the States members of the Contadora Group.

3. This Act shall enter into force when the five Central American 
signatory States have deposited their instruments of ratification.

4. The Parties, as from the date of signature, shall refrain from any 
acts which would serve to frustrate the object and purpose of this Act.

5. Thirty (30) days after the date of signature of this Act, the 
machinery referred to in Part II shall enter into operation on a provi
sional basis. The Parties shall take the necessary measures, before the 
end of that period, to ensure such provisional operation.

6. Any dispute concerning the interpretation or application of this 
Act which cannot be settled through the machinery provided for in 
Part II of this Act, shall be referred to the Ministers for Foreign Affairs 
of the Parties for consideration and a decision, requiring a unanimous 
vote in favour.

7. Should the dispute continue, it shall be referred to the Ministers 
for Foreign Affairs of the Contadora Group, who shall meet at the 
request of any of the Parties.

8. The Ministers for Foreign Affairs of the States forming the Con
tadora Group shall use their good offices to enable the parties con
cerned to resolve the specific situation brought to their attention. 
After this venue has been tried, they may suggest another peaceful 
means of settlement of the dispute, in accordance with Article 33 of 
the Charter of the United Nations, and article 24 of the Charter of the 
Organization of American States.
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9. This Act shall not be subject to reservation.
10. This Act shall be registered by the Parties with the Secretary- 

General of the United Nations and with the Secretary-General of the 
Organization of American States in accordance with Article 102 of the 
Charter of the United Nations, and article 118 of the Charter of the 
Organization of American States. Done in the Spanish language, in nine 
original copies, at . . . , on . . . 1984.

A^dditignal P ro to co l  t o  th e  C o n t a d o r a  A ct o n  P eace a n d  C o -  

O per a tio n  IN C en tra l  A m erica

The Undersigned Plenipotentiaries, invested with full powers by their 
respective Governments:

Convinced that the effective co-operation of the international commu
nity is necessary to guarantee the full force, effectiveness and viability 
of the Contadora Act on Peace and Co-operation in Central America 
adopted by the countries of that region.

Have agreed as follows:

1. To refrain from any acts which would serve to frustrate the 
object and purpose of the Act.

2. To co-operate with the Central American States on the terms 
they request by mutual consent, in order to achieve the object and 
purpose of the Act.

3. To lend all support to the Verification and Control Commission 
for Security Matters in the performance of its functions, when the 
Parties so require.

4. This Protocol shall be open to signature by all States desiring to 
contribute to peace and co-operation in Central America. It shall be 
signed in the presence of any of the Depositary Governments of the 
Act.

5. This Protocol shall enter into force for each signatory State on the 
date on which it has been signed by all of them.

6. This Protocol shall be deposited with the Governments of the 
States which comprise the Contadora Group.

7. This Protocol shall not be subject to reservation.
8. This Protocol shall be registered with the United Nations Secre

tariat in accordance with Article 102 of the United Nations Charter.
Done in the Spanish language, in four original copies, 

at . . .  on . . .  , 1984.

For the Government of Colombia For the Government of Mexico 

For the Government of Venezuela For the Government of Panama
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175. S ta tem ent by  the  U.S. R epresen ta tive  (Etzold) to  the  
Review Conference of the  C onvention on the  Prohibi
tion of Military or A ny O ther Hostile Use of Environ
m ental Modification Techniques, S ep tem ber 11, 1984 ^

Mr. President and distinguished delegates, it is a privilege for me to 
address you on behalf of the United States delegation to the First 
Review Conference of the Convention on the Prohibition of Military 
or any other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques. ̂  
In the interest of effective use of our time, to which you have called 
attention, I shall confine by brief remarks to the immediate purpose of 
this conference.

Albert Due De Broglie observed, ^'Diplomacy is the most ingenious 
contrivance ever discovered by civilization to prevent international 
relations from being governed entirely by force." We all share this 
commitment to pursuing non-violent solutions to the world's prob
lems. But the United States has a special interest in this treaty's 
contribution to furthering peaceful international relations. It partici
pated from the start in the preparation of a draft text, and in the 
subsequent negotiation in the Conference of the Committee on Disar
mament that brought the Environmental Modification Convention into 
being. The United States continues to have an especially strong inter
est in maintaining the effectiveness of the convention and increasing 
the number of its adherents.

The Environmental Modification Convention represents an impor
tant step forward. In the 1970s a number of individuals and groups in 
different coimtries of the world had the vision to anticipate that 
technology in the area of environmental modification, while undevel
oped, could someday pose a serious threat to the environment and to 
mankind. Foremost among these individuals in my country was Sena
tor Claiborne Pell, who urged that the United States Government do 
whatever it could to achieve international agreement on limiting the 
use of such technology before it could be effective and, therefore, 
tempting to employ. Subsequently, the United States and the Soviet 
Union tabled identical drafts of a convention in the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament.^ After careful consideration and revi
sions in that body, and following endorsement by the United Nations 
General Assembly,'^ the treaty was opened to signature in May 1977.

This was a signal accomplishment in preventive arms control. The 
Environmental Modification Convention has effectively precluded 
misapplication of developing technology. It has limited the scope of 
weapons that combatants might use against one another, and it has 
protected the members of the world community against the environ-

'  ACDA fUes.
2 The convention is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 322-326.
3 Ibid., 1975, pp. 385-388.
4 Ihil, 1976, pp. 924-930.
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mental harm that would attend such use. This is surely an important 
diplomatic achievement.

In assessing the operation of this forward-looking convention, I am 
confident that this will be a constructive meeting, dealing with the 
business at hand, and allowing ample opportunity for the free ex
change of opinions relating to the subject of this conference. I look 
forward to this exchange, and trust that we will be able to complete 
our examination and report our findings in a businesslike, yet amica
ble, manner. Under the leadership of our President, Ambassador Kor- 
honen of Finland, and with the support of all participants, this will 
surely be possible.

Let me now offer some preliminary views on behalf of the United 
States regarding the operation of the Environmental Modification 
Convention and its major provisions. I am happy to observe that since 
the convention entered into force, no complaint has been lodged with 
the despositary regarding its operation or breach of its provisions. The 
United States takes this as a welcome sign that the Environmental 
Modification Convention has operated effectively. This should come 
as no surprise. At the time the convention was before our Senate for 
its consent to ratification, U.S. officials stated that they expected it to 
be an effective instrument in eliminating all significant hostile or 
military use of environmental modification techniques.

Initially, not all states shared this expectation. You will recall that 
some voiced concern that the so-called "threshold" provision of Arti
cle I would weaken the effectiveness of the convention. Their fear was 
that some environmental modification techniques could and would be 
used for military or hostile purposes so long as their effects were not 
widespread, long-lasting or severe. However, by virtue of the careful 
construction of Article I, and activities which might fall beneath the 
threshold would, by definition, offer no significant military advantage 
to a state attempting to exploit environmental modification tech
niques. In the view of the United States, this formulation struck the 
correct balance, providing effective prohibition of all significant mili
tary or hostile uses of environmental modification techniques, rather 
than seeking to impose a prohibition that might erode the treaty's 
effectiveness by opening the way to frivolous complaints.

In diplomacy, as in so many other endeavors, excessive attention to 
processes may obscure objectives. To date, the objective of this treaty 
has been met. It is evident that Article I provisions have been effec
tive, and that any fear that there might be a loophole in the treaty has 
proven groundless. Consequently, the United States believes that no 
changes are necessary to the scope of the prohibition contained in 
Article I of the convention. Nevertheless, since one of our specific 
obligations of this review conference is to examine the effectiveness of 
Article I in eliminating the dangers of military or any other hostile use 
of environmental modification techniques, we are interested in hearing 
a full discussion of this issue. We anticipate that this discussion will
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reveal that the parties generally share our conclusion regarding the 
effectiveness of Article I.

Let us now turn our attention to another important provision, the 
as-yet untested mechanism of Article V for consultation and for deal
ing with complaints arising under the convention. The United States 
view during the initial negotiations leading to this treaty was that the 
provisions of Article V would be adequate and effective for the pur
poses of this particular convention. These provisions were especially 
constructed to meet the requirements for consultation and consider
ation of complaints that might arise under this convention's ban on 
the use of environmental modification techniques. We see no reason 
to change this view or to alter Article V, especially inasmuch as no 
complaints have been raised and no deficiencies in its operation have 
been brought to light. Of course, we will be interested in hearing the 
views of other delegations concerning this article.

According to the provisions of the convention itself, our conference 
should review the effectiveness of the treaty's overall operation. In 
efforts such as this, it is sometimes easy to confuse change with 
progress, by thinking that change must somehow be for the better. 
One old soldier wrote long ago that he and his colleagues trained 
hard, but it seemed that every time they were beginning to form up 
into teams they would be reorganized. He wrote that he learned 
". . . later in life that we tend to meet any new situation by reorga
nizing, and a wonderful method it can be for creating the illusion of 
progress." Like this old soldier, Petronius Arbiter, writing in 66 A.D., 
we should display the good sense to leave "well-enough" alone.

In one respect, however, my government does see some room for 
improvement. Even though the recent and welcome decisions by 
Sweden, Australia, and New Zealand to adhere to the convention have 
raised the number of parties to 45, it is still disappointing that no 
more States have joined the convention. As a practical matter, we 
know that governments find it more difficult to take actions than to 
take positions. Indeed, the great scholar Meister Eckardt long ago 
advised that "in silence one can best preserve his integrity." Yet the 
opportunity to do something that is conspicuously right obliges one to 
act. Here, through universal adherence to this convention, there is the 
opportunity to accomplish our most fundamental purpose in this 
treaty—to end the threat of environmental warfare. My government is 
determined that through our collective actions we bring the world to 
understand and appreciate this potential.

Let me conclude by asking what can be accomplished here during 
our two weeks of deliberations. First, as we all agree, we must fulfill 
the terms of the convention by reviewing its operation and assessing 
its effectiveness. In this, I believe that we will come to share in the 
view that this convention is working well. But there is a larger oppor
tunity—a chance to accomplish something more. One of our goals is 
to encourage more states to adhere to the convention. Our work and 
findings in this review conference will reveal to the States that are not
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yet parties, whether we believe that the convention is worthwhile and 
effective. My government is eager to convince the onlooking world 
community of the convention's validity and benefits, and thus to 
encourage them to become parties.

Mr. President, if we accept this challenge, then we certainly have a 
great deal of work to do in the interest of producing a successful 
outcome in this proceeding.

176. S ta tem ent by  the  D eputy A ssis tan t Secretary  of S tate  
for Science an d  Technology A ffairs (H orner) Before 
the  S enate  Committee on Foreign Relations: East- 
W est C ooperation  in O uter Space, S ep tem ber 13, 
1984 1

I appreciate the opportunity to discuss with the Foreign Relations 
Committee today the Department of State's views on S.J. Resolution 
236 ''Relating to cooperative East-West ventures in space as an alter
native to a space arms race". As you know, the United States has 
recently made several proposals to establish a better working relation
ship with the Soviet Union, including a simulated space rescue mis
sion. Before describing that proposal and the State Department's views 
on the provisions of S.J. Res. 236, I would like to offer some observa
tions on the nature of past efforts in outer space with the Soviet 
Union.

In a three-year period from 1972 to 1974 eleven separate agreements 
were signed between the United States and the Soviet Union which 
provided for cooperation in a variety of fields. There was one general 
agreement, the Agreement for Cooperation in the Fields of Science and 
Technology, otherwise known as the S&T Agreement  ̂ and ten other 
agreements targetted at specific areas of interest. Not the least of these 
was the Space Agreement.^ The ApoUo-Soyuz project was one of the 
cooperative efforts under the Space Agreement. The logic behind the 
development of all eleven agreements was that they would be benefi
cial to the United States by providing us with scientific gains, while 
guarding against inequality of benefit. In a sense, formalized govem- 
ment-to-govemment sponsored exchanges with the Soviet Union in 
the scientific field were very much a part of the detente diplomacy in 
the early seventies.

The high point of the bilateral agreements occurred in 1975 as the 
volume of exchanges reached 2,284 individual visits both ways and 
the Apollo-Soyuz mission became a reality in July of that year. The 
year 1979, however, marked a downturn in the volume of exchanges

'  East-West Cooperation in Outer Space: Hearing . . on S.J. Res. 236, a Joint Resolution Relating 
to Cooperative East-West Ventures in Space as an Alternative to a Space Arms Race, pp. 69-75.

2 23 UST 856; TIAS 7346.
3 23 UST 867; TIAS 7347.
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under the agreements. Relations between the United States and the 
Soviet Union were becoming more strained and many American scien
tists boycotted the exchanges because of the 1978 trials of Yuriy Orlov 
and Anatoliy Sharanskiy. The most destructive blow to the exchanges 
came, however, with the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. Following 
the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan and the subsequent internal 
exile of Andrei Sakharov over his protest of that event, we cut back 
our cooperative science and technology exchanges with the Soviet 
Union significantly. In 1982, in response to Soviet endorsement of 
Polish repression, we allowed three bilateral agreements to lapse, in
cluding the one on space, thus suspending the formal cooperative 
relationship in this area.

The first observation I wish to make about the nature of our experi
ences to date in this area is that, in the Department of State's view, 
cooperative projects in space have not had any direct influence on 
Soviet geopolitical and military aims. For example, the Apollo-Soyuz 
project did nothing to restrain the Soviet Union's adventurism in 
Angola, or the invasion of Afghanistan or to prevent the massive and 
unprecedented buildup in Soviet strategic arms which took place in 
the 1970's. It did nothing to prevent—and I think this is particularly 
relevant to the Committee's consideration of S.J. Res. 236—the testing 
and deployment of the Soviet anti-satellite weapon system in the 
same period.

The Department believes that cooperative projects in space must be 
carefully formulated in the context of our overall relations with the 
Soviets; they are not separable. As the President remarked in his June
27, 1984 speech to participants in the Smithsonian's Conference on 
U.S.-Soviet Exchanges, when Soviet actions threaten the peace or 
trample on standards fundamental to the civilized world, the United 
States cannot be silent; we must have ways short of military threats 
that make it clear to Soviet authorities that their actions do matter and 
that some actions inevitably affect the quality of bilateral relations."^

Nevertheless, U.S. reactions do lead to a decrease in contacts with 
the people and government of the Soviet Union and this is a dilemma 
for the United States. It is a dilemma that is not easily resolved.

Thus, while the United States deplores violations of the human 
rights provisions of the Helsinki Final Act ® and the plight of Dr. 
Sakharov, Yelena Bonner and other courageous people in the Soviet 
Union, the United States also wants a better working relationship with 
the Soviet Union. The Department of State has made it clear to the 
Soviet Union on numerous occasions that only when there is an 
improvement in Soviet behavior can our relationship deepen. Never
theless, the United States has encouraged the Soviet Union to join 
with us in a major effort to establish a better working relationship

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, July 2, 1984, p. 945.
® The act is printed in the Department of State Bulletin, September 1, 1975, pp. 323 f f t h e  

arms control portions may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304-308.
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with each other, and we have made comprehensive and specific pro
posals to improve the U.S./Soviet dialogue, including in the area of 
space where we have proposed a joint simulated space rescue mission, 
one of the areas noted in SJ. Res. 236 for potential cooperation.

This proposal we have made envisages cooperation between NASA 
and Soviet space officials on a joint simulated space rescue mission. A 
Space Shuttle would rendezvous with the Soviet space station to 
practice procedures that might be necessary to rescue each other's 
personnel, though details of the proposal would have to be worked 
out. In response, the Soviets chose not to address the substance of the 
proposal, but made clear they did not consider substantive discussion 
appropriate for the time being at least.

SJ. 236 makes specific reference to the desirability of reviving the 
space agreement. Given the Soviet attitude toward the simulated space 
rescue proposal, I believe that it would be premature to address the 
possibility of a new overall space agreement or even project-specific 
agreements between our two governments. We would, of course, first 
have to discuss with the Soviets the feasibility of any expanded 
program. Also, we would not want to commit ourselves to joint 
undertakings which might have changing relevance to the interests of 
our space program over the next several years. The American scientific 
community has not lost interest in cooperating with its Soviet counter
parts in space research. Both governments continued active support of 
cooperation as recently as December 1983 when a joint biosatellite 
mission was undertaken. This type of research—in space biology and 
medicine—is an example of the arenas available for joint endeavors.

Naturally, any cooperative project should be scientifically sound and 
technically valid, should draw on unique Soviet capabilities in this 
area, and should be carefully designed to avoid inappropriate technol
ogy transfer in order to meet our objective of equality, mutual benefit 
and reciprocity in our S&T interactions. Thus, the contributions each 
side is to make to a cooperative program must be carefully evaluated 
and kept in balance and the work must be carefully monitored to 
ensure that each side is keeping its commitment scrupulously. The 
closed nature of Soviet society, to which we seek access through 
cooperative activities, is asymmetrical when compared with our open 
society, and can produce problems for us in bilateral undertakings. We 
have to guard against inequality of benefit.

From the Department's point of view, nothing is more worthy of 
our attention than finding ways to establish better communication 
with the people and the goverrunent of the Soviet Union. We believe 
that cooperation in outer space could offer some unique opportunities 
if structured along the lines I have just described. We also believe that 
we have a very sound, and mutually beneficial proposal on a space 
rescue mission before the Soviet Union for its consideration—and we 
remain hopeful that they will eventually see the merit in that propos
al.
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This does not mean that we have forgotten Afghanistan or other 
actions by the Soviet Union which have led to the downgrading of 
bilateral cooperation between our two countries. We will continue to 
demonstrate our deep opposition to and concern over such actions. At 
the same time, both we and the Soviet Union have a stake in placing 
our bilateral relationships on a sounder footing. Through the various 
proposals noted in the President's June 27th statement, we have again 
demonstrated the willingness of the United States to establish a better 
relationship with the Soviet Union. In the Department of State's judg
ment the balanced, step-by-step approach outlined in that statement is 
the approach most likely to produce the meaningful results we all 
desire.

177. N ews Conference Remarks by A m bassado r Kampel- 
man: Conference on Confidence- and  Security-Build- 
ing M easures and  Disarm am ent in Europe [Extracts], 
Sep tem ber 14, 1984 ^

Q: Do you see a contradiction between your mission criticizing the 
Soviet Union and President Reagan's attempt to improve relations 
with the Soviets, for example, in meeting Foreign Minister Gromyko?

A : I find no difficulty in that, and its a good question. I look upon 
the meetings between President Reagan and Minister Gromyko as a 
very positive sign, but the fact that they are holding meetings and, I 
hope, moving toward greater understanding does not change the deep 
nature, the fundamental problems that separate us and that have 
caused difficulties between us. It's a serious mistake for any of us to 
assume that, important as dialogue may be and as positive as dialogue 
may be and as indispensable as dialogue may be, to assume that 
talking alone solves problems. I think talking is an important step 
toward the solution of problems. But we must never forget that the 
problems are there, and what I am highlighting is what I consider to 
be one of the most serious irritants in the East-West picture. It is 
important for us to clarify the existence of that irritant and to face it 
and to discuss it if it is ever going to be dealt with. You can't ever 
expect these irritants to be taken care of if they are ignored; they're 
swept under the rug. I want to make it very clear we look upon the 
meeting of September 28 with hope. I certainly look upon it as an 
extremely positive step, and I would hope that it is the beginning of a 
dialogue which will lead to agreements.

• • • • • • •

1 ACDA files.
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Q: Since the right to live is the most fundamental human right and 
nuclear weapons pose the greatest threat to life on earth, should not 
limitations on the use of nuclear weapons be the first business of this 
Stockholm Conference?

A: No. Let me say that I am one of those people who believe that 
one of the greatest human rights is the right to live. This is regrettably 
not fully understood by Soviet authorities, which is part of the misun
derstandings that exist between us. But our commitment is to peace, 
peace with dignity, but peace. Now, let me say a word about this 
meeting and your question. The mandate for the Stockholm meeting 
was written in Madrid, and I played a major role in preparing that 
mandate. We had a discussion on difference of opinion with Soviet 
authorities, the West and East in Madrid. The Soviet authorities made 
it clear to us that what they would like to emphasize are what they 
are today calling ''political issues", but which at that time were being 
called ''declaratory statements". The rest of us said no, that is mean
ingless. For example, one of the great pushers here is non-use of force. 
We say that is in the United Nations Charter. We subscribe to that, 
and, indeed, the United States, as a member of NATO, has signed a 
treaty which says non-use of force also. The NATO Treaty is a non
use of all force, whether it's nuclear force or conventional force. 
NATO is a defensive treaty, and it specifically says that we will only 
react defensively and not aggressively. So what we were looking for in 
the West, and what we achieved in the mandate, was a conference 
that would deal with a question of surprise military attack by agreeing 
upon confidence-building measures. The confidence-building measures 
that we had had after Helsinki provided for notification. If there are 
maneuvers over a certain size, the state engaging in those maneuvers 
should notify the other states so there is no nervousness, no concern. 
Indeed, we hoped they would invite them to participate as witnesses 
to minimize the risk of surprise military attack. And the Western 
position in Stockholm remains the same. It was the NNA position as 
well, and it was the position reflected in the mandate which says let's 
deal with verifiable measures, militarily significant measures with 
some degree of political obligation. The extent to which we don't deal 
with those subjects but deal with declarations that we would call 
propaganda declarations that we have already agreed to in the United 
Nations Charter and elsewhere, we are avoiding the serious question 
of surprise military attack. That is why you will find the West here in 
Stockholm insisting as they did in Madrid. We have got to deal with 
serious subjects and to say non-use of force doesn't give you a verifia
ble detailed programmatic undertaking. We don't like the idea of 
diverting our energies away from it, which explains the difference. It 
would be a mistake therefore to declare or to assume that because we 
are interested in dealing specifically with surprise military attack ques
tions, that we are renouncing our commitment to the non-use of force; 
that commitment is there; we don't need Stockholm for that.

Document 177



ENMOD REVIEW DECLARATION, SEPTEMBER 20 685

Q: Why won't the United States join the Soviet Union and pledge 
not to be the first to use nuclear weapons? That would immediately 
increase confidence and reduce tensions.

A : What the Soviet Union is afraid of is the following: The Soviet 
Union has a very significant advantage in conventional weapons on 
the European continent. Our interest is in deterring the Soviets from 
using that conventional advantage in order to impose its will on other 
European countries, just as they have imposed their will on a number 
of European countries in the past. We don't want that to extend itself. 
We could go ahead and massively engage in conventional armaments, 
since our purpose is deterrence, not winning anything, but discourag
ing them from doing so. Many years ago the West and NATO decided 
that the nuclear alternative was a deterrent. Everybody knows that the 
realistic existence of nuclear power, nuclear arms, is not for use, but 
for preventing use, and if we should say and mean it that under no 
circumstances will we ever, and let's assume that under no circum
stances we will ever, but if we should say so, and the Soviets believe 
it, then no longer are there any restraints on their use of conventional 
armaments to impose their will on the rest of Europe. You can take 
events, and you can distort them out of reality and use them for 
propaganda, but that's the reality, and under no circumstances will the 
cause of peace be advanced if the Soviet Union has no restraint on its 
use of power. Regrettably, the rest of the world has learned that the 
Soviet Union is willing to use its massive power when it can get away 
with it.

178. Final Declaration of the  First Review Conference of 
the  Parties to  the  C onvention on the  Prohibition of 
Military or A ny O ther Hostile Use of Environmental 
Modification Techniques, S ep tem ber 20, 1984 ^

, The States Parties to the Convention on the Prohibition of Military 
or Any Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques, 
having met in Geneva 10-20 September 1984 under the provisions of 
Article VIII to review the operation of the Convention, with a view to 
ensuring that its purposes and provisions are being realized and in 
particular to examine the effectiveness of the provisions of paragraph 
1 of Article I in eliminating the dangers of military or any other 
hostile use of environmental modification techniques:

ConHnuing to be guided by the interest of consolidating peace, and 
wishing to contribute to the cause of halting the arms race, and of

 ̂A /C .l/39 /5 . The text of the convention is in Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 322- 
326.
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bringing about general and complete disarmament under strict and 
effective international control, and of saving mankind from the danger 
of using new means of warfare.

Reaffirming their determination to continue negotiations with a view 
to achieving effective progress towards further measures in the field of 
disarmament.

Considering that the Convention constitutes a contribution to the 
strengthening of trust among nations and to the improvement of the 
international situation in accordance with the purposes and principles 
of the Charter of the United Nations,

Recognizing the continuing importance of the Convention and its 
objectives, and the common interest of mankind in maintaining its 
effectiveness in prohibiting the use of environmental modification 
techniques as a means of war.

Affirming their belief that universal adherence to the Convention 
would enhance international peace and security.

Considering also that universal adherence could further the use of 
environmental modification techniques for peaceful purposes and fa
cilitate international co-operation in such use, in the interest of all 
States, including in particular developing States,

Appealing to all States to refrain from any action which might place 
the Convention or any of its provisions in jeopardy.

Declare as follows:

Purposes

The States Parties to the Convention reaffirm their strong common 
interest in preventing the use of environmental modification tech
niques for military or any other hostile purposes. They reaffirm their 
strong support for the Convention, their continued dedication to its 
principles and objectives and their commitment to implement effec
tively its provisions.

Article I

The Conference confirms that the obligations assumed under Article 
I have been faithfully observed by the States Parties. The Conference 
is convinced that the continued observance of this Article is essential 
to the objective, which all States Parties share, of preventing military 
or any other hostile use of environmental modification techniques.

Having re-examined the provisions of paragraph 1 of Article I, the 
Conference is convinced that, taking into account the relevant under
standings and the present state of technology, they remain effective in 
preventing the dangers of military or any other hostile use of environ
mental modification techniques. The Conference recognizes the need 
to keep under continuing review and examination the provisions of 
paragraph 1 of Article I, in order to ensure their continued effective
ness, taking into account any developments which might take place in 
the relevant technology, and having regard also to the different views
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expressed in the course of the debate on this Article on the question 
of expanding its scope.

Article II

The Conference reaffirms its support for this Article containing the 
definition of the term ''environmental modification techniques''. The 
Conference is of the opinion that this definition, taken together with 
the understandings relating to Articles I and II, is adequate to fulfil the 
purposes of the Convention.

Article III

The Conference reaffirms that Article III is without prejudice to any 
rules of international law which may apply to environmental modifi
cation techniques used for peaceful purposes. The Conference notes 
with satisfaction that the implementation of the Convention has not 
hindered the economic or technological development of States Parties. 
The Conference recalls that States Parties have undertaken to facilitate 
the fullest possible exchange of scientific and technological informa
tion on the use of environmental modification techniques for peaceful 
purposes. The Conference further calls upon States Parties also to 
provide and facilitate the fullest possible exchange of scientific and 
technological information on the research on and the development of 
such environmental modification techniques. Furthermore, and in 
order to ensure the widest possible exchange of such information, the 
Conference invites the Secretary-General of the United Nations to 
receive such information for dissemination. For this purpose the Con
ference requests the Secretary-General to utilize to the maximum 
extent the United Nations agencies with competence in environmental 
topics. The Conference also calls upon States Parties in a position to 
do so to continue to contribute to and strengthen, alone or together 
with other States or international organizations, international economic 
and scientific co-operation in the preservation, improvement and 
peaceful utilization of the environment, with due consideration for the 
needs of the developing areas of the world.

Article IV

The Conference notes the provisions of Article IV, which requires 
each State Party to lake any measures it considers necessary in accord
ance with its constitutional processes to prohibit and prevent any 
activity in violation of the provisions of the Convention anywhere 
under its jurisdiction or control, and invites States Parties which have 
found it necessary to enact specific legislation, or take other regulatory 
measures relevant to this Article, to make available the appropriate 
texts to the United Nations Department for Disarmament Affairs, for 
the purposes of consultation.
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Article V

The Conference notes with satisfaction that no State Party has 
found it necessary to invoke the provisions of Article V dealing with 
international complaints and verification procedures. The Conference 
reaffirms the importance of paragraph 1 of this Article, which contains 
the undertaking of States Parties to consult one another and to co
operate in solving any problems which may arise in relation to the 
objectives of, or in the application of the provisions of, the Conven
tion and of paragraph 2, which provides for the convening of a 
Consultative Committee of Experts. In the view of the Conference the 
provisions of Article V, paragraphs 1 and 2, do not exclude the 
possibility of consideration, by States Parties, of the summary of 
findings of fact of the Consultative Committee of Experts.

The Conference also notes the importance of Article V, paragraphs 3 
and 4, which, in addition to the procedures contained in Article V, 
paragraphs 1 and 2, provide that any State Party which finds that any 
other State Party is acting in breach of its obligations under the 
Convention may lodge a complaint with the United Nations Security 
Council, and under which each State Party undertakes to co-operate in 
carrying out any investigation which the Security Council may initi
ate.

The Conference considers that the flexibility of the provisions con
cerning consultation and co-operation on any problems which may 
arise in relation to the Convention, or in the application of the provi
sions of the Convention, should enable complaints or disputes to be 
effectively resolved.

ArHcle VI

The Conference notes that during the operation of the Convention 
no State Party has proposed any amendments to this Convention 
under the procedures laid down in this Article.

ArHcle VII

The Conference reaffirms that the Convention should be of unlimit
ed duration.

ArHcle VIII

The Conference notes with satisfaction the spirit of co-operation in 
which the Review Conference was held.

The Conference, recognizing the importance of the review mecha
nism provided in Article VIII, decides that a second Review Confer
ence may be held at Geneva at the request of a majority of States 
Parties not earlier than 1989. If no Review Conference is held before 
1994 the Depositary is requested to solicit the views of all States 
Parties concerning the convening of such a Conference in accordance 
with Article VIII, paragraph 3 of the Convention.
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Article IX

The Conference stresses that the six years that have elapsed since 
the date of entry of the Convention into force have demonstrated its 
effectiveness.

The Conference notes that 45 States have become Parties to the 
Convention and a further 19 States have signed but have yet to ratify 
the Convention. The Conference notes with concern that the Conven
tion has not yet achieved universal acceptance. Therefore the Confer
ence calls upon all signatory States which have not ratified the Con
vention to do so without delay, and upon those States which have not 
signed the Convention to adhere to it as soon as possible and thereby 
join the States Parties thereto in their efforts to prohibit effectively 
military or any other hostile use of environmental modification tech
niques. Such adherence would be a significant contribution to interna
tional confidence and to the strengthening of trust amongst nations.

179. A ddress by  President R eagan  Before the  U.N. G ener
al A ssem bly [Extract], Sep tem ber 24, 1984 ^

When I appeared before you last year, I noted that we cannot count 
on the instinct for survival alone to protect us against war. Deterrence 
is necessary but not sufficient. America has repaired its strength. We 
have invigorated our alliances and friendships. We are ready for con
structive negotiations with the Soviet Union.

We recognize that there is no sane alternative to negotiations on 
arms control and other issues between our two nations which have the 
capacity to destroy civilization as we know it. I believe this is a view 
shared by virtually every country in the world and by the Soviet 
Union itself. And I want to speak to you today on what the United 
States and the Soviet Union can accomplish together in the coming 
years and the concrete steps that we need to take.

You know, as I stand here and look out from this podium, there in 
front of me I can see the seat of the Representative from the Soviet 
Union. And not far from that seat, just over to the side, is the seat of 
the Representative from the United States. In this historic assembly 
hall, it's clear there's not a great distance between us. Outside this 
room, while there will still be clear differences, there's every reason 
why we should do all that is possible to shorten that distance. And 
that's why we're here. Isn't that what this organization is all about? 
[Applause] ^

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, October 1, 1984, pp. 1356-1359.
2 These and following brackets are in the source text.
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Last January 16th, I set out three objectives for U.S.-Soviet relations 
that can provide an agenda for our work over the months ahead. ̂

First, I said, we need to find ways to reduce—and eventually to 
eliminate—the threat and use of force in solving international dis
putes. Our concern over the potential for nuclear war cannot deflect 
us from the terrible human tragedies occurring every day in the re
gional conflicts I just discussed. Together, we have a particular respon
sibility to contribute to political solutions to these problems, rather 
than to exacerbate them through the provision of even more weapons.

I propose that our two countries agree to embark on periodic con
sultations at policy level about regional problems. We will be pre
pared, if the Soviets agree, to make senior experts available at regular 
intervals for indepth exchanges of views. I've asked Secretary Shultz 
to explore this with Foreign Minister Gromyko. Spheres of influence 
are a thing of the past; differences between American and Soviet 
interests are not. The objectives of this political dialog will be to help 
avoid miscalculation, reduce the potential risk of U.S.-Soviet confron
tation, and help the people in areas of conflict to find peaceful solu
tions.

The United States and the Soviet Union have achieved agreements 
of historic importance on some regional issues. The Austrian State 
Treaty  ̂ and the Berlin accords ® are notable and lasting examples. Let 
us resolve to achieve similar agreements in the future.

Our second task must be to find ways to reduce the vast stockpiles 
of armaments in the world. I am committed to redoubling our negoti
ating efforts to achieve real results: in Geneva, a complete ban on 
chemical weapons; in Vienna, real reductions to lower and equal levels 
in Soviet and American, Warsaw Pact and NATO conventional forces; 
in Stockholm, concrete practical measures to enhance mutual confi
dence, to reduce the risk of war, and to reaffirm commitments con
cerning nonuse of force; in the field of nuclear testing, improvements 
in verification essential to ensure compliance with the Threshold Test 
Ban ® and Peaceful Nuclear Explosions agreements; and in the field 
of nonproliferation, close cooperation to strengthen the international 
institutions and practices aimed at halting the spread of nuclear weap
ons, together with redoubled efforts to meet the legitimate expecta
tions of all nations that the Soviet Union and the United States will 
substantially reduce their own nuclear arsenals.

We and the Soviets have agreed to upgrade our hotline communica
tions facility,® and our discussions of nuclear nonproliferation in 
recent years have been useful to both sides. We think there are other

® Document 7.
4 6 USX 2369; TIAS 3298.
5 24 UST 283; TIAS 7551.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 225-229. 
’ Ibid., 1976, pp. 328-332.
® See Document 142, July 17.
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possibilities for improving communications in this area that deserve 
serious exploration.

I believe the proposal of the Soviet Union for opening U.S.-Soviet 
talks in Vienna provided an important opportunity to advance these 
objectives.^ WeVe been prepared to discuss a wide range of issues of 
concern to both sides, such as the relationship between defensive and 
offensive forces and what has been called the militarization of space. 
During the talks, we would consider what measures of restraint both 
sides might take while negotiations proceed. However, any agreement 
must logically depend upon our ability to get the competition in 
offensive arms under control and to achieve genuine stability at sub
stantially lower levels of nuclear arms.

Our approach in all these areas will be designed to take into account 
concerns the Soviet Union has voiced. It will attempt to provide a 
basis for an historic breakthrough in arms control. Tm disappointed 
that we were not able to open our meeting in Vienna earlier this 
month on the date originally proposed by the Soviet Union. I hope we 
can begin these talks by the end of the year or shortly thereafter.

The third task I set in January was to establish a better working 
relationship between the Soviet Union and the United States, one 
marked by greater cooperation and understanding. We've made some 
modest progress. We have reached agreements to improve our hotline, 
extend our 10-year economic agreement, enhance consular coopera
tion, and explore coordination of search and rescue efforts at sea.

WeVe also offered to increase significantly the amount of U.S. grain 
for purchase by the Soviet [Union] and to provide the Soviets a direct 
fishing allocation off U.S. coasts. But there's much more we could do 
together. I feel particularly strongly about breaking down the barriers 
between the peoples of the United States and the Soviet Union, and 
between our political, military, and other leaders.

Now, all of these steps that I've mentioned—and especially the arms 
control negotiations—are extremely important to a step-by-step proc
ess toward peace. But let me also say that we need to extend the arms 
control process to build a bigger umbrella under which it can oper
ate—a road map, if you will, showing where, during the next 20 years 
or so, these individual efforts can lead. This can greatly assist step-by- 
step negotiations and enable us to avoid having all our hopes or 
expectations ride on any single set or series of negotiations. If progress 
is temporarily halted at one set of talks, this newly established frame
work for arms control could help us take up the slack at other 
negotiations.

Today, to the great end of lifting the dread of nuclear war from the 
peoples of the Earth, I invite the leaders of the world to join in a new 
begirming. We need a fresh approach to reducing international ten
sions. History demonstrates beyond controversy that just as the arms 
competition has its root in political suspicions and anxieties, so it can

 ̂ See Docum ent 130, June 29.

Document 179



692 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1984

be channeled in more stabilizing directions and eventually be eliminat
ed if those political suspicions and anxieties are addressed as well.

Toward this end, I will suggest to the Soviet Union that we institu
tionalize regular ministerial or cabinet-level meetings between our two 
countries on the whole agenda of issues before us, including the 
problem of needless obstacles to understanding. To take but one idea 
for discussion: In such talks, we could consider the exchange of out
lines of 5-year military plans for weapons development and our 
schedules of intended procurement. We would also welcome the ex
change of observers at military exercises and locations. And I propose 
that we find a way for Soviet experts to come to the United States 
nuclear test site, and for ours to go to theirs, to measure directly the 
yields of tests of nuclear weapons. We should work toward having 
such arrangements in place by next spring. I hope that the Soviet 
Union will cooperate in this undertaking and reciprocate in a manner 
that will enable the two countries to establish the basis for verification 
for effective limits on underground nuclear testing.

I believe such talks could work rapidly toward developing a new 
climate of policy understanding, one that is essential if crises are to be 
avoided and real arms control is to be negotiated. Of course, summit 
meetings have a useful role to play. But they need to be carefully 
prepared, and the benefit here is that meetings at the ministerial level 
would provide the kind of progress that is the best preparation for 
higher level talks between ourselves and the Soviet leaders.

How much progress we will make and at what pace, I cannot say. 
But we have a moral obligation to try and try again.

Some may dismiss such proposals and my own optimism as simplis
tic American idealism, and they will point to the burdens of the 
modern world and to history. Well, yes, if we sit down and catalog 
year by year, generation by generation, the famines, the plagues, the 
wars, the invasions mankind has endured, the list will grow so long 
and the assault on humanity so terrific that it seems too much for the 
human spirit to bear.

But isn't this narrow and shortsighted and not at all how we think 
of history? Yes, the deeds of infamy or injustice are all recorded, but 
what shines out from the pages of history is the daring of the dream
ers and the deeds of the builders and the doers. These things make up 
the stories we tell and pass on to our children. They comprise the 
most enduring and striking fact about human history—that through 
the heartbreak and tragedy man has always dared to perceive the 
outline of human progress, the steady growth in not just the material 
well-being, but the spiritual insight of mankind.

'There have been tyrants and murderers, and for a time they can 
seem invincible. But in the end, they always fail [/a//].^° Think on 
it . . . always. All through history, the way of truth and love has

White House bracketed correction.
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always won." That was the belief and the vision of Mahatma Gandhi. 
He described that, and it remains today a vision that is good and true.

"All is gift/' is said to have been the favorite expression of another 
great spiritualist, a Spanish soldier who gave up the ways of war for 
that of love and peace. And if we're to make realities of the two great 
goals of the United Nations Charter—the dreams of peace and human 
dignity—we must take to heart these words of Ignatius Loyola; we 
must pause long enough to contemplate the gifts received from Him 
who made us: the gift of life, the gift of this world, the gift of each 
other—and the gift of the present.

It is this present, this time that now we must seize. I leave you with 
a reflection from Mahatma Gandhi, spoken with those in mind who 
said that the disputes and conflicts of the modern world are too great 
to overcome. It was spoken shortly after Gandhi's quest for independ
ence had taken him to Britain.

"1 am not conscious of a single experience throughout my 3 months' 
stay in England and Europe," he said, "that made me feel that after all 
East is East and West is West. On the contrary, I have been convinced 
more than ever that human nature is much the same, no matter under 
what clime it flourishes, and that if you approached people with trust 
and affection, you would have ten-fold trust and thousand-fold affec
tion returned to you."

For the sake of a peaceful world, a world where human dignity and 
freedom is respected and enshrined, let us approach each other with 
ten-fold trust and thousand-fold affection. A new future awaits us. 
The time is here, the moment is now.

One of the Founding Fathers of our nation, Thomas Paine, spoke 
words that apply to all of us gathered here today. They apply directly 
to all sitting here in this room. He said, "We have it in our power to 
begin the world over again."

Thank you. God bless you.

180. S ta tem ent by  the  Chairman of the  Chinese D elegation 
(J iang  Xinsiong) to  the  G eneral Conference of the  
International Atomic Energy A gency: Nuclear Policy 
[Extract], Sep tem ber 24, 1984 ^

• • • • • • •

China pursues a peaceful foreign policy. We are against nuclear 
arms race, and are working hard for the lofty goal of complete prohi
bition and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons. We understand 
that cooperation in nuclear energy involves some sensitive issues. In

 ̂ACDA files. A summary record of the entire speech may be foimd in GC(XXVIII)/ 
OR. 258, pp. 29-33.
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this context, China will take a discreet and responsible attitude so as 
to ensure that such cooperation is solely for peaceful purposes. On 
May 15 this year, Chinese Premier Zhao Ziyang formally declared in 
his government report delivered at the Second Session of the Sixth 
National People's Congress: ''China is critical of the discriminatory 
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons  ̂ and has declined to 
accede to it. But we by no means favour nuclear proliferation, nor do 
we engage in such proliferation by helping other countries to develop 
nuclear weapons."  ̂ This is China's fundamental policy followed in its 
cooperation with other countries in the field of nuclear energy. Guided 
by this policy, China will, in exporting its nuclear materials and 
equipment, request the recipient countries to accept safeguards in line 
with the principles established in the Agency's Statute.'  ̂ In the same 
view, when importing nuclear materials and equipment, China will 
also make sure that they are used for peaceful purposes.

181. A ddress by  Chinese Foreign Minister Wu Xueqian 
Before the  U.N. G eneral A ssem bly: Nuclear Disarma
ment, O uter Space, and  the  Biological W eapons Con
vention  [Extract], S ep tem ber 26, 1984 ^

• • • • • • •

Reviewing international developments over the past year, people 
cannot but feel worried. With the suspension of their disarmament 
negotiations, the two nuclear super-Powers have stepped up their 
deployment of intermediate-range missiles in Europe and adopted con
frontation measures, thus further escalating their nuclear arms race. 
This poses a new threat to all European countries and deeply disturbs 
all countries in the world. Over the past year, while the two wars of 
aggression in Asia went on unchecked, a new armed invasion occurred 
in Central America. The Middle East is still fraught with crises, and 
the flames of war in the Gulf region are spreading, which has caused 
widespread concern. Basically, the tension and sharp contradiction in 
southern Africa are not yet relaxed.

Meanwhile, the serious economic difficulties of many developing 
countries show clearly that the global North-South contradiction is 
sharpening and the gap between the rich and the poor widening. 
Therefore, I think no one will deny that peace and development, 
generally speaking, remain the two fundamental questions bearing

2 The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465. 
 ̂See Document 101, May 15.
 ̂TIAS 3873; 8 UST 1093.

1 A/39/PV.8, pp. 26-32.
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upon the interests of all the peoples in the world today. I should like 
to take this opportunity to offer some observations on the two ques
tions on behalf of the Chinese Government.

At present, what concerns and disturbs people most is the threat of 
a nuclear war. Despite innumerable rounds of talks on nuclear disar
mament and a variety of proposals to this end, nuclear weapons have 
continued to increase and nuclear stockpiles have reached extremely 
dangerous proportions. As is universally recognized, the two super- 
Powers ought to bear the main responsibility on this question. It is 
they that possess over 95 per cent of the world's total nuclear weap
onry, and they alone that are in a position to fight a nuclear war. 
Should they choose to use only a small portion of their nuclear 
arsenals, not only would the people of these two nuclear Powers 
suffer, but the people of the whole world would be plunged into an 
unprecedented holocaust. For this reason, the numerous small and 
medium-sized countries and people throughout the world are fully 
justified in demanding that they immediately halt their nuclear arms 
race and take the lead in drastically cutting back their nuclear weap
onry.

The arms race between the two nuclear Powers is extending to outer 
space. Both sides are stepping up the development of anti-ballistic 
missile weapon systems so as to reinforce their strategic offensive 
capabilities through improved strategic defensive means. Recently they 
have made some gestures on the question of outer space weapons, 
each mounting negotiation offensives against the other. However, as 
people can see, negotiations have not really started and yet each of the 
super-Powers is busy shifting the responsibility for obstructing and 
sabotaging the talks on to the other. This cannot but arouse suspicion. 
Do they really intend to hold talks or just to use them to cover up 
their arms race in outer space?

As the arms race between the two nuclear Powers escalates, the 
danger of a nuclear war will increase with each passing day. Though 
already possessing an over-saturation and overkill nuclear capacity, 
each of the super-Powers is doing its utmost to gain supremacy over 
the other on the pretext of maintaining parity and equal security, lest 
the other side should surpass it in terms of quantity and quality of 
nuclear weapons. This practice of progressive escalation of nuclear 
armaments cannot but arouse doubts as to whether or not they truly 
have a sincere desire for disarmament. What the people of the world 
want is genuine and effective disarmament to ensure that people can 
live in peace and security.

The Chinese Government and people always stand for nuclear disar
mament. We hold that efforts should be made to promote progress in 
conventional as well as nuclear disarmament. The small quantity of 
nuclear weapons China possesses is solely for the purpose of self- 
defence. We have solemnly declared time and again that at no time 
and in no circumstances will China be the first to use nuclear weapons 
and that it unconditionally undertakes not to use nuclear weapons
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against non-nuclear States and regions. China has never participated in 
the nuclear arms race, nor does it intend to participate or to shirk its 
responsibility in regard to nuclear disarmament.

China's position on nuclear disarmament can be summed up in the 
following three basic points. First, our fundamental position is the 
complete prohibition and thorough destruction of all nuclear weapons. 
Secondly, as a practical step towards nuclear disarmament, we propose 
that, after the Soviet Union and the United States have taken the lead 
in putting an end to testing, improving and manufacturing nuclear 
weapons and have agreed on substantially reducing their nuclear arse
nals, a broadly representative international conference should be con
vened with the participation of all nuclear States to work out together 
concrete measures for further nuclear disarmament. Thirdly, before all 
this materializes, for the sake of reducing the threat of nuclear war 
and showing good faith in nuclear disarmament, all nuclear States 
should undertake not to be the first to use nuclear weapons and 
unconditionally pledge not to use, or threaten to use, nuclear weapons 
against non-nuclear States and nuclear-free zones and should reach 
agreement on mutual non-use of nuclear weapons.

We support the just demand of the people of the world for the 
prohibition of nuclear weapons and the prevention of a nuclear war, 
and we appreciate all reasonable proposals conducive to nuclear disar
mament and the maintenance of world peace. To promote progress in 
nuclear disarmament, we are ready to exchange views, within the 
United Nations or in other forums, on such issues as the prevention of 
nuclear war, the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disar
mament, provided all the other nuclear States agree to do so.

As things now stand, we cannot but emphasize that it is of great 
urgency to demand that the two nuclear Powers stop their nuclear 
arms race, halt the deployment of new intermediate-range missiles, 
resume negotiations on nuclear disarmament and reduce and destroy 
those nuclear missiles already deployed in Europe, Asia and elsewhere, 
and immediately stop extending their arms race to outer space. We 
stand for the early conclusion of a treaty on the prohibition of the 
arms race in outer space and a ban on research, testing, development, 
manufacture, deployment and use of all weapons designed for outer 
space warfare, as well as destruction of all the existing outer space 
weapon systems. All this is highly necessary for demilitarizing outer 
space and ensuring the peaceful use of outer space by mankind.

China has always opposed the development, production and use of 
all biological weapons detrimental to mankind. The Standing Commit
tee of the Chinese National People's Congress has already adopted, on 
20 September 1984, the decision on China's accession to the Conven
tion on the prohibition of biological weapons.^ From now on, China

2 The text of the convention may be found in Documents on Disarmament 1972, pp. 133-
138.
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will join other countries to combat all acts that violate this Convention 
and to work hard for its further improvement so as to advance the 
whole process of disarmament.

182. S ta tem ent by  the  D epartm ent of State: Additional 
Controls on Exports to  Iran, S ep tem ber 27, 1984^

I would like to call your attention to an action announced by the 
Department of Commerce.

Effective upon publication in the Federal Register September 28, the 
United States has imposed additional controls on exports to Iran. The 
new controls tighten and extend the antiterrorism export controls 
which have been applied to Iran since early this year. Henceforth, a 
license would be required, and normally not granted, for any exports 
of aircraft or spare parts for aircraft, regardless of value or weight, and 
for export of outboard motors of 45 horsepower and above. Formerly, 
the controls did not cover aircraft consigned to a commercial carrier or 
which were valued at less than $3 million, helicopters of less than 
10,000 pounds, spare parts, or outboard motors.

In addition, exports of goods and technology subject to control for 
national security purposes, regardless of value, if destined for a mili
tary end-use or end-user will be subject to denial policy. Formerly, 
such items were not subject to antiterrorism controls unless valued at 
$7 million or more.

All items previously controlled under the antiterrorism controls, 
including crime control and detection equipment and certain military 
vehicles and equipment on the regional stability list, continue to be 
controlled. The policy of denial for the export of munitions list items, 
chemical weapons components, and nuclear-related items to Iran also 
remain in force.

183. A ddress by  Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko Before 
the  U.N. G eneral A ssem bly [Extract], Sep tem ber 27, 
1984 1

The Soviet Union and the States of the socialist community are 
concentrating their efforts on attaining the key objective of preventing 
a nuclear disaster. For if the destructive potential currently amassed in

^Department of State Bulletin, November 1984, p. 68.
1 A/39/PV.10, pp. 32-60.
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the world were unleashed the human race would probably cease to 
exist. To prevent that from happening is a goal of overriding impor
tance. All States represented in the United Nations should contribute 
to its achievement. No one and nothing can relieve them of the 
responsibility they have assumed under the United Nations Charter 
for the destiny of present and succeeding generations.

As was stressed recently by Konstantin Chernenko, General Secre
tary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet 
Union, President of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR:

The world has radically changed. Its problems cannot be solved 
by force . . .  it is imperative to adopt a policy of realism, reason 
and business-like co-operation in solving the problems that face 
mankind.^

Those who truly hold dear the interests of peace cannot confine 
themselves merely to stating that there exists a threat of nuclear war. 
It is necessary to pin-point the source of that threat. Clarity in this 
regard is not merely a matter of historical fairness. An understanding 
of the factors that are pushing mankind towards a nuclear abyss also 
determines the answer to the question whether or not this calamitous 
process can be stopped and how.

It is of fundamental importance to compare the two political trends 
and the two approaches to the problem of nuclear weapons.

Right after Hiroshima and Nagasaki the world witnessed the incep
tion of a policy of ever-greater stockpiles of nuclear weapons and 
nuclear blackmail.

The Soviet Union forcefully called for the outlawing of these most 
deadly and destructive weapons. Indeed, as early as 1946 the Soviet 
Union submitted at the United Nations a draft international conven
tion on the prohibition for all time of the production and use of 
nuclear weapons and on the destruction of their stockpiles.® I am sure 
there are some present here in this Hall who witnessed the discussion 
of this item at that time.

Yet our former allies in the struggle against fascism did not have the 
heart to vote for that proposal. Their reaction then was bound to make 
the peoples apprehensive and it did cause serious apprehension.

And what is the situation today? Statements are being openly made 
at the highest official levels that the United States has the right to 
deliver a first nuclear strike, that is to say, to unleash a nuclear war.

Our country sought a ban on nuclear weapons both when it did not 
possess them and after it developed them. Today, as before, the USSR 
favours prompt measures to reduce and eventually eliminate nuclear 
weapons altogether. This is the aim of a comprehensive set of initia
tives advanced by the Soviet Union.

2 Source not found.
® Cf. United Nations. Report of the Secretary-General on the Work of the Organization (Docu

ment No. A/65), June 30, 1946, p. 11.
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Whenever the United States side showed realism and the will to 
come to agreement on the basis of the principle of equality and equal 
security—something that did happen before—it proved possible to 
reach important accords. Thus, a major step forward was taken with 
the conclusion in 1972 of the Soviet-United States Interim Agreement 
on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms (SALT-I) and the 
Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems (the ABM 
Treaty).®

However, in the years that followed, our attempts to reduce or at 
least to limit nuclear arms failed to produce concrete results. The tug 
of war between the groups that determine United States foreign policy 
has been won by the militaristically minded. They attempt to devalue 
the existing Soviet-American accords by wrecking what was achieved 
earlier through long and painstaking work on both sides, as was done 
with the SALT-Il Treaty. ®

They broke off and refuse to resume the trilateral talks between the 
USSR, the United States and Britain on the complete and general 
prohibition of nuclear weapons tests. They stalled the ratification of 
the Soviet-United States treaties on the limitation of underground 
nuclear weapons tests and on peaceful nuclear explosions ® that had 
been signed a long time ago. And what tremendous efforts were 
required to arrive at these agreements!

Those and other similar actions are but a few examples of the policy 
of the United States, whose central objective is to try to secure mili
tary superiority for the United States.

Stories intended to mislead people are being churned out in profu
sion. Not that they are particularly reticent about saying that, should 
they eventually feel like negotiating, they would do so only from 
strength. To that end—they claim—the United States must first build 
up its military muscle.

It took Washington a long time to send its team to the negotiating 
table in Geneva. However, at the talks the United States side followed 
a scenario that was not designed to lead to agreement. How else can 
one describe the fact that while negotiating the limitation of nuclear 
arms in Europe our partners did exactly the opposite? Beforehand—I 
repeat, beforehand—they set the date for deploying new United States 
medium-range missiles on the territories of several Western European 
States. We were told to accept the United States position or else there 
would be no agreement. So there is no agreement.

As to the Soviet proposals paving the way to agreements, they were 
rejected out of hand. Anything aimed at reaching agreement on the 
basis of equality was opposed with hostility.

 ̂The text of the agreement may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 202- 
204.

5 Ibid., pp. 197-201.
6 Ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.

Ibid, 1974, pp. 225-227.
8 Ibid., 1976, pp. 328-332.
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It was Washington's deliberate intention to wreck the negotiations 
on nuclear arms—both medium-range and strategic. And it succeeded 
in this. Juggling with words ostensibly in favour of negotiations is a 
false propaganda ploy. Its purpose is obvious.

Now they rejoice that they were able to begin the deployment of 
their missiles in Europe, as planned. Even here in the course of the 
General Assembly one can meet representatives of Western European 
States who are rubbing their hands with pleasure over the fact that 
the plan for deployment is being implemented.

It makes no difference whether deception is crude or cleverly pack
aged. A good idea is being exploited for unsavoury purposes.

We have noticed that there are realistically minded politicians and 
statesmen in the West, including the United States, who realize that it 
is precisely in this way that the issue of negotiations is being used.

No, the path of stockpiling of nuclear weapons is not the right path 
to follow. The movement must be in the opposite direction, leading to 
the removal of these weapons and to their subsequent elimination 
both in Europe and throughout the world. This is the course of our 
policy.

The Soviet Union is in favour of serious talks. Not only are we 
prepared for such talks, but we are insisting on them. Our proposals 
on the limitation and reduction of strategic arms and on the limitation 
of nuclear arms in Europe remain valid. They neither offer advantages 
nor do any harm to either side. The United States must remove the 
obstacles it has put up in the way of the talks. Unless these obstacles 
are removed, of course, these talks will not take place and this is what 
the United States has in mind.

It is often asked: since it is difficult for the time being to arrive at a 
radical solution to the problem of nuclear arms, would it not be 
possible to take steps that would create a favourable atmosphere for 
that, raise the level of trust among States and ease international ten
sion?

We are convinced that such steps are both possible and necessary. 
An effective measure of this kind would be the implementation of our 
proposal, endorsed by the United Nations, for a quantitative and 
qualitative freeze of nuclear weapon arsenals by all States which 
possess them.® This could be done in the first place by the USSR and 
the United States on a bilateral basis—I repeat, the USSR and the 
United States on a bilateral basis—to set an example for other nuclear 
Powers to follow. Why should we do this? We propose to Washing
ton: let us set such an example.

For the time being it is necessary at least to suspend the nuclear 
arms race. The world has crossed the line beyond^hich any further 
buildup and improvement of these arms is not only dangerous but 
senseless.

® The proposal was adopted by the G.A. as res. 38/76 on December 15, 1983. See also 
Documents on Disarmament 1983, pp. 499-501 and 852-853.
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In the present circumstances it is futile and hopeless for anyone to 
expect to get ahead and gain military superiority. It is absolutely 
illusory to hope to win a nuclear war: whether global or limited, 
blitzkrieg or protracted—whatever the nuclear war doctrines.

Such is the authoritative and unanimous conclusion of scientists and 
competent military and civilian experts of world renown, with the 
exception of those, of course, who have lost their honour and con
science or those who were not at all endowed by nature with either.

What kind of people can fail to see that peace today is fragile? In 
spite of the obvious, they once again proclaim a policy of ''peace 
through strength". Moreover, they are trying to elevate this policy to 
the level of statesmanship. All we hear is that strength, strength and 
above all strength is the guarantee of international peace. In other 
words—weapons, weapons and still more weapons. But does not the 
experience of the past—both recent and remote—show otherwise?

In the face of the currently aggravated dangerous military and polit
ical confrontation it is extremely important not to miss the chance. 
Agreement should be reached on freezing nuclear weapons and pros
pects opened up for a subsequent reduction of arsenals of these weap
ons.

Sentiments in favour of such a solution have become widespread in 
the world. As is well known, the broadest sections of the population 
in the United States of America and other Western countries sponta
neously come out in favour of this solution, and we fully understand 
their aspirations.

Only ill will can guide those who spawn all kinds of insinuations 
that the Soviet Union all but manipulates or is behind this movement. 
Let them ask what it is that the people who take to the streets in mass 
marches of protest are fighting for. Let them ask these people them
selves. Let them ask those people, not us. They will give only one 
answer: they are fighting for life. What kind of people can assume 
that the Americans or the British, the French or the Italians, the 
Germans or the Dutch wish to perish in the flames of nuclear war? 
We think that those who hope to crush the anti-nuclear movement by 
punitive measures realize it full well.

In this light, what is the value of the human rights rhetoric that 
they just love to indulge in in their speeches, statements before vari
ous commissions and committees, in articles and voluminous reports to 
parliaments. In fact, the proponents of the arms race do not care a bit 
about these rights, including the paramount human right—the right to 
life.

There can be no justification for any action that pushes the world to 
nuclear war. It is only natural that last year the United Nations 
adopted—at the Soviet initiative—by an overwhelming majority of its 
Members a declaration condemning such war as the most hideous 
crime that could be committed against the peoples.

A nuclear age requires that political thinking be consonant with its 
realities. Where categories such as ''strength", "deterrence" and "supe
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riority" still prevail in this thinking they must be replaced by concepts 
of the non-use of force, trust, equality and mutual regard for security 
interests.

It would be of fundamental importance if nuclear Powers observed, 
in relations between themselves, certain norms that were formulated 
by Konstantin Chernenko in his statement last March. It is proposed 
that these Powers:

regard the prevention of nuclear war as the primary objective of 
their foreign policy, preclude situations fraught with the risk of 
nuclear conflict and, should such a risk arise, hold urgent con
sultations in order to prevent a nuclear conflagration; 

renounce the propaganda of any nuclear war scenario, whether 
global or limited; assume an obligation to forgo the first use of 
nuclear weapons; under no circumstances use nuclear weapons 
against non-nuclear countries which have no such weapons on 
their territory, respect the status of the existing nuclear-free 
zone and encourage the establishment of new such zones in 
various parts of the world; 

prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons in any form, not to 
transfer to any recipient whatsoever such weapons or control 
over them, not to deploy them on the territory of countries 
where there are no such weapons and not to extend the nuclear 
arms race to new environments, including outer space; seek, 
step by step, on the basis of the principle of equal security, the 
reduction of nuclear armaments up to and including the com
plete elimination of all types of such weapons.^®

The Soviet Union is in favour of reaching agreement at any time 
with other nuclear Powers on the mutual recognition of such norms 
and making them binding. This would serve to reduce the risk of the 
outbreak of a nuclear conflict.

In view of its special urgency it is necessary to single out the 
question of preventing the race in nuclear and other weapons in outer 
space, which some want to turn into a staging area for war. We all 
know who is seeking this.

The extension of the arms race to outer space, unless checked in 
time, could become an irreversible process. Effective measures are 
needed to keep outer space peaceful.

Our country put forward a proposal, which was approved at the last 
session of the United Nations General Assembly, to conclude a treaty 
on the prohibition of the use of force in outer space and from space 
against the Earth. ̂   ̂ The Soviet Union unilaterally declared a moratori
um on the placing of anti-satellite weapons in outer space as long as 
the United States of America and other States did likewise.

Dated March 1, Document 40.
 ̂  ̂Foreign Minister Gromyko transmitted the text of a draft treaty on August 19, 

1983 (see Documents on Disarmament 1983, pp. 684-686). But it was Mongolia which 
introduced a draft resolution on concluding a treaty ""on the prohibition of the use of 
force in outer space and from space against the Earth/" on Nov. 11 (A/C.1/38/L.24), 
which it subsequently withdrew.

Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 648-650.
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Another major step has been our initiative in calling for Soviet- 
United States talks on preventing the militarization of outer space. 
We believe that the Soviet Union and the United States of America, as 
the leading Powers in the field of outer space exploration, should do 
all they can to keep outer space peaceful and in particular, with a view 
to accomplishing this task, to lay the foundations for multilateral 
agreement. Full responsibility for the failure to hold the talks rests 
with the United States side. Washington is unwilling to engage in the 
talks.

Ask any man in the street in any town in the United States, in the 
Soviet Union or in any other country whether he believes that nuclear 
weapons should be stationed in space, beyond the earth's atmosphere, 
at an altitude of hundreds of kilometres and that outer space should 
become a springboard for war preparations, or whether he feels that 
this should not be allowed to happen. There is no doubt that the 
answer will be unequivocal: this cannot be allowed.

We urge the United States Government to recognize that the milita
rization of outer space threatens the whole of mankind, including the 
American people themselves. We express the hope that the United 
States of America will refrain from actions which would make irre
versible the process of turning outer space into an arena of military 
rivalry and that it will be willing to engage in talks with a view to 
reaching an agreement. For its part, the Soviet Union continues to be 
in favour of starting such talks as soon as possible.

The General Assembly would be doing a good thing if it forcefully 
voiced its concerted opinion that the militarization of outer space 
should not be allowed to take place and that outer space must be used 
solely for the good of peoples and not for sowing death and destruc
tion on Earth. We hope that every member of every delegation in this 
Hall will give serious thought to this.

In seeking to promote this goal in every possible way, the Soviet 
Union proposes the inclusion in the agenda of the current session of 
the General Assembly of an important and urgent item entitled ''Use 
of outer space exclusively for peaceful purposes, for the benefit of 
mankind". What we are talking about is, in the first place, the ban
ning, without delay and for all time, of the use of force in and from 
outer space against the Earth, as well as from the Earth against objects 
in outer space. In other words, agreement must be reached on the 
prohibition and elimination of space attack weapons of all systems, 
whatever their mode of basing, designed to destroy objects in space. 
This applies above all to States with major space capabilities.

The United Nations should speak out emphatically and with all its 
authority in favour of achieving reliably verifiable agreements on a 
bilateral and a multilateral basis. The way must be opened for concert
ed and constructive efforts by States which could eventually lead to

p. 499.
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the creation of a world organization for the use of outer space exclu
sively for peaceful purposes.

Among those present here there are bound to be people who in 
1982 witnessed the Soviet Union solemnly assume in this Hall a 
unilateral obligation not to be the first to use nuclear weapons. That 
decision—which was not an easy one to take—is of exceptional im
portance.

Our country continues to urge the other nuclear Powers, which have 
not yet done so, to assume a similar obligation. This would also be a 
tangible historic contribution to international confidence-building. 
Much is said about trust and confidence, but by no means is every
thing done to bring it about.

Surely the implementation of the proposal of the socialist countries 
to conclude a treaty on the mutual non-use of military force in 
relations between the States of the Warsaw Treaty and the North 
Atlantic Treaty Alliance would help to dissipate mutual apprehen
sions. It would be a welcome decision if an obligation not to be the 
first to use either nuclear or conventional weapons against one an
other—in other words, not to use force—were undertaken by States 
whether or not they belong to military alliances or have a neutral or 
non-aligned status.

We have submitted these and some other major proposals at the 
Stockholm Conference as well. They have been submitted in combina
tion with certain confidence-building measures in the military field.

Representatives of NATO countries, on the other hand, take what is 
actually an obstructionist position with regard to those proposals. 
What is proposed under the guise of military and technical measures is 
a programme, which they have drawn up, of poorly disguised espio
nage. The measures they are trying to sell do not of course affect a 
single inch of the territory of the United States—that is, the country 
in which the foundations of the military machine of the North Atlan
tic Treaty Organization (NATO) bloc are to be found. It is on Soviet 
territory that they are proposing to carry out these measures.

Some of our partners at the Conference voice sensible views, though 
these have so far been drowned by the chorus of those who oppose 
mutually acceptable agreements. Efforts at Stockholm can only be 
successful—and this is exactly what we are seeking—if all the partici
pants in the Conference abandon attempts to secure unilateral advan
tages.

The same can be said about the prospects of the talks on the mutual 
reduction of armed forces and armaments in Central Europe. The 
fruitless ''data" discussion started by the Western participants has long 
been stalling the Vienna talks.

The NATO countries are evading the businesslike discussion of 
cardinal questions, above all those dealing with arms reduction, al
though without such discussions there can be no real strengthening of

1982, p. 350.
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security and stability on the European continent. At the Vienna talks 
too there should be no place for any of the kind of political ma
noeuvring in which our negotiating partners like so much to indulge.

Some two years ago in Geneva the Soviet Union introduced at the 
Conference on Disarmament in Geneva draft basic provisions for a 
convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons.^® That draft 
constitutes a well-balanced basis for agreement. Some of those provi
sions were subsequently revised and amended to accommodate the 
positions of the other participants in the talks. Not everyone wants to 
see a successful completion of those talks. Some would rather see 
them fail. It would seem that the ostensible interest of certain States 
serves to conceal their plans for a build-up of chemical weapons. Such 
tactics should be strongly condemned. Where is the policy in certain 
War Departments that are doing this, when a true sobriety or far
sightedness would favour peace and the fate of the world? The draft
ing of an international convention on the prohibition and elimination 
of chemical weapons should be speeded up and the United Nations 
could contribute to this in no small measure. With time this problem 
will become even more intractable.

Our country expresses its readiness to take part in multilateral 
negotiations on the limitation of naval activities and naval armaments 
and on the extension of confidence-building measures to seas and 
oceans, especially to regions with the busiest sea lanes or with the 
highest likelihood of conflict situations. We have already put forward 
a proposal—and this is worth recalling—for an agreement on appropri
ate measures, including those applicable to particular regions, such as 
the Indian, Atlantic or Pacific Oceans, the Mediterranean Sea or the 
Persian Gulf.

The convening of an international conference on the Indian Ocean 
is being inadmissibly delayed. The United States and some of its allies 
disregard the will of the littoral States that wish to see a peaceful 
Indian Ocean and clear skies above it. As before, the Soviet Union 
continues actively to advocate the turning of this ocean into a zone of 
peace, something that would be a major step towards preventing the 
militarization of the world's oceans.

The arms race is seriously damaging to people even when the guns 
are silent, for it is increasingly consuming intellectual and material 
wealth and impedes the solution of global problems such as hunger, 
diseases, the search for new sources of energy, and the preservation of 
the environment.

These tasks will not be accomplished either by declaratory state
ments or by attempts to make assistance to other countries contingent 
on their acceptance of a particular model of socio-economic develop
ment. Something else is required, namely, the renunciation of all 
forms of exploitation and of the use of trade and economic ties as

CD/294.
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tools of political pressure; and a restructuring of international econom
ic relations on a just and democratic basis.

By pressing for the implementation of tangible measures for curbing 
the arms race and achieving disarmament in close connection with the 
solution of world economic and social development problems, we 
consider that reduction of military budgets in either percentage or 
absolute terms is a promising way to achieve such a goal. And yes, I 
am talking about military budgets.

Together with the other States signatories of the Warsaw Treaty the 
USSR has submitted a proposal to the countries of NATO to begin 
talks on the question of the mutual non-increase of military expendi
tures and their subsequent reduction.^® In our view, there should be 
no obstacles to the participation of States that do not belong to these 
military and political groupings in implementing the proposed meas
ures.

However, so far there has been no response from NATO, and that is 
no accident. If a picture were taken today using the most sophisticated 
modern technology to show on a planetary scale the magnitude of the 
world-wide military preparations by the United States and its allies, it 
would reveal a view that would stun any thinking person: a palisade 
of missiles; strategic bombers; naval armadas plying the waters of the 
seas and oceans; hundreds of military bases scattered all over the 
globe; and colossal stockpiles of weapons of every type.

Some may say that the Soviet Union too has weapons on land, in 
the air and on and under water. Our answer is: Yes, we do have them, 
but not by our choice. The objective facts of post-war history irrefuta
bly show that it was not the Soviet Union, not socialism, but rather 
the other side that initiated the arms race and each of its new spirals. 
That is where the truth lies.

Forced to take countermeasures, our country did so only in response 
to, and to the extent commensurate with, the protection of its own 
security and that of its friends and allies. We have never sought, nor 
are we seeking, superiority. We stand for maintaining military equilib
rium, and at the lowest possible level at that.

We have put forward no less than a hundred constructive initiatives 
from the rostrum of the United Nations alone. The whole world 
knows that it was the Soviet Union that came forward with the most 
radical proposal—general and complete disarmament combined with 
general and complete control. No one else has proposed this.

Numerous proposals have been made by the Soviet Union to curb 
the arms race in some of its areas. We have proposed—and our 
proposal still stands—that agreement be reached on the complete pro
hibition of nuclear-weapon tests and on the prohibition of the devel
opment and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction 
and of new systems of such weapons.

 ̂® Dated M arch 5, Docum ent 42.
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The Soviet Union has also been making sustained efforts to reduce 
conventional armaments and armed forces by proposing that this 
problem be solved on both a global and a regional basis.

The world community welcomed the Soviet initiatives that brought 
forth major international treaties and agreements—on the non-prolif
eration of nuclear weapons, on banning nuclear-weapons tests in the 
three environments, on the prohibition of the emplacement of weap
ons of mass destruction on the sea-bed and the ocean floor, on the 
prohibition of bacteriological weapons, etc. They continue to serve 
their purpose to this day and serve it well.

We have voluntarily and unilaterally assumed a number of obliga
tions ranging from no-first-use of nuclear weapons to practical steps 
limiting our armed forces and armaments in Central Europe.

While making its own constructive contributions, the Soviet Union 
reacts favourably to proposals made by other countries. We support 
the idea of establishing nuclear-free zones and zones of peace in 
various parts of the globe. We have responded positively to the recent 
initiative by Argentina, Greece, India, Mexico, Tanzania and Sweden 
which urged all nuclear Powers to stop the build-up of nuclear weap
ons and begin to reduce their stockpiles.

The proposals that we have made constitute an impressive list of 
initiatives aimed at easing international tensions and developing 
peaceful co-operation among States.

Yet no matter what proposals or arguments we advance, our coun
terparts say '"no''—they are not acceptable.

They swear that they favour a halt in the arms race, but only 
through modernization of arms and through improvement and stock
piling of weapons. Is it not absurd? It is absurd, indeed, and it 
underlies the entire policy. They would have people believe that they 
favour a reduction in world tensions, but only by establishing more 
and more military bases, by intensifying military preparations, by 
militarizing outer space and by deplo3dng new kinds of United States 
nuclear weapons in Europe.

What is needed to prevent hunger and disease from claiming the 
lives of countless millions of people? According to the logic of NATO 
countries, this can be achieved by throwing as much money and 
resources as possible down the insatiable maw of the war industry.

It would appear that there is no other path towards ensuring peace 
than war preparations. This is twisted logic, a logic of frenzied milita
rism.

All States must have a clear understanding of why none of the 
important and acute international problems is being solved at present. 
This applies first and foremost to nuclear weapons and the arms race.

They are not being solved because the NATO States do not want it. 
The instigator of this policy is Washington. It has firmly linked its 
foreign policy plans with the further stockpiling of nuclear weapons as

See Docum ent 107, M ay 22.
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well as other types of weapons of mass destruction. It has put up an 
insurmountable wall on the path to agreement.

Even elementary decency is lacking in cases where representatives of 
the two powers—the USSR and the United States of America—meet 
to discuss one thing or other. Everything the United States side says is 
intended to secure unilateral advantages for the United States. There
fore, from the very outset things are doomed to failure.

If you read closely the policy documents setting out the policy of 
the United States Administration for the future—and there are quite a 
lot of them—you will see that these documents, which are imbued 
with the spirit of imperial ambitions and enmity towards the Soviet 
Union and other peace-loving States, glorify the course aimed at 
United States domination in the world and extol arms and strength. 
Thus, they set the stage for deadlocks in the solution of all the acute 
problems of today.

We are convinced that each State, irrespective of its social system, 
whether big or small, will realize that this is a course that leads to a 
further aggravation of tensions in the world, to an increased risk of a 
nuclear catastrophe.

The Soviet delegation is authorized to state before this high forum 
that the USSR will follow the same policy course it has pursued up to 
now, namely, the course aimed at peace, disarmament, limitation and 
subsequent elimination of nuclear armaments, and the solution of 
other acute problems of today.

One should face the truth squarely. It is precisely the current United 
States policy that has made the gap between these two courses in 
world politics wider and deeper than ever before and has virtually 
blocked the paths leading to agreement.

Today, many people are wondering anxiously if everything has been 
lost and the only thing left is to acknowledge that international rela
tions have plunged into total darkness.

We do not accept such a view of the situation in the world. A 
feeling of doom is alien to our world outlook. An insurmountable 
barrier must be erected against war. An end must be put to the 
stockpiling of weapons in the world.

It is understandable that prevention of war is a difficult task. The 
flywheel of military production is revolving continuously and influen
tial forces—which place the interests of dominating the world above 
everything else—will not stop it.
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184. S even teen th  Sem iannual Report by  the  President to  
the  Commission on Security and  C ooperation  in 
Europe: Confidence-Building M easures [Extract], Oc
tober  1, 1984 1

• • • • • • •

The signatories to the Helsinki Final Act  ̂ are required by the act's 
Documents on Confidence-Building Measures and Certain Aspects of 
Security and Disarmament  ̂ to give prior notification of "major mili
tary maneuvers exceeding a total of 25,000 troops, independently or 
combined with possible air or naval components/' In addition, signa
tories are encouraged to engage in other confidence-building measures 
(CBMs) on a voluntary basis. These voluntary CBMs include the 
invitation of observers to maneuvers and prior notification of major 
military movements and exercises involving fewer than 25,000 troops.

Implementation

The United States and its NATO allies continue their excellent 
record of implementation of this CBM. The United States and the 
FRG notified the major maneuver, "Certain Fury"; in addition, the 
FRG notified the major maneuvers, "Flinker Igel" and "Lion Heart" 
(which was also notified by the United Kingdom), while Denmark 
notified its major maneuver, "Bold Gannet." Observers were invited to 
all but the last of these exercises, although, for the first time since 
1981, the Soviet Union declined German invitations to send observers 
to the maneuvers taking place in the FRG. A voluntary notification 
was also made by France on the small-scale maneuver, "Doubs-84."

The Soviet Union and its Warsaw Pact allies, on the other hand, 
have provided the bare minimum of information and in general disre
garded the spirit (if not the letter) of the provisions for confidence- 
building contained in the Helsinki Final Act. During this reporting 
period, the Soviet Union notified one major military maneuver which 
took place between June 28 and July 7, involving some 60,000 Soviet 
troops in the GDR, Poland, Czechoslovakia, and the Baltic Sea. Formal 
notification of the unnamed maneuver (referred to as "Zapad-84" in 
the West) was made 21 days in advance and specified the number of 
troops participating as well as the areas in which the exercise was to 
take place. No Western observers, however, were invited to attend. 
The Soviet Union did not provide discretionary notification of the 
small-scale maneuver, "Danubex-84," which involved some 16,000 
Soviet, Hungarian, and Czechoslovak troops between June 26 and July 
2, and did not invite observers.

 ̂Department of State, Special Report No. 119, pp. 14-15.
2 Department of State Bulletin, September 1, 1975, pp. 323 ff.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304-308.
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This minimalist performance contrasts unfavorably with the slight 
improvement in the U.S.S.R/s record for the last half of 1983, which 
included the first-ever Soviet discretionary notification of an exercise 
involving less than 25,000 troops and the invitation of observers from 
three NATO countries and several neutral and nonaligned countries to 
that exercise. It does not represent, however, a return to past unac
ceptable Soviet practice, as in its failure in 1981 to live up to its 
Helsinki obligations when it did not specify the number of partici
pants in the major maneuver '^Zapad-81" as required under the Final 
Act.

Czechoslovakia on August 14 notified the major maneuver, ''Shield- 
84," which involved some 60,000 Warsaw Pact troops and took place 
between September 9-14 on Czech territory. The notification, while 
provided the requisite 21 days in advance, was minimal in other 
respects. It indicated the timeframe for the maneuver only as ''early 
September" and omitted details on the nationality of the forces par
ticipating in the exercise, on the types and levels of forces of each 
national contingent, as well as on the precise location of the exercise. 
No Western observers were invited to attend.

No other Warsaw Pact members made any notifications during this 
reporting period. It does not appear that any of the exercises which 
they held involved more than 25,000 men.

• • • • • • •

185. Communique of the  M eeting of Ministers and  H eads 
of Delegation of tlie N on-Aligned Countries to  the  
Thirty-ninth Session of the  U.N. G eneral A ssem bly 
[Extracts], O ctober 5, 1984 ^

• • • • • • •

D isa r m a m e n t  a n d  In t e r n a tio n a l  S ecurity

9. The escalating arms race, particularly in nuclear weapons and 
other weapons of mass destruction, the rise in international tensions 
and the absence of constructive dialogue among the nuclear weapon 
states have today reached unprecedented levels. These have increased 
the risks of the outbreak of a nuclear conflict affecting the very 
survival of mankind. Research, testing, production and deployment of 
new generations of weapons of mass destruction and their delivery 
vehicles have not only led to the extension of the arms race but also 
heightened the confrontation among the nuclear weapon states and 
their alliance systems. As annual global military expenditures reach

1 A /39/560, pp. 7-10, 13, 20-21, 35-36.
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the staggering figure of 1000 billion US dollars, some powerful states 
are now taking steps which would lead to the militarisation of outer 
space through the introduction of new technologies, the building up of 
defence systems against nuclear weapons and the search for strategic 
superiority in new generations of offensive and defensive weapon 
systems. The assurance of security through strategic defence is as 
illusory as the reliance on nuclear deterrence. Not only do these 
developments undermine international security but in their total 
impact they are leading to the increasing ''conventionalisation"' and 
legitimisation of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruc
tion. The rapid increase in military expenditures is having serious 
adverse effects on not only the domestic economies of many countries 
particularly the developed ones but, by producing distortions in the 
world monetary and trading systems, is severely affecting even devel
oping countries which are already in the throes of an acute economic 
crisis. The nonaligned have been and will continue to be at the 
forefront of efforts to promote an atmosphere conducive to dialogue 
among the powerful nations of the world for a relaxation of interna
tional tensions and for heightening popular awareness all over the 
world of the dangers of an unbridled arms race.

10. The Ministers and Heads of Delegation reiterated the conviction 
expressed at previous nonaligned conferences that international peace 
and security can only be ensured through general and complete disar
mament, particularly nuclear disarmament under effective internation
al control. They stressed that urgent measures for disarmament should 
be negotiated within the framework and under the aegis of the United 
Nations. In this context, they called upon the Conference on Disarma
ment, as the sole multilateral negotiating body in the field of disarma
ment, to further its mandate more earnestly through negotiations and 
adopt concrete measures of disarmament, in particular relating to nu
clear disarmament. The Ministers and Heads of Delegation called for 
an immediate prohibition of the use or threat of use of nuclear weap
ons by all nuclear weapon states pending the achievement of nuclear 
disarmament. They further called for a freeze on the production, 
stockpiling and deployment of nuclear weapons. Pending nuclear dis
armament the Ministers and Heads of Delegations also urged all nu
clear weapon states to make a commitment and pledge not to be the 
first to use nuclear weapons in armed conflicts. Rejecting all theories 
and concepts pertaining to the possession of nuclear weapons and 
their use under any circumstances and of the so-called defence against 
nuclear weapons, they called for urgent measures to be taken to 
prevent the militarisation of outer space. They expressed serious con
cern that even the limited negotiations on arms reduction and disar
mament which were already underway had been stalled and, in some 
instances, unilaterally suspended. The aggravation of the international 
situation, far from being a reason for suspension of important negotia
tions on arms limitations and disarmament should, in fact, justify their 
more intensive pursuit. The major nuclear weapon states were urged
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to pursue negotiations on arms limitation and disarmament with great
er vigour and to keep the U.N. informed of the progress achieved in 
these negotiations.

11. The Ministers and Heads of Delegation welcomed the initiative 
taken by the Heads of State or Government of Argentina, Greece, 
India, Mexico, Sweden and Tanzania in their Joint Declaration of May 
22, 1984 in which the nuclear weapon states were called upon to halt 
all testing production and deployment of nuclear weapons and their 
delivery systems, to be followed by substantial reduction in their 
nuclear forces. ̂  They recalled that the Joint Declaration had stressed 
that this first step must be followed by a continuing programme of 
arms reduction leading to general and complete disarmament accompa
nied by measures to strengthen the UN system and to ensure an 
urgently needed transfer of substantial resources from the arms race 
into social and economic development. It had further stated that 
people all over the world have an overriding interest in common 
security and the avoidance of nuclear war.

12. The Ministers and Heads of Delegation also reiterated that the 
nuclear weapon states have an obligation to guarantee that non-nucle
ar weapon states will not be threatened or attacked with nuclear 
weapons. They recommended that negotiations should proceed with
out delay for the conclusion of an agreed international instrument on 
effective international arrangements to insure all non-nuclear weapon 
states, without any discrimination, against the use or threat of use of 
nuclear weapons. They 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. The establishment of such zones in different 
parts of the world should be encouraged with the ultimate objective of 
achieving a world entirely free from nuclear weapons.

13. The Ministers and Heads of Delegation noted that, despite the 
urgent call of the international community, efforts for a comprehen
sive treaty banning the testing of all types of nuclear weapons in all 
environments for all time have so far failed to produce any result. 
They called for an exercise of the political will on the part of the, 
nuclear weapon states so as to facilitate the speedy finalisation of such 
a treaty.

14. The Ministers and Heads of Delegation emphasized that while 
nuclear disarmament has the highest priority, efforts should be made 
to conclude without further delay a treaty banning the development, 
production, stockpiling and use of chemical weapons. Conventional 
disarmament must also be pursued within the context of progress 
towards general and complete disarmament.

15. The Ministers and Heads of Delegation underlined the signifi
cant contribution of the nonaligned initiative regarding the convening 
of special General Assembly sessions devoted to disarmament. They

 ̂Document 107.
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further underscored the historic importance of the First Special Session 
of the General Assembly on Disarmament, as well as the necessity to 
strictly implement the recommendations and decisions of the First 
Special Session, contained in the Programme of Action of the Final 
Document adopted by consensus.^ They emphasized the need for 
substantive preparations for the holding of the Third Special Session 
on Disarmament, which should contribute to further elaboration of 
the consensus of the international community on concrete measures 
with a view to halting and reversing the arms race and beginning the 
process of genuine disarmament, particularly nuclear disarmament.

• • • • • • •

27. The Ministers and Heads of Delegation deplored and expressed 
grave concern at the ever growing threat to peace and security posed 
by South Africa's rapidly increasing military arsenal and, in particular, 
its acquisition of nuclear weapons capability. They condemned the 
intensification of military and nuclear collaboration between South 
Africa and certain western countries and Israel. They considered that 
such collaboration had further encouraged the apartheid regime in its 
intransigence and that it constitutes a threat to the security of Africa; 
they called upon all countries to denounce such collaboration. In this 
context, they reiterated the need for the Security Council to take early 
action to strengthen the arms embargo against South Africa  ̂ and to 
impose comprehensive, mandatory sanctions against South Africa 
under Chapter VII of the Charter of the United Nations.

In d ia n  O cea n  as a  Z o n e  of  P eace

63. The Ministers and Heads of Delegation reaffirmed the determi
nation of the Nonaligned states to continue their endeavour towards 
the attainment of the objectives embodied in the Declaration of the 
Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace  ̂ and as considered at the meeting of 
littoral and hinterland states of July 1979 as well as at the subsequent 
meetings of the Ad-hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean. They reiter
ated their conviction that the presence in the Indian Ocean area of any 
manifestation of great power military presence, foreign bases, military 
installations and logistical supply facilities, nuclear weapons and 
weapons of mass destruction conceived in the context of great power 
rivalries, constitute a flagrant violation of the Declaration of the 
Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 420. The second special session was held in 1982; 
ibid., 1982, pp. 425-430.

4 Ibid., 1977, pp. 685-686.
° Ibid., 1971, pp. 901-903.
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64. The Ministers and Heads of Delegation viewed with disquiet 
and concern the continuous escalation of great power military presence 
in the Indian Ocean area, including the expansion of the existing 
bases, the search for new base facilities and the establishment of the 
new military command structures of the great powers against the 
expi\ess wishes of the littoral and hinterland states of the Indian Ocean 
and other Nonaligned countries. These activities endangered the inde
pendence, sovereignty, territorial integrity and peaceful development 
of the states in the area.

65. The Ministers and Heads of Delegation extended their full 
support to the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace 
adopted by the United Nations General Assembly in its Resolution 
2832 (XXVI) of 16 December 1971 and urged its early implementation. 
They also noted that notwithstanding the efforts of the Nonaligned 
countries, the convening of the Conference on the Indian Ocean as a 
Zone of Peace in Colombo, Sri Lanka, had been inordinately delayed 
due to the unhelpful attitude adopted by some states. They urged the 
United Nations Ad-hoc Committee to complete its preparation for the 
Conference strictly in accordance with its mandate. They reaffirmed 
their determination to make all efforts to ensure that the Conference 
be held during 1985. They stressed the need for Nonaligned countries 
to speed up preparatory work within the Ad-hoc Committee in order 
to encompass this objective.

66. Taking note of paragraph 80 of the Declaration of the New 
Delhi Summit held in March 1983,® the Ministers and Heads of 
Delegation reaffirmed their satisfaction over the initiatives taken by 
the President of the Democratic Republic of Madagascar in suggesting 
the converung of a Summit Conference on the Indian Ocean to be 
held at Tananarive.

A c tio n  for  P eace a n d  N eg o tia tio n s

135. Recalling the New Delhi Message, the Ministers and Heads of 
Delegation viewed with deep concern the dangerous deterioration of 
international political and economic relations.

136. The Ministers and Heads of Delegation appealed to the great 
powers to undertake genuine negotiations in a constructive and ac
commodating spirit and taking into account the interests of the entire 
international community in order to halt the arms race particularly the 
nuclear arms race and achieve disarmament. While the recent meetings 
between the two major powers have generated some hope, the re
sumption of dialogue must be sustained and lead to a general relax
ation of tension. They stressed that detente in order to be durable 
should be universal, cover all regions, address all issues and be open to

® Ibid., 1983, pp. 179-184.
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participation of all States. The Nonaligned countries, on their part, 
were willing to make a positive contribution in this regard.

• • • • • • •

186. Summary Report by  the  G eneral A dvisory  Committee 
on Arms Control and  Disarmament: Soviet Compliance 
With Arms Control A greem ents , O ctober 10, 1984 ^

The General Advisory Committee on Arms Control and Disarma
ment (GAC) is a Presidential advisory committee established by the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Act of 1961. The members are private 
citizens appointed by the President with the advice and consent of the 
Senate. Its duties are to advise the President, the Secretary of State, 
and the Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency on 
matters affecting arms control and disarmament and world peace. The 
current General Advisory Committee is bipartisan, and its members 
have been drawn from the scientific, academic, business, and national 
security communities. A number of its members have held high gov
ernment positions in previous administrations. The General Advisory 
Committee provides advice and analysis that is independent from the 
bureaucratic process, with a point of view not tied to any particular 
institution.

Introduction

In response to President Reagan's request and in accord with its 
statutory mandate,^ the President's General Advisory Conunittee on 
Arms Control and Disarmament has conducted an independent, com
prehensive, one-year study of the long-term pattern of Soviet per
formance pertaining to arms control obligations arising from agree
ments and Soviet unilateral commitments. The classified report of that 
study, entitled A  Quarter Century of Soviet Compliance Practices Under Arms 
Control Commitments: 1958-1983, was submitted to the President on De
cember 2, 1983, with the Committee's unanimous endorsement, and 
has since been presented to senior administration officials and briefed 
to congressional committees and members upon their request. In ac
cordance with Congressional Amendments to the Fiscal Year 1985 
Defense Authorization Bill and in response to instruction from the 
White House, the General Advisory Committee has prepared this 
unclassified summary for transmittal to the Congress.

 ̂ACDA files. The summary report was printed in the Congressional Record, vol. 130, No. 
130 (October 10, 1984), pp. S14186-S14189.

 ̂As specified in Section 26 of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act of 1961 as 
amended. A list of members is attached. [Footnote in original.]

The act is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 482-495; as amended, it is P.L. 
98-202, 97 Stat. 1381, approved December 2, 1983.
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Using all available data concerning Soviet actions pertinent to such 
obligations, the Committee has determined that the Soviet Union's 
practices related to about half of its documentary arms control com
mitments have raised no questions regarding compliance. Soviet prac
tices related to the other half, however, show material breaches— 
violations, probable violations, or circumventions—of contractual obli
gations.

Many of the compliance issues considered in the report have been 
reviewed by the U.S. Government, raised by the U.S. in the U.S.- 
Soviet Standing Consultative Commission, or brought to Soviet atten
tion through diplomatic channels. The prevailing practice has been to 
consider each instance as an isolated event. The General Advisory 
Committee report is the first comprehensive U.S. study of all Soviet 
practices under arms control obligations since World War II and ex
plores the cumulative pattern of pertinent Soviet conduct. Such a 
study, based on wide access to official information, has never before 
been done within the U.S. Government.

Twenty-six documentary agreements were examined, along with 
numerous unilateral Soviet commitments. The sources of information 
included previous U.S. Government studies and documents, Soviet 
statements, and briefings by a wide range of U.S. Government officials 
and non-government experts. While the Committee is grateful for 
assistance from many quarters, the Committee acknowledges full re
sponsibility for the content of its report and this summary.

The report used a conceptual framework based upon the norms of 
international law.® According to these norms, treaty violations, cir
cumventions which defeat the object and purpose of the treaty, and 
breaches of authoritative unilateral commitments all constitute materi
al breaches and justify appropriate corrective measures. All types of 
material breaches are considered in the report, and the distinctions 
among them are noted.

The Committee has found that in most cases of alleged Soviet 
violations, the Soviets readily could have shown that the allegations 
were false—if they had been false. This the Soviets have repeatedly 
failed to do, even though diplomatic and other channels have been 
used by the U.S. in seeking to clarify possible misconceptions.

Past analyses (other than the President's report to the Congress of 
January 23, 1984 have tended to invoke standards of proof applica
ble only when powers to collect and to inspect evidence, to subpoena 
witnesses, to take testimony imder oath, to prosecute for perjury, etc., 
are available as legal tools.

® The Committee used the 1969 Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties and 
decisions of the International Court of Justice as the principal legal bases for analyzing 
Soviet compliance behavior. (The United States is a signatory of the Vienna Convention; 
the Soviet Union is not. Neither nation has ratified it, but the Vienna Convention is 
regarded by both the U.S. and the Soviet Union as a codification of customary interna
tional law on treaty obligations, applicable to parties and non-parties alike.) [Footnote in 
original.]

 ̂Document 10.
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The General Advisory Committee's report distinguishes between 
instances for which the evidence supports high confidence that materi
al Soviet breaches have occurred, and those cases for which the evi
dence gives substantial reason for suspicion but is short of being 
conclusive.

Categories used in the report are:

• Areas of Apparent Soviet Compliance as determined within the limita
tions of U.S. verification capabilities.

• Material Breaches ranging from highly probable to certain, including:

—violations of an international obligation involving conduct con
trary to a treaty or other binding international agreement;

—breaches of authoritative unilateral commitments, whether written or 
oral, as well as unilateral commitments reciprocally negotiated; 
and

— circumventions, or practices incompatible with the essential objects 
or purposes of agreements though not in explicit violation of 
their terms.

• Suspicious Events indicative of possible material breaches.
• Breaches of the Duty of Good Faith incumbent upon all nation states.

The following summarizes areas of apparent Soviet compliance:

Areas of Apparent Soviet Compliance

Accident Avoidance

• Direct Communications Link/Hot Line Agreement of 1963, 
amended 1971 ®

• USSR-US Accidents Agreement of 1971 ® (one violation, judged 
to be inadvertent)

• USSR-United Kingdom Accidents Agreement of 1973 [1977]
• USSR-France Accidents Agreement of 1976 ®

Nonproliferation

• Nonproliferation Treaty of 1968 ®
• Guidelines for Nuclear Transfers, IAEA INFCIRC/209 of 1974
• Guidelines for Nuclear Transfers, IAEA INFCIRC/254 of 1978
• Protocol II of the Treaty of Tlatelolco (Latin American Nuclear 

Free Zone),^^ USSR Ratification of 1979
• Convention on the Physical Protection of Nuclear Material, 

USSR Ratification 1983

® Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 236-239; ibid., 1971, pp. 635-639. 
® Ibid., pp. 634-635.
7 Ibid., 1977, p. 618.
« Ibid., 1976, p. 466.
9 Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.

Ibid., 1978, pp. 7-26 
Ibid., 1967, p. 83.
Ibid., 1980, pp. 129-138.
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Other

• Antarctic Treaty of 1959
• Outer Space Treaty of 1967
• Seabed Treaty of 1971
• Convention on Environmental Modification of 1977

The following summarizes specific instances of probable to certain
Soviet non-compliance, as determined by the Committee's study:

S o v ie t  V io l a t io n s , B reaches  of  U n ila tera l  C o m m it m e n t s , a n d  C ir c u m 

v en tio n s  D efeating  the  O bject o r  P urpo se  of  A rm s  C o n t r o l  A g ree 

m e n t s : H ig h  C o n fid en ce  in  R eliability  of  D ata  In terpr et a t io n

A. Non-SALTMatters

1. Nuclear Test Moratorium: breach of unilateral commitment to sus
pend all nuclear testing—by resuming and continuing atmospheric 
nuclear testing, 1961-1962.

In September 1961, the Soviet Union breached its unilateral 
commitment to the nuclear test moratorium upon giving three 
days of notice and while conducting related treaty negotiations 
with the U.S. This breach resulted in the Soviet Union testing a 
total explosive yield of more than 300 megatons in the ensuing 13 
months.

2. Offensive Weapons in Cuba: breach of unilateral commitment not 
to send offensive weapons to Cuba—by the covert shipment and 
deployment of offensive weapons, 1962.

The Cuban missile crisis was caused by the breach of the 
Soviets' unilateral commitment not to send offensive weapons to 
Cuba, 1962.

3. Limited Test Ban Treaty of 1963: numerous violations of the 
prohibition on conducting nuclear tests that cause extraterritorial 
venting of radioactive debris—by testing nuclear devices that vent 
radioactive debris beyond the borders of the Soviet Union, 1965 
to present.

The Limited Test Ban Treaty not only prohibits testing of 
nuclear weapons under water, in the atmosphere, and in space, 
but also bans the venting of underground explosions that cause 
radioactive debris to cross national boundaries. Since 1965, the 
Soviet Union has repeatedly allowed such radioactivity to vent in 
connection with many of its nuclear weapon tests. U.S. experience 
has shown that care can prevent such venting, and that Soviet 
violations of this treaty could reasonably have been prevented.

Ibid., 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1550-1556. 
Ibid., 1967, pp. 38-43.

^^Ihid., 1971, pp. 7-11.
16 Ibid., 1977, pp. 322-326.

Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
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4. Offensive Weapons in Cuba: breach of unilateral commitments of 
1962 and 1970 not to place offensive weapons in Cuba—by de
ploying and tending Soviet nuclear missile-carrying submarines in 
Cuban territorial waters, 1970-1974.

After the termination of the Cuban missile crisis, the record 
shows the Soviets did commit themselves not to base offensive 
weapons in Cuba if the U.S. refrained from invading Cuba. Soviet 
tending and operation of nuclear weapons submarines in Cuban 
territorial waters from 1970 to 1974 breached this unilateral com
mitment.

5. Biological Weapons Convention of 1972: violations of provi
sions requiring the destruction or diversion to peaceful purposes 
of all biological agents, toxins, weapons, equipment, and means of 
delivery—by the retention of facilities, continued biological muni
tions production, storage, transfer, and use, 1972 to present.

The Soviets' biological weapons program continued during the 
negotiating, signing, ratification, and entry into force of this 
treaty.

6. Geneva Protocol of 1925: circumventions defeating the object and
purpose of treaty provisions (a) by the transfer of chemical weapons 
and toxin weapons to their Vietnamese clients with subsequent 
use in Southeast Asia, 1975-1982; and (b) by Soviet use of lethal 
agents in Afghanistan, 1980-1982.

The Soviet reservations relative to the ratification of the Geneva 
Protocol of 1925, claiming exemption for first use against protocol 
non-parties, might be put forward to explain the Soviet use of 
chemical and toxin weapons in Afghanistan, Laos, and Kampu
chea. Such circumventions nevertheless defeat the object and pur
pose of banning first use of lethal chemical or toxin weapons. The 
Soviets have not asserted this or other legal defense of their 
actions, but rather they have denied the facts of the matter, 
falsely claiming no such use.

7. Montreux Convention of 1936: violations of the prohibition
on the transit of aircraft carriers through the Turkish Straits—by 
the recurring transit of Soviet KIEV-class aircraft carriers, 1976 to 
present.

The Soviets additionally have under construction at their Black 
Sea shipyards an even larger aircraft carrier that will also violate 
the Montreux Convention upon passage to the open seas.

8. Helsinki Final Act of 1975: violations of the commitment to 
notify Final Act Parties and provide specified data 21 days before 
conducting exercises of more than 25,000 troops—by undertaking 
major military troop maneuvers without providing specified infor-

Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
19 m i, 1969, pp. 764-765.
20 173 LNTS 213.
21 Department of State Bulletin, September 1975, pp. 323 ff.; the arms control portions are 

printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304-308.
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mation concerning the maneuvers, March and September 1981, 
and June 1983.

9. Conventional Weapons Convention of 1981: violaHons of 
customary international law—by failing to observe the Treaty between 
signing and ratification—by the use of booby-trap mines and 
incendiary weapons against civilians in Afghanistan, 1981-1982.

10. The March 16, 1982, Brezhnev-declared Moratorium (fur
ther clarified in May 1982) on the completion of SS-20 ballistic 
missile launchers in the European part of the U.S.S.R.: breach of 
unilateral commitment—by the continued construction of SS-20 bases 
and facilities in the European part of the Soviet Union, March
1982 to November 1983.

On March 16, 1982, President Brezhnev committed the Soviet 
Union to a moratorium on the completion of SS-20 launch facili
ties in the European part of the Soviet Union. In May 1982, 
President Brezhnev specified '̂an end to the construction of 
launching positions" as a part of the moratorium. The continued 
construction and completion of SS-20 sites in 1982 and 1983 
violated that unilateral commitment.

B. SALT Matters

1. The SALT I Interim Agreement on Offensive Arms, 1972: 
circumvention defeating the stated U.S. object and purpose of limiting the 
throwweight of Soviet ICBMs and breach of the 1972 Principles Agree
ment —by the deployment of the large throwweight SS-19 and 
SS-17 ICBMs, 1972 to present.

The SALT I Interim Agreement prohibits the conversion of 
launchers for light ICBMs into launchers for heavy ICBMs. The 
intent of this provision was to limit the growth of ICBM throw
weight and its resultant potential counterforce capability. The 
Soviet conversion of launchers for the light SS-11 into launchers 
for the SS-17 and SS-19 ICBMs circumvents this provision, there
by defeating an essential stated U.S. object and purpose in enter
ing into the agreement. This action widened the disparity between 
Soviet and U.S. strategic missile throwweight and increased sig
nificantly the threat to U.S. ICBMs.

2. The SALT I Interim Agreement on Offensive Arms, 1972, 
Article V(3); ABM Treaty of 1972,̂  ̂ Article XII(3); SALT II 
Treaty of 1979,^® Article XV(3): violation of the provisions not to 
use deliberate concealment measures which impede verification of 
compliance by national technical means—by numerous deliberate

1980, pp. 440-452. 
1982, pp. 118-121. 

24/Zri .̂, pp. 308-311.
1972, pp. 202-204. 

2 6 Ibid., pp. 237-240.
27 Ibid, pp. 197-201.
28 Ibid, 1979, pp. 189 ff.

Document 186



GENERAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE REPORT, OCTOBER 10 721

concealment activities that impede verification of SALT Agree
ments, 1972 to present.

The SALT I agreements and the exchange of commitments 
made concerning SALT II bind the U.S. and the Soviet Union not 
to use deliberate concealment measures which impede verification, 
by national technical means, of compliance with provisions of 
these agreements. However, during the decade of the 1970s, there 
has been a substantial increase in Soviet arms control-related 
concealment activities. An example of Soviet concealment activi
ties that clearly impede U.S. verification efforts is the encryption 
of the SS-X-25 missile telemetry, which impedes the U.S. ability 
to determine the characteristics of this missile, including charac
teristics controlled by SALT II. (This issue is further discussed 
below.) A second example of prohibited deliberate Soviet conceal
ment activity is connected with the probable continued deploy
ment of the SS-16 ICBM at Plesetsk. The present Soviet conceal
ment activities constitute a continuing violation of binding com
mitments.

3. The ABM Treaty of 1972: violation of the prohibition on the 
development and deployment of non-permanently fixed ABM 
radar [Article V(l) Common Understanding C] —by the devel
opment and deployment of such a radar on the Kamchatka Penin
sula in 1975, and by continuing developmental activities between 
1975 and the present.

The ABM Treaty prohibits the development, testing and de
ployment of mobile ABM components. During the negotiations 
the U.S. and the Soviet delegations agreed (on January 29, 1972 
and April 13, 1972 respectively) that this provision would rule out 
deployment of ABM launchers and radars which ''were not per
manent fixed types." This agreement constitutes a binding inter
pretation of the treaty.

4. SALT I Interim Agreement of 1972, Protocol: violations of 
the numerical launcher limits—by the deployment of delta sub
marines exceeding the limit of 740 launch tubes on modern ballis
tic missile submarines without dismantling sufficient older ICBM 
or SLBM launchers, March 1976 to October 1977.

The SALT I Interim Agreement required the Soviets to disman
tle ICBM launchers to compensate for modem SLBM launchers in 
excess of 740. Following the sea trials of new DELTA-class sub
marines in 1976 and 1977, the Soviets did not dismantle a suffi
cient number of launchers to compensate for deployments of their 
new submarine ballistic missile laimchers. Upon U.S. inquiry, the 
Soviets admitted this excess, but failed to accelerate their disman
tling activities.

For the "'common understandings" and ""unilateral statem ents/' not part of the 
SALT I agreements but accompanying the agreements when they were submitted to the 
U.S. Congress, see ibid., 1972, pp. 282-286. Brackets in the source text.

^^Ibid., pp. 204-205.
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The Committee has reviewed the data relative to this matter, 
and has concluded that the violation was probably not inadvert
ent, but rather was part of a deliberate Soviet effort to challenge 
U.S. arms control verification capabilities.

5. SALT II Treaty of 1979: probable violations of the provision 
banning the production, testing, and deployment of the SS-16 
mobile ICBM—by the probable continued deployment of SS-16 
ICBMs at Plesetsk, and by falsifying the SALT II data base identi
fying specific systems and their numbers covered by the Treaty, 
1979 to present.

The SALT II Treaty prohibits the deployment of the SS-16 
ICBM (Soviet designation—RS-14). Deliberate Soviet concealment 
which impedes verification of compliance by U.S. national techni
cal means has been associated with the probable SS-16 deploy
ment. Nevertheless, the SS-16 apparently has been maintained at 
Plesetsk since the signing of the Treaty, in violation of Soviet 
commitments relative to that treaty. The probable existence of the 
SS-16 at Plesetsk also shows that the Soviets deliberately falsified 
the SALT II data base concerning the number of ICBM laimchers. 
This data base was to be corrected semi-annually; however, the 
Soviets have not corrected it.

6. SALT II Treaty of 1979: probable violation of Article IV (9) 
which limits each side to one new type ICBM—by the testing of a 
second new type ICBM, February 1983 to present; violation of the 
anti-MIRV provision of Article IV(IO)—by testing a lighter war
head than the Treaty allows; and violation by the deliberate con
cealment (encryption) of data, contrary to Article XV(3), May
1983 to present.

SALT II allows each party to develop only one new type of 
ICBM. Since the Soviets have designated the SS-X-24 as that one 
new type, the SS-X-25, which appears to be another new type of 
ICBM, violates the Treaty. The Soviets, however, claim that this 
missile is a modification of the SS-13, an ICBM developed in the 
mid-60s. While common sense judgment would hold a 1980's 
high technology missile to be new, the extensive encryption of 
the flight telemetry impedes U.S. understanding of the missile. 
U.S. analyses, however, indicate that it is very likely that the 
missile fits the Treaty definition of a new type of ICBM.

7. The SALT I ABM Treaty of 1972: violation of Article VI(b) 
limiting the location and orientation of radar deployment—by the 
construction of a large, phased array radar not located on the 
periphery of the Soviet Union and not oriented outward, 1981 to 
present.

The ABM Treaty restricts the deployment of early warning 
radars to sites on the periphery of the national territory; such 
radars must also be oriented outward. The construction and orien
tation of such a radar near the city of Krasnoyarsk, an interior 
site, violate this provision. The design of the facility is substan-
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tially identical to another radar declared by the Soviets to be an 
early warning radar. The Soviets, however, have stated that the 
Krasnoyarsk radar is a ''space tracking" radar. All early warning 
radars can also perform limited ''space tracking'' functions, and 
while this radar is no exception, its location and geometry are 
inappropriate for a dedicated space tracking radar.

Suspicious Soviet Activities Related to Arms Control Commitments

The Committee also reviewed fifteen areas of Soviet activity that 
raise suspicion of further material breaches of arms control agree
ments. In these cases the data neither confirm that a material breach 
has occurred nor eliminate suspicion concerning non-compliance. Most 
of these suspicious activities have been connected with Soviet offen
sive forces and may indicate the existence of either an offensive force 
structure in excess of that allowed by various agreements, or offensive 
weapons with greater capability than allowed by agreements. In addi
tion, several events are indicative of further violations or circumven
tions of the ABM Treaty, and a review of Soviet testing of nuclear 
explosives strongly suggests that the Soviets may have repeatedly 
violated the Threshold Test Ban Treaty.®  ̂ Moreover, other Soviet 
activities may relate to obligations under the provisions of one or more 
accords addressing non-interference with national technical means of 
verification of compliance. Each of these activities may indicate Soviet 
plans and efforts to develop further military capabilities of consider
able significance.

Breaches of the Duty of Good Faith

Customary international law, as codified by the Vienna Convention 
of the Law of Treaties and by decisions of the International Court of 
Justice, obligates nations to act in good faith in their dealings with 
other nations. The Committee reviewed a number of Soviet actions 
which, while not material breaches of binding agreements, were 
breaches of that duty of good faith. Some Soviet actions in this 
category have been misrepresentations made during arms control ne
gotiations or after binding agreements came into effect. An example of 
such misrepresentation concerns the erroneous data provided by Soviet 
negotiators at the Mutual Balanced Force Reduction negotiations in 
Vienna concerning Warsaw Pact troop numbers. This material misrep
resentation has been a major barrier in these negotiations.

The Soviets have also disregarded all six unilateral declarations 
made by the U.S. in SALT I to clarify constraints upon Soviet forces 
under that agreement. While unilateral declarations do not bind the 
other party, Soviet unwillingness either to concur promptly or to take 
exception to such U.S. statements constitutes a breach of the duty of 
good faith in negotiations.

31 Ibid., 1974, pp. 225-229.
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Further, the Soviets have demonstrated a lack of good faith by their 
largely non-responsive posture concerning compliance concerns 
brought to their attention by the U.S. Government over a span of 
nearly two decades.

Patterns in Soviet Compliance Practices

The Soviet Union's actions since 1958 concerning arms control 
agreements demonstrate a pattern of pursuing military advantage 
through selective disregard for its international arms control duties and 
commitments.

The Committee found recurring instances of Soviet conduct involv
ing deliberate deception, misdirection, and falsification of data during 
negotiations. In addition to the military value accruing to the Soviets 
from individual violations, the overall pattern of Soviet practices could 
have several possible motivations:

(1) The Soviets may be indifferent to U.S. objections and responses 
to their non-compliance with arms control treaties.

(2) The Soviets may be attempting to weigh the effectiveness of 
U.S. verification capabilities.

(3) The Soviets may be testing U.S. willingness to reach definitive 
conclusions concerning Soviet arms control compliance.

(4) The Soviets may be testing U.S. and international resolve and re
sponses to their arms control behavior.

(5) These activities, as well as the other concealment activities, may 
be intended to raise the level of U.S. confusion in order to hide more 
serious covert activities, such as development and deployment of a 
ballistic missile defense system.

Soviet denial activities significantly increased over the last quarter 
century and today are challenging U.S. verification capabilities despite 
improvements in U.S. verification technology. Deliberate Soviet efforts 
to coujiter U.S. national technical means of verification strongly indi
cate a Soviet intention to persevere in circumventing and violating 
agreements.

U.S. verification capabilities have not deterred the Soviets from 
violating arms control commitments. Furthermore, the near total reli
ance on secret diplomacy in seeking to restore Soviet compliance has 
been largely ineffective. The U.S. record of raising its concerns about 
Soviet non-compliance exclusively in the Standing Consultative Com
mission and through various high level diplomatic demarches demon
strates the ineffectiveness of this process. In contrast, the international 
participation in verifying the use of chemical and toxin weapons and 
the disclosure to the public of such use may have contributed to 
limiting the extent of these prohibited Soviet activities.

The United States has never had a long-range, comprehensive strat
egy to deter and if necessary initiate measures to offset Soviet arms 
control non-compliance. Development of a U.S. arms control policy 
that anticipates Soviet behavior in light of the historical compliance 
record was beyond the scope of the Committee's review. Nevertheless,
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the development of means to safeguard the U.S. against Soviet non- 
compliance is essential if the arms control process is to avoid being 
further undermined, if it is to have favorable long-term prospects, if it 
is to build trust among nations, and if it is to contribute to U.S. 
national security and the cause of peace.

U.S. efforts to obtain Soviet compliance have been most effective 
when reliable information about compliance has been presented to the 
American people and to the world. The strength of America's democ
racy lies in an informed citizenry. Fimdamental to this nation's effort 
to negotiate equitable and verifiable arms control agreements is an 
American public informed on the critical issue of arms control compli
ance.

187. Letter From President R eagan  to  the  Congress: Report 
on Soviet Compliance With Arms Control Commit
ments, O ctober 10, 1984 ^

When I forwarded a report from my Administration to the Congress 
on Soviet Noncompliance with Arms Control Agreements on January 
23, 1984, 1 said, "If the concept of arms control is to have meaning 
and credibility as a contribution to global or regional stability, it is 
essential that all parties to agreements comply with them."  ̂ I contin
ue to believe that compliance with arms control agreements is funda
mental to the arms control process.

Congressional amendments to the FY 1985 Defense Authorization 
Bill calling for Administration reports on compliance issues, as well as 
for the transmittal of classified and unclassified versions of the report, 
A  Quarter Century of Soviet Compliance Practices Under Arms Control Commit̂  
ments: 1958-1983  prepared by the bipartisan General Advisory Com
mittee on Arms Control and Disarmament,® demonstrate the priority 
that Congress places on compliance.

In response to the Congressional requirement, an unclassified ver
sion of the General Advisory Committee's report, a summation pre
pared by the Committee, is provided herewith. Because the Commit
tee's full report contains extensive classified intelligence information, 
the classified version is being transmitted to the two Select Commit
tees of the Congress on Intelligence.

The General Advisory Committee's report to me resulted from a 
year-long analysis, by this bipartisan independent body, of Soviet 
practices with regard to arms control treaties, other agreements, unilat
eral political commitments, and statements of policy. Neither the 
methodology of analysis nor the conclusions reached in this report

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, October 15, 1984, pp. 1492-1493. The letter 
was sent to the Speaker of the House (O'Neill) and the President of the Senate (Bush).

2 Document 10.
 ̂Supra.
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have been formally reviewed or approved by any agencies of the U.S. 
Government. The report reflects the General Advisory Committee's 
attempt to assemble as complete as possible an historical record of 
Soviet behavior and to identify long-term patterns of Soviet compli
ance practices.

For its part, the Administration continues to be seriously concerned 
about Soviet behavior with regard to compliance with arms control 
obligations and commitments. We are actively pursuing several such 
issues in confidential discussions with the Soviet Union and are seek
ing explanations, clarifications, and corrective actions. Issues of con
cern continue to be intensively studied by appropriate agencies, and I 
intend to keep the Congress informed on this important matter in the 
future.

Increased understanding of compliance issues and a solid Congres
sional consensus on the importance of compliance to achieving effec
tive arms control will strengthen our efforts to negotiate equitable and 
verifiable agreements and will assist as we seek the resolution of 
important unresolved compliance issues. I look forward to continued 
close consultation with the Congress as we seek to make progress in 
resolving compliance issues relating to existing arms control agree
ments and in negotiating sound arms control agreements.

188. Communique of the  Nuclear Planning Group of the  
North Atlantic Treaty O rgan iza tion , O ctober 12, 
1984 1

The NATO Nuclear Planning Group (NPG) held its regular Autumn 
Ministerial meeting in Stresa, Italy, on 11th and 12th October, 1984. 
All NPG members attended, with Spain as an observer.

Ministers received a comprehensive briefing on the status of nuclear 
forces by the United States Secretary of Defense. They indicated their 
support for the determination of the United States and the United 
Kingdom to maintain the deterrent capabilities of their strategic forces. 
They also discussed a wide range of nuclear policy matters, including 
the trends in the balance of nuclear forces of NATO and the Warsaw 
Pact, the maintenance of the security and survivability of NATO's 
nuclear weapons, and the prospects for the resumption of arms reduc
tion negotiations between the United States and the Soviet Union on 
nuclear forces. Ministers welcomed the useful and extensive discussion 
which took place recently between President Reagan and Soviet For
eign Minister Gromyko at which the President conveyed his strong 
desire for a more productive dialogue with the Soviet Union and for 
moving relations forward.

 ̂NATO Review, vol. 32, No. 5 (October 1984), p. 32. 
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Ministers expressed their concern that the Soviet nuclear build-up 
continues unabated at all levels. In the strategic field, the Soviet Union 
is pressing ahead with the development and testing of a wide range of 
new systems, including two Inter-Continental Ballistic Missiles 
(ICBMs), a new submarine-launched ballistic missile, a new bomber 
and a new generation of ground-, air-, and sea-launched cruise mis
siles which are expected to enter operational service in the near future. 
Also, new SS-20 bases, east and west of the Ural Mountains, are 
under construction which, when operational, will significantly increase 
the number of deployed SS-20 launchers. The Soviet Union also con
tinues to replace older shorter-range missiles by a new generation of 
more accurate systems. Modern SS-21 and SS-22 missiles are being 
deployed in the German Democratic Republic and Czechoslovakia. In 
addition, the Soviet Union has developed and tested the SS-23 missile. 
The emphasis given by the Soviet Union to nuclear capability can also 
be seen in the expansion of their nuclear artillery potential in Eastern 
Europe. The Soviet Union has attempted to characterize some of these 
measures as responses to cruise and Pershing II missile deployments 
by NATO; they are in fact the fruit of programmes instituted well 
before NATO's deployments started and indeed before the December 
1979 dual-track decision was taken.^

By contrast and bearing in mind NATO's policy to maintain only 
the minimum number of nuclear weapons necessary for deterrence. 
Ministers recalled their 1983 Montebello decision which encompassed 
a substantial reduction in the stockpile of NATO's nuclear warheads 
in Europe to be carried out over a five to six year period.^ This 
process has already started and will continue in accordance with the 
Montebello decision: as a result the NATO stockpile will reach its 
lowest level in 20 years. In the context of these reductions. Ministers 
reaffirmed their commitment to maintain an effective deterrent and 
recalled their agreement at Montebello that the delivery systems and 
warheads for the remaining minimum level stockpile must be surviv- 
able, responsive and effective. Plans for the detailed implementation 
of this decision are currently being developed by the responsible 
military authorities.

Ministers reaffirmed their conviction that, in the face of the growing 
nuclear and conventional threat from the Warsaw Pact, the Alliance 
must retain a fully credible nuclear and conventional posture, in sup
port of its strategy. They stressed that while each element of the trial 
requires a credibility of its own, they are only fully effective when 
seen as a whole, and indeed work to complement each other. Nuclear 
weapons are vital for the deterrence of aggression at all levels and by 
their very existence, work to enhance deterrence across the entire 
spectrum. As one example, they increase the effectiveness of the

2 For the decision, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 814-816.
3 Ibid., 1983, pp. 917-918.
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Alliance's conventional defence by complicating any plans an aggres
sor might have for massing forces for an attack.

In the absence of a concrete negotiated result obviating the need for 
such deployment. Ministers emphasized NATO's determination to 
continue the deployment of Longer-Range INF (LRINF) missiles as 
scheduled. They reviewed the progress of the deployment in the 
countries concerned. This LRINF deployment will be accommodated 
within the lower stockpile level agreed at Montebello since one war
head is being removed for each Pershing II of Ground-Launched 
Cruise Missile warhead deployed. Ministers repeated their willingness 
to reverse, halt or modify the LRINF deployments—including the 
removal and dismantling of missiles already deployed—upon achieve
ment of a balanced, equitable and verifiable agreement calling for such 
action.

Ministers reaffirmed their strong desire that negotiations on the 
reduction of nuclear arms which, as repeatedly deplored by the Allies, 
were unilaterally broken off by the Soviet Union, should resume as 
soon as possible. They reiterated their call to the Soviet Union to 
return to the negotiating table. In contrast to these Soviet positions, 
the United States, with the full support of the Allies, has been and 
remains ready to negotiate any time and without preconditions on 
these subjects as well as on matters affecting outer space.

Ministers confirmed their strong support for the United States nego
tiating position in the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START). With 
respect to intermediate-range nuclear forces, they reiterated their full 
backing for the United States proposals, developed on the basis of 
close Allied consultations. Ministers strongly endorsed the United 
States approach to these arms reduction negotiations. They empha
sized that the United States proposals in both the START and INF 
negotiations offer the opportunity for equitable and verifiable agree
ments substantially reducing the levels of nuclear arms in a way that 
respects the legitimate security interests of both sides.

Ministers accepted with pleasure an invitation from Mr. M. Fisch- 
bach. Minister of Defence of Luxembourg, to hold their next meeting 
in Luxembourg.

Greece expressed its views in a statement included in the minutes; 
Denmark reserved its position on the INF part.
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189. News Conference Remarks by  the  H ead of the  U.S. 
D elegation to  the  Conference on Confidence- and  Se- 
curity-Building M easures and  Disarmam ent in Europe 
(G oodby) [Extract], O ctober 13, 1984 ^

Let me look back over the year so far, rather than concentrate on 
any one session. I think you get a better perspective that way.

When we came here in January, there were doubts about what 
could be done here, even as to whether there would be a dialogue or 
discussion. Now weVe succeeded in establishing a conduit at least for 
communication. I wouldn't go so far as to say that we have estab
lished a dialogue with the Soviet Union. But there has been a dia
logue; unfortunately it doesn't include the Soviets to any significant 
extent at this time. But what has happened in the past 8 or 9 months, 
particularly during this last session, is that we have had a consolida
tion of the mainline view of what this conference is about. The 
mainline view is that we should attempt to do those things which can 
reasonably be negotiated over the next year or year and a half.

What are those things? They have been referred to by a number of 
countries, many of them neutral, including, of course, Sweden, and 
Austria and others as well. The basic outline of an agreement which is 
probably attainable is clear already. I think it was even emphasized, 
reinforced this round. And that is, an agreement that combines a 
recommitment not to use force in our mutual relations with a series of 
specific measures that would provide reassurance to each country as to 
the peaceful intentions of all the participants.

Now that's a pretty simple way of describing it, but that is exactly 
what the representative of Sweden has called for in so many words, 
what the Austrian Representative has talked about, what others are 
talking about. And it is what the United States is prepared to negoti
ate here in the end if we can find a way of bringing the Soviets to 
focus on that framework. In this roimd, what was particularly encour
aging was the willingness of all the countries except the Soviet Union 
and some of its allies to engage in rather specific discussion. It showed 
that each of these countries already have thoughts about how the 
Helsinki confidence-building measures should be improved.

I can't tell you how many countries spoke, but certainly all the 
neutral countries spoke about specific details on notification of mili
tary activities, on how to improve observers and a number of things 
that did fit in very much with the idea that a framework agreement is 
beginning to emerge.

Now, for reasons best known in Moscow, the Soviets have not been 
ready to join that emerging consensus. Rather, they prefer to simply 
talk about measures that have been on the shelf for a decade, or two 
decades in some cases, proposals that are being discussed dsewhere in

1 ACDA files.
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some cases, proposals that have very little chance of being negotiated 
in this particular forum. Why are they doing that? I don't know. 
Possibly in this particular round the fact that the US elections are 
taking place next month was one factor. Tm inclined to think that 
there are other factors in Moscow dictating some of this, but we, of 
course, don't know that for sure.

When will it change? When will the Soviets be willing to negotiate? 
Nobody knows. There has been no sign of it right now at this 
particular conference. Perhaps when they come back in November 
they will be ready to do some serious business. My own personal 
suspicion is that probably they will wait until the beginning of the 
winter round which will probably begin around the end of January 
next year. I have nothing to base that on; it's sheer speculation. But 
my surmise is that we will not see very much happening for the 
balance of this year in terms of any indication that the Soviets are 
ready to join the rest of us. In the rest of us I include neutral and non- 
aligned coimtries as well as NATO countries which are trying to work 
out the framework of an agreement and get down to the negotiations 
of the slightly complicated matters remaining.

This is why I have emphasized the need to get down to talks right 
now. Get down to the specifics, so that we can have an agreement in 
place, if we can, some time during the coming year. It is becoming 
increasingly doubtful that we can do that, at this point, given the 
prognosis I've just outlined to you.

• • • • • • •

190. Soviet Draft Resolution Submitted to the  First Commit
te e  of the  U.N. G eneral Assem bly: Use of O uter 
Space Exclusively for Peaceful Purposes for the  Bene
fit of M ankind, O ctober 14, 1984 ^

The General Assembly,
Expressing grave alarm over the threat of an extension of the arms 

race to outer space, which would lead to a sharp increase in the risk of 
nuclear war, impair the prospects for limiting and reducing armaments 
in general and erect insurmountable barriers to international co-oper- 
ation in the peaceful exploration of outer space.

Deeply convinced of the need to prevent, before it is too late, the 
militarization of outer space, which should be used exclusively for 
peaceful and creative purposes.

 ̂A/C.1/39/L.1. The draft resolution was introduced in the First Committee on the 
following day by Ambassador Troyanovsky (A/C.1/39/PV.3, pp. 39-61). Subsequently, 
however, he withdrew it in favor of draft resolution A /C.l/39/L.37/Rev. 2, which the 
Soviet Union also sponsored and which the General Assembly adopted on December 12 
as res. 39/59 (A/C.1/39/PV.49, p. 87).
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Noting that concerted efforts by States in the peaceful exploration 
and use of outer space would create new opportunities for studying 
the Earth's natural resources, controlling natural disasters, providing 
food to the population, improving transport and communications, de
veloping promising materials and technologies and performing other 
economic, scientific, technological and cultural tasks,

1. Proclaims it a historic responsibility of all States to ensure that the 
exploration of outer space is carried out exclusively for peaceful pur
poses for the benefit of mankind;

2. Declares that exclusion of outer space from the sphere of the arms 
race should become a mandatory norm of State policy and a generally 
recognized international obligation,

and to this end calls upon all States, and above all those with major 
space capabilities:

—to take urgent measures to prohibit for all times the use of force 
in outer space and from space against Earth as well as from Earth 
against objects in outer space and to ban and eliminate space attack 
systems, including space-based anti-satellite and anti-ballistic missiles 
systems as well as any land-, air- or sea-based systems designed to 
destroy objects in outer space;

—to seek through negotiations the early elaboration of appropriate 
reliably verifiable agreements on a bilateral and multilateral basis;

3. Indicates that guaranteed prevention of the militarization of outer 
space will provide an opportunity for its peaceful exploration and use 
in solving acute major problems of economic, social and cultural de
velopment facing mankind today as well as in concerting the efforts of 
States of the world in this domain, including the eventual establish
ment of a world organization for the use of outer space for the benefit 
of mankind;

4. Requests the Secretary-General of the United Nations to seek the 
views and proposals of Member States about the provision of guaran
tees for the prevention of the militarization of outer space and the 
possible establishment, in these conditions, of an organization for its 
peaceful use, and to report to the fortieth session on the subject.

191. In terview  With Soviet P resident C hernenko, O ctober
16, 1984 1

Q. President Reagan has said that the United States is prepared to 
resume a dialogue with the Soviet Union on a broad range of ques
tions including arms control.  ̂ What is the attitude of the Soviet Union 
towards President Reagan's expression of readiness for talks?

 ̂Moscow TASS in English, October 17, 1984; FBIS Daily Report, vol. Ill, October 17, 
1984, pp. AA1-AA2. The interview was conducted by Washington Post correspondent 
Dusko Doder.

2 See Document 179, September 24.
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A. In the past, we have already heard words about the U.S. Admin
istration's readiness for talks but they have never been supported by 
real deeds which would attest to a genuine desire to reach agreement 
on a just and mutually acceptable basis at least on one of the essential 
questions of our relations, particularly in the field of arms limitation 
and a reduction of the war danger.

Every time we put forward concrete proposals, they would run into 
a blind wall. Let me give some examples.

Such was the case last March when we identified a whole set of 
problems. Reaching agreement on them—or at least on some of 
them—would mean a real shift both in Soviet-U.S. relations and in the 
international situation as a whole. But, what they did was simply to 
shirk responding to our proposals.

Such was the case in June when we proposed reaching agreement on 
preventing the militarization of outer space.® This time we were an
swered but with what? An attempt was made to substitute the very 
subject of negotiations. It was proposed to discuss issues related to 
nuclear weapons, i.e., issues which had previously been discussed at 
the talks in Geneva which were wrecked by the United States itself. 
At the same time, the United States not only refused to remove the 
obstacles created by the deployment of new U.S. missiles in Western 
Europe but is going ahead with their deployment.

And what about outer space? Instead of preventing an arms race in 
space, we were invited to proceed to working out some rules for such 
a race, and in fact to legalize it. Obviously, we cannot agree to that. 
Our objective is genuinely peaceful outer space and we shall persist
ently strive for this objective.

These are the facts.
Turning now to President Reagan's statement which you have re

ferred to. If what the President has said about readiness to negotiate is 
not merely a tactical move, I wish to state that the Soviet Union will 
not be found wanting. We have always been prepared for serious and 
businesslike negotiations and have repeatedly said so.

We are ready to proceed to negotiations with a view to working out 
and concluding an agreement to prevent the militarization of outer 
space, including complete renunciation of antisatellite systems, with a 
mutual moratorium—to be established from the date of the beginning 
of the talks—on testing and deployment of space weapons. This is 
precisely the way we formulated our proposal from the outset. Now it 
is for Washington to respond.

The Soviet proposal that the nuclear powers freeze quantitively and 
qualitatively all nuclear weapons at their disposal also remains valid.® 
Agreement on that matter would mean mutual cessation of the build
up of all components of the existing nuclear arsenals, including deliv

® See Docum ent 130, June 29.
 ̂See Docum ent 131, June 29.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 499-501.
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ery vehicles and nuclear warheads. The nuclear arms race would thus 
be stopped. That would radically facilitate further agreements on re
ductions in and eventual complete elimination of such weapons. The 
White House still has before it our official proposal that the Soviet 
Union and the United States initially agree to freeze their nuclear 
weapons thus setting an example for other nuclear powers.

There is a real opportunity to finalize the agreement on the com
plete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests. Should there be 
no such tests, these weapons will not be improved, which will put the 
brakes on the nuclear arms race. Here, too, the United States could 
prove in deeds the sincerity of its declarations in favour of nuclear 
arms limitation. The United States can also prove it by ratifying the 
Soviet-American treaties on underground nuclear explosions. These 
treaties were signed as far back as 1974 ® and 1976.'  ̂ Prove it precisely 
by ratifying them and not by inviting observers, as suggested by the 
American side, who would merely dispassionately ascertain the fact of 
explosion.

The Soviet Union has repeatedly called upon Washington to follow 
our example in assuming an obligation not to be the first to use 
nuclear weapons.® Every time the answer was "no". Imagine the 
reverse situation: The United States assumes an obligation not to be 
the first to use nuclear weapons and calls upon us to reciprocate while 
we say "no", this does not suit us and we reserve the right to a first 
nuclear strike. What would people in the United States think of our 
intentions in that case? There can be no two views on that score.

I have mentioned several most pressing problems related to the 
cessation of the arms race and the strengthening of sincerity. There are 
other important questions which, I believe, the President is well aware 
of. All of them call for solutions and for making concrete efforts. 
Unsupported by practical deeds, words about readiness to negotiate 
remain mere words.

I believe the above answers your question.

Q. A view is widely spread that recently a shift has become discern
ible which could lead to better Soviet-U.S. relations. What do you 
think about this and what is your view of the prospects for these 
relations in the time to come?

A. Indeed, sentiments in favour of a shift for the better in Soviet- 
U.S. relations are widely spread in the world. This, in our view, 
reflects the growing understanding of the importance of these rela
tions, particularly in the current international situation.

Unfortunately, so far there has been no ground to speak of such a 
shift in Soviet-U.S. relations as a fact of life. Is it possible? I shall give 
an unequivocal answer to this question: Yes, it is possible. The resolu-

6 Ibid., 1974, pp. 225-229.
7 Ibid., 1976, pp. 328-332.
8 Ibid, 1982, pp. 349-352.
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tion of the problems to which I referred earlier would help to bring it 
about.

I am convinced that there is no sound alternative at all to a con
structive development of Soviet-U.S. relations. At the same time, we 
do not overlook the fact that we have different social systems and 
world outlooks. But, if the responsibility which rests with our coun
tries is constantly kept in mind, if policy is oriented toward peace and 
not war, these differences not only do not exclude the search for 
mutual understanding, but call for it.

I have already said in the past and I wish to stress it once again: We 
stand for good relations with the USA and experience shows that they 
can be such. This requires a mutual desire to build relations as equals, 
to mutual benefit and for the good of the cause of peace.

192. W hite House S ta tem ent on Relations With the  Soviet 
Union, O ctober 17, 1984 ^

We agree with President Chernenko that there is no sound alterna
tive to constructive development in relations between our two coun
tries. We are pleased to see the emphasis he puts on positive possibili
ties for U.S.-Soviet relations. We will be studying his remarks  ̂ care
fully, and, as was agreed during Deputy Prime Minister Gromyko's 
recent meeting with President Reagan, we will be pursuing our dialog 
with the Soviet Union and exploring the possibilities for progress 
through diplomatic channels.

President Reagan has repeatedly demonstrated that we are ready for 
cooperation with the Soviet Union. In April 1981, he sent a handwrit
ten letter to President Brezhnev describing his feelings about the issue 
of war and peace, and to ask President Brezhnev to join him in 
removing the obstacles to peace. Since then, the United States has 
made practical proposals for forward movement in all areas of the 
relationship, including arms control.

Over the past year, for instance, the United States and its allies have 
put forward new proposals for limits on strategic weapons, on inter- 
mediate-range nuclear weapons, on chemical weapons, and on conven
tional forces. On June 4 in Dublin, President Reagan stated our will
ingness to discuss the Soviet proposal for a mutual non-use-of-force 
commitment, if this would lead to serious negotiation on the Western 
proposals for practical steps to enhance confidence and reduce the risk 
of surprise attack in Europe.^ This summer we accepted a Soviet 
proposal to begin space arms control negotiations in Vienna without 
preconditions.'^ At the United Nations last month President Reagan

 ̂ Weekly CompilaHon of Presidential Documents, October 22, 1984, pp. 1563-1564. 
2 Supra.
® Document 115.
^ See Document 131, June 29.
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reiterated his desire to move forward in these fields and put forward a 
number of concrete new proposals for U.S.-Soviet cooperation.® In his 
subsequent meeting with Deputy Prime Minister Gromyko, the Presi
dent emphasized our strong desire to move to a more productive 
dialog across the board and put forward specific suggestions as to how 
we might do so.

We cannot agree with President Chernenko's version of recent his
tory. It is the Soviet Union which has broken off negotiations on 
nuclear arms and backed away from its own proposal to begin space 
arms control talks. The United States stands ready to negotiate on 
these and other issues, but we cannot concur in the apparent Soviet 
view that it is incumbent upon the United States to pay a price so that 
the Soviet Union will come back to the nuclear negotiating table.

President Chernenko has stated that improvements in the U.S.- 
Soviet relationship depend on deeds, not words. We agree. When the 
Soviet Union is prepared to move from public exchanges to private 
negotiations and concrete agreements, they will find us ready.

193. S ta tem ent by  th e  Soviet Perm anent R epresen ta tive  
(T royanovsky) to  the  First Committee of the  U.N. 
G eneral Assem bly: Prevention of Nuclear W ar and  
th e  Militarization of O uter Space [Extracts], O ctober
17, 1984 1

As a nuclear Power, the Soviet Union is fully aware of its responsi
bility for the fate of the world, and it acts accordingly. Possession of 
nuclear weapons cannot be regarded as some kind of privilege or as 
the admission fee to an exclusive club. It only serves to place the onus 
of responsibility on the possessors to see to it that mankind does not 
stumble and fall into the nuclear abyss. It imposes on them an obliga
tion to seek the limitation and destruction of nuclear arms, which is 
also the thrust of the Final Document of the first special session of the 
General Assembly devoted to disarmament,  ̂ of article VI of the 
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,^ and of numer
ous United Nations resolutions.

While we shape our policy on the basis of responsibility for the fate 
of the world, we nevertheless cannot accept attempts to place on our 
shoulders any share of the blame for the growing nuclear threat. The 
Soviet Union and the socialist countries are not responsible for that. 
We have never initiated new rounds in the arms race; quite the

® See Document 179, September 24.
1 A/C.1/39/PV.3, pp. 41-61.
2 The Final Document may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 411 ff. 
 ̂Ibid., 1968, p. 464.

Document 193



736 DOCUMENTS ON DISARM AM ENT, 198 4

contrary, we have always advocated the most drastic arms limitation 
and disarmament measures. The socialist States have constantly sub
mitted proposals designed to achieve that end; it is not our fault that 
the other side continues to turn a deaf ear to them.

It is not we who have thwarted the ratification of the second Treaty 
on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms (SALT II)  ̂ or who 
have been evading the entry into force of the Soviet-United States 
treaties on the limitation of underground nuclear weapon tests and on 
peaceful nuclear explosions. It is not we who broke off the talks on 
prohibiting nuclear weapon tests. It is not we who are rejecting a 
freeze on such weapons or who are refusing to assume the obligation 
not to be the first to use them.

It is not the Soviet Union and its allies who have started in Western 
Europe to deploy new nuclear missiles designed to deliver a strategic 
nuclear strike against the other party participating in the Geneva 
negotiations on nuclear arms, thereby making the continuation of 
those negotiations impossible.

All this and many other things constitute cogent proof of the way 
in which the policies pursued by the United States and some of its 
allies have become increasingly confrontational. Such is the stark reali
ty facing the Soviet Union and its allies, and all the countries and 
peoples of the world. In these circumstances it is out of the question 
to speak of any sharing—either equal or partial—of the responsibility 
for the arms race and for the lack of measures which would curb it. 
That responsibility lies entirely with the United States and the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) bloc.

The Soviet Union wishes to be blunt and candid about this, and to 
emphasize that today more than ever before there is a need to adopt a 
policy of realism, common sense and businesslike co-operation in the 
resolution of the problems facing mankind, above all of the number- 
one question in world politics: the prevention of nuclear war.

As to President Reagan's statement that the United States is ready 
to resume dialogue with the Soviet Union on a wide range of ques
tions, including arms control, Konstantin U. Chernenko, General-Sec- 
retary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet 
Union and President of the Praesidium of the Supreme Soviet of the 
USSR, has replied to questions put to him by The Washington Post as 
follows:

If what the President has said about readiness to negotiate is 
not merely a tactical move, I wish to state that the Soviet Union 
will not be found wanting. We have always been prepared for se
rious and businesslike negotiations and have repeatedly said so. 
{The Washington Post, 17 October 1984, p. A 26) ®

 ̂For text of the  treaty, see ihid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
® See Docum ent 191, O ctober 16, for the replies as printed by TASS.
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The Head of the Soviet State also pointed out that the vital interests 
of the whole of humanity require that nuclear Powers observe certain 
norms in their mutual relations. In our view, those norms could be 
formulated more or less as follows: to regard the prevention of nuclear 
war as the primary objective of one's foreign policy, to prevent situa
tions fraught with the risk of nuclear conflict and, should such a risk 
arise, to hold urgent consultations to prevent the outbreak of a nuclear 
conflagration; to renounce propaganda which sketches any scenario of 
nuclear war, whether global or limited; to undertake not to be the first 
to use nuclear weapons; under no circumstances to use nuclear weap
ons against non-nuclear countries which have no such weapons on 
their territories; to respect the status of the existing nuclear-weapon- 
free zone and to encourage the establishment of new zones of that 
kind in various parts of the world; to prevent the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons in any form, not to transfer to any recipient whatso
ever such weapons or control over them, not to deploy them on the 
territory of countries where there are no such weapons, and not to 
extend the nuclear arms race to new environments, including outer 
space; and to seek, step by step and on the basis of the principle of 
equal security, the reduction of nuclear armaments, up to and includ
ing the complete elimination of all types of such weapons.

The Soviet Union has founded its policy on those principles.
Our country is in favour of reaching agreement at any time with 

other nuclear Powers on joint recognition of such norms and on 
making them binding. That would serve to reduce the risk of the 
outbreak of a nuclear conflict.

In the present nuclear age, the observance of a principle of State 
conduct such as the renunciation of the extension of the arms race to 
outer space takes on extreme urgency. That urgency results from the 
circumstances of the time, from the realities of nuclear confrontation.

The extension of the arms race to outer space would not diminish 
the risk of nuclear war, as claimed by its proponents, but, rather, 
would sharply increase that risk. There can be no doubt about the 
plans of the United States for the militarization of outer space.

Plans that have been announced—and, in particular, the presidential 
directive on space policy signed in the summer of 1982 ®—provide for 
the deployment of anti-ballistic missile (ABM) systems in outer space, 
for a free hand in operating various kinds of anti-satellite systems, and 
for the stationing of the most sophisticated types of weapons, de
signed to destroy targets on the earth, in the air and on the seas.

Programmes to develop laser and particle beam weapons—the latest 
types of weapons for use in outer space and from outer space against 
the earth—are being carried out at a rapid pace. A special space 
command has been established in the United States; a joint control 
centre for military operations in space is under construction, as is a

® For an extract of the fact sheet on this policy, see Documents on Disarmament 1982, p.
418.

Document 193



738 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1984

military launching and landing facility for reusable space vehicles of 
the '̂Shuttle" type; and the entire programme of their use is virtually 
under the control of the Pentagon. In a word, parallel with prepara
tions for nuclear war on earth, the United States is engaged also in 
massive preparations for outer space warfare.

In the minds of those who have not abandoned their plans to gain 
military superiority, space weapons are to play the role of a key 
element in a first-strike capability.

Let us take a specific plan known by the catchy name of ''Star 
Wars". It would be wrong to believe that it means something harm
less, like some kind of science-fiction film. Here again we are dealing 
with an illusion, for hopes of gaining military superiority by the use 
of outer space are illusory. But this is an illusion that is lethal for 
mankind, since it implies the actual development and deployment over 
United States territory of a large-scale ABM defence system. And, 
besides, the very word ''defence" in this case is misleading. Such a 
system can only be viewed as designed to deliver a first strike without 
the fear of retaliation, or in the hope that such retaliation would be 
substantially neutralized.

That conclusion is also prompted by the fact that plans to deploy 
ABM defence systems are not accompanied by the cancellation of the 
build-up of offensive strategic programmes but, rather, by the acceler
ated implementation of such programmes. In any case, everybody 
agrees that an ABM interception system cannot be completely impen
etrable, so it is conceived not as a defence against a first strike but as a 
means of reducing the power of a counterstrike as a result of the 
destruction of part of the enemy's ballistic missiles in their silos 
during a so-called preventive attack—or, to use the favourite term of 
some strategists, a "countervailing" strike.

This is what prominent scientists and competent military and civil
ian specialists, including those across the Atlantic, are saying. Every
one who is familiar with the problems of military and political strate
gy knows that the inexorable logic of the modern-age nuclear con
frontation is such that plans aimed at creating an extensive ABM 
defence system pursue offensive rather than defensive goals.

The renunciation of such goals is a major element in a policy of 
easing international tensions and reducing the threat of nuclear war. It 
was therefore only natural for the USSR and the United States to 
conclude in 1972 the Treaty on the limitation of ABM systems, ban
ning the development of anti-ballistic missile systems for the defence 
of the territory of each of the two countries.*  ̂ That decision has been 
and remains of enormous fundamental importance in terms of re
straining the nuclear arms race in all areas and, consequently, 
strengthening strategic stability and reducing the risk of war.

It is precisely this cornerstone provision of the ABM Treaty that is 
being undermined today. There is an open and undisguised policy of

7 Printed ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.
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destroying the Treaty. Yet we all know that the ABM Treaty was not 
merely signed but also ratified in accordance with all the rules of 
constitutional procedure, and, moreover, it is of unlimited duration.

In this connection one cannot help wondering whether the explana
tion for such a slanderous campaign concerning alleged violations by 
the USSR of the arms limitation agreements is the need to create a 
propaganda smokescreen to cover up their own disruptive efforts to 
undermine the existing treaties, including the ABM Treaty. As far as 
the Soviet Union is concerned, we are convinced that the ABM Treaty 
of unlimited duration as well as the other treaties must be scrupulous
ly observed. The solemn renunciation of the very idea of deploying 
ABM systems in outer space would be consonant with the spirit and 
the letter of the ABM Treaty and with the task of securing a peaceful 
status for outer space, in the interest of all mankind. Such a step 
would be greeted all over the world as a manifestation of genuine 
concern for the peaceful future of mankind.

The question of banning anti-satellite weapons also brooks no 
delay. The deployment of these weapons would lead to a drastic 
destabilization of the situation and to a growing threat of a surprise 
attack, and would undercut the efforts to establish trust between 
nuclear States.

It would be a mistake to think that what is involved here is a kind 
of a duel which would be fought in distant space and would not be in 
any way related to the danger of an outbreak of nuclear war. No, the 
relationship here is most direct. The destruction by one side of satel
lites carrying no attack weapons but discharging important surveil
lance and communication functions would enable the attacker to count 
on ''blinding" the enemy, taking it by surprise and weakening its 
capacity to retaliate in the event of nuclear aggression. Thus, an attack 
on a satellite would be a bona fide act of war— îndeed, an act which 
could be clearly viewed as preparation for a first nuclear strike.

As long ago as 1958 the United States began the development of 
anti-satellite weapon systems under the Spacetrack programme. Ever 
since, this work has never actually stopped. Back in 1959 the United 
States Bold Orion missile, which was launched from a B-47 bomber, 
intercepted an artificial earth satellite. In the early 1960s the United 
States deployed two ground anti-satellite (ASAT) systems, one on 
Kwajalein Island and the other on Johnston Island.

A particularly sharp tilt towards the militarization of outer space has 
occurred in the last few years. The present Administration has refused 
to resume earlier Soviet-United States talks on ASAT systems. There 
has been a steep increase in spending on the development of space 
weapons. This rate of increase by far outstrips the rate of increase in 
appropriations under other items of the United States military budget. 
The development of special anti-satellite missiles to be launched from 
high-flying F-15 fighter aircraft is currently under way within the 
framework of the ASAT programme. There have already been first 
tests of this system. Further tests are scheduled.
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The Soviet Union is strongly opposed to competition in any arms 
race, including a space arms race. At the same time, it must be 
understood that if faced with a threat from outer space it will be 
forced to take steps reliably to ensure its own security. As has been 
the case each time the United States has attempted to achieve decisive 
superiority and to race ahead in new weapons, this time, too, the 
Soviet Union will be able to give an adequate response to the chal
lenge that has been thrown down at it. The balance will be restored, 
but at a higher level of armaments. We believe that such a course of 
events must be prevented in the interests of all States, without excep
tion.

In addition to increasing the risk of global nuclear holocaust, an 
arms race in outer space will also create other, additional threats to the 
security of all countries. The logic of the development of space weap
ons is such that if it were to receive an initial impulse it would soon 
embrace the entire spectrum of possible uses. In addition to systems 
for destroying satellites and missiles, other scenarios would emerge for 
the use of these weapons. The introduction of new generations of 
space attack systems would turn them into dangerous offensive weap
ons which would constantly hang over this planet and would have the 
capability of being used instantly against any area or State, against 
any sea or air transport vehicle, and so on.

Urgent steps are needed to prevent the militarization of outer space 
before this process becomes irreversible. Otherwise, it may be too late. 
Not only is it far more difficult to remove the weapons from their 
arsenals once they have become a reality than it is to prevent their 
development, but it is impossible not to take into account the fact that 
the extension of the arms race to outer space will cause its unprece
dented escalation in other areas, too—above all, in the area of strategic 
offensive weapons. The introduction of the arms race into outer space 
would undermine the prospects for arms limitation and reduction as a 
whole.

Understandably, the militarization of space, if not checked in time, 
will consume enormous material and intellectual resources and trigger 
off unprecedented growth in military spending, thereby limiting the 
opportunities for releasing resources for the social and economic needs 
of States. An arms race in space will create insurmountable obstacles 
to international co-operation in the peaceful exploration of outer space 
and to the use of the results of scientific and technological progress in 
this field for peaceful purposes.

The costs of creating a new deadly threat which would hang over 
mankind will run into truly astronomical figures. Within the next five 
years alone the United States intends to spend $26 billion on military 
space research and development. Experts estimate that the first genera
tion of laser weapon systems alone will cost at least $100 billion, 
while the space-based ABM defence system, according to former 
United States Defense Secretary Harold Brown, could become the first 
military programme to exceed $1 trillion.

Document 193



TROYANOVSKY STATEMENT, OCTOBER 17 741

As to the peaceful co-operation of States in space exploration and in 
peaceful space programmes in general, it is not difficult to see that 
their lot will be that of a Cinderella living in a wicked stepmother's 
house. They will not only face shortages of finance and resources, but 
will also encounter suspicion, fear, hostility and secrecy, which inevi
tably accompany preparations for war. As the Foreign Minister of 
Burma justly pointed out in his speech in the General Assembly 
general debate, today the question is whether

the world community stands to benefit or be endangered by rap
idly developing space technology. (A /39/PV .19, p. 7)

Only guaranteed prevention of the militarization of outer space will 
provide an opportunity for its peaceful exploration for creative, rather 
than destructive, purposes. Thereby the way would be opened up for 
concerted efforts of States in this domain which could eventually 
result in the establishment of a world organization for the use of outer 
space for the benefit of mankind.

Recently we marked the twenty-seventh anniversary of the day 
when the world's first artificial earth satellite—launched by the Soviet 
Union—ushered in the space age for humanity. The great distance we 
have travelled along this road within a relatively short historical 
period of time is illustrated by the record performance of the three 
Soviet cosmonauts in orbit who recently completed the longest near- 
earth orbit mission in history—237 days. They received two visiting 
missions aboard the Salyut-7 space station. One of them included for 
the first time a representative of the Republic of India, Rakesh 
Sharma, who worked together with the Soviet cosmonauts. During the 
second mission female cosmonaut Svetlana Savitskaya was the first 
woman to walk in space. Peaceful space exploration offers vast oppor
tunities for the activities of representatives of various countries.

Konstantin U. Chernenko, welcoming the cosmonaut members of 
the international crew back on earth, emphasized:

Our space programme, both national and international, is peaceful 
by nature. We keep on appealing to the peoples of our planet: Let 
us together, in a concerted way explore outer space in the name 
of happiness of the peoples of the world, in the name of a better 
life for future generations.®

Peaceful exploration of outer space, which has become the symbol 
of spectacular achievements in science and technology, is meant to 
serve as an effective means of solving many global problems, includ
ing that of economic development.

Today experts in many branches of the economy face the practical 
challenge of acquiring a new "space-age mentality"—that is, they have 
to take into account in their work the results of research, scientific and 
technological experiments and discoveries in space.

® Source not found.
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Today a new space-age mentality is also called for in international 
politics. The human race has now reached yet another frontier in its 
history. The necessary physical and intellectual potential has been 
accumulated to start large-scale space exploration for peaceful pur
poses. In this connection, unparalleled vistas are opening up for the 
development of human civilization. But at the same time the very 
survival of people will be put in unprecedented jeopardy unless man's 
entry into outer space is governed by a goal shared by all States and 
nations—the goal of peaceful co-operation—and unless weapons are 
barred from outer space once and for all. This is what the Soviet 
Union suggests we must work for, and work for in a comprehensive 
way without leaving any loopholes for the militarization of outer 
space.

True to our principled policy of blocking the spread of arms to outer 
space, one year ago we submitted a draft treaty on the prohibition of 
the use of force in outer space and from space against the earth.® This 
treaty would provide in particular for a complete renunciation of anti
satellite weapons, including the destruction of any such weapon sys
tems already in existence. To facilitate reaching an agreement, the 
USSR has unilaterally declared a moratorium on the placing of anti- 
satellite weapons in outer space for as long as other countries do 
likewise. ̂  ®

The Soviet initiative has been widely supported in the world. The 
General Assembly has urged the Conference on Disarmament to start 
negotiations on the elaboration of agreements to prevent an arms race 
in outer space. One hundred and forty seven countries voted in favour 
and only one voted against. Every attempt by socialist countries and 
States members of the Group of 21 to get negotiations started at the 
Conference on Disarmament, in pursuance of resolution 38/70, has 
been blocked by that Power with the actual assistance of some of its 
allies which cast their affirmative votes at the United Nations, only 
later to advocate at the Conference a study of the problem rather than 
its practical resolution through negotiations. There is and can be no 
justification for the refusal to start working on appropriate practical 
measures within the framework of the Geneva Conference.

Another major step has been our initiative in calling for Soviet- 
United States talks on preventing the militarization of outer space, 
which was spelled out in the statement of the Soviet Government on 
June 29 last.^  ̂ We believe that the USSR and the United States, as the 
leading Powers in the exploration of outer space, should do everything 
they can to keep outer space peaceful and, in particular, they should 
lay the foundation for multilateral arrangements with a view to ac
complishing this task.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 684-686.
Ibid., pp. 648-650.

 ̂  ̂G.A. res. 38/70. The vote was 147 to 1 (U.S.), with 1 abstention. 
Document 130.
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Full responsibility for the failure to hold these talks rests with the 
United States side. As a precondition for the talks with the USSR on 
the prevention of the militarization of outer space, the United States 
has in effect demanded that they be merged with the talks on 
medium-range nuclear arms in Europe and on strategic arms; to put it 
differently: to merge them with the talks that Washington itself has 
wrecked. This was an attempt to change the subject of the talks. And 
even when the United States response dealt with the subject of outer 
space, there was a timid reference to the possibility of considering a 
certain approach to the subject. The purpose of this negative response 
is clear: to make it appear as if the United States Administration really 
favoured negotiations. In fact there was not even any wish to hear 
about the Soviet proposal to establish a reciprocal moratorium on the 
testing and deployment of space-based weapons as of the start of the
talks.

• • • • • • •

Reaching agreement on the prevention of the militarization of outer 
space would be vital for all mankind. Moreover, it could in a way add 
to the elements of mutual trust in Soviet-American relations, elements 
that they so badly need. Such agreement as has been proposed by the 
Soviet Union would not only prevent an arms race in outer space but, 
more importantly, facilitate the solution of the problems of limiting 
and reducing other strategic weapons. And this should be emphasized 
in particular.

The cause of preventing the militarization of outer space brooks no 
delay. Every possible effort should be made to move it off the ground. 
We believe that the United Nations should exert its full authority to 
ensure that the exclusion of outer space from the sphere of the arms 
race become a mandatory norm of State policy and a generally recog
nized international obligation and that all channels for the militariza
tion of outer space be reliably blocked.

In seeking to promote this goal in every possible way the Soviet 
Union has proposed the inclusion on the agenda of the current session 
of the General Assembly of an important and urgent item entitled 
''Use of outer space exclusively for peaceful purposes, for the benefit 
of mankind" and has also submitted a draft resolution on the subject 
which we officially present for consideration by the First Commit
tee.

This initiative is an extension of the consistent policy of the USSR 
aimed at preventing an arms race in outer space and is one of the 
major areas where the Soviet Union is making efforts to avert the risk 
of nuclear war. The idea is that no attack weapons of any kind— 
conventional, nuclear, laser, particle beam or any other—should be

Ibid.
Dated O ctober 14, Docum ent 190.
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placed and deployed in outer space, whether on manned or unmanned 
systems. Space weapons of any basing mode should not be developed, 
tested or deployed either for anti-ballistic missile defences or as anti
satellite systems or for use against targets on earth or in the air. Any 
such systems already in existence must be destroyed.

The use of force in outer space and from space against earth, as well 
as from earth against objects in outer space, should be prohibited for 
all time. In other words, the USSR proposes that agreement be reached 
on a radical solution of the question of preventing the militarization of 
space—on banning and eliminating the whole class of space attack 
weapons, including anti-satellite and anti-missile space-based systems, 
as well as any land-based, sea-based or air-based systems designed to 
destroy objects in outer space.

Agreement on banning and eliminating the whole class of space- 
attack systems clearly lends itself to reliable and effective verification 
of compliance by both sides with their obligations. Verification is 
made easier if only because of the fact that our proposal calls for a 
complete ban on developing such systems and for elimination of the 
few that have already been developed.

This new Soviet initiative is aimed at a comprehensive solution to 
the problem of guaranteed prevention of the militarization of outer 
space and ensuring on that basis the possibility of its peaceful use and 
exploration. Its implementation would be crucial in terms of assuring 
human progress and diminishing the risk of nuclear war.

The United Nations should raise its voice in favour of an early 
elaboration through negotiation of appropriate reliably verifiable 
agreements on a bilateral and multilateral basis.

It is clear that, notwithstanding the importance of the exclusion of 
outer space from the arms race, such a measure alone will not solve 
the problem of preventing nuclear war, but this is one of the major 
areas of reducing the nuclear danger. Advancement in that area should 
in our view give impetus to progress in all other areas, thus leading to 
the consolidation of the foundations of peace and international trust, 
the prevention of nuclear catastrophe and, eventually, to the ruling 
out of the very possibility of such a catastrophe.

194. D epartm ent of D efense A uthorization Act, 1985: M at
te rs  Relating to  Arms Control [Extract], O ctober 19, 
1984 1

 ̂P.L. 98-525, Title XI; 98 Stat. 2580-2588. 
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TITLE XI—MATTERS RELATING TO ARMS 
CONTROL

REPORT ON STRATEGIC NUCLEAR SUBMARINE FORCE

Sec. 1101. Not later than April 1, 1985, the Secretary 
of Defense shall submit to the Committees on Armed 
Services of the Senate and House of Representatives a 
report on the survivability of the United States strategic 
nuclear ballistic missile submarine force. The report shall 
address whether there are grounds for adjusting, in short 
or long-range terms, strategic force plans of the United 
States based on any vulnerability or potential vulnerabil
ity of such force. The report shall also examine the 
feasibility and desirability of enhancing the survivability 
of such force through measures that would affect anti
submarine warfare, including the nature of the patrols 
and the rules of engagement of attack submarines and 
the nature of the patrols and the rules of engagement of 
ballistic missile submarines.

ANNUAL REPORT ON STRATEGIC DEFENSE PROGRAMS

Sec. 1102. At the time of the submission by the Secre- lo 
tary of Defense to the Congress of his annual budget 
presentation materials for each fiscal year beginning with 
fiscal year 1986 and ending with fiscal year 1990 (but not 
later than March 15 of the calendar year in which such 
fiscal year begins), the Secretary of Defense shall trans
mit to the Committee on Armed Services and the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs of the House of Representa
tives and the Committee on Armed Services and the 
Committee on Foreign Relations of the Senate a report 
on the programs that constitute the Strategic Defense 
Initiative and other programs, if any, relating to defense 
against strategic ballistic missiles. Each such report shall 
include—

(1) details of all programs and projects included in the 
Strategic Defense Initiative or relating to defense against 
strategic ballistic missiles;

(2) a clear definition of the objectives of the Strategic 
Defense Initiative;

(3) an explanation of the relationship between each 
such objective and each program and project associated 
with the Strategic Defense Initiative or defense against 
strategic ballistic missiles;

(4) the status of consultations with other member na
tions of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, Japan, 
and other appropriate allies concerning research being 
conducted in the Strategic Defense Initiative program;

745
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President of U.

49 Stat. 3000.

(5) a statement of any anticipated impact on the anti- 
ballistic missile treaty;

(6) consideration of a process by which Congress could 
review Soviet countermeasures to specific Strategic De
fense Initiative programs and evaluate the adequacy of 
such programs to respond to such countermeasures;

(7) details on the funding of programs, projects, and 
tasks for the Strategic Defense Initiative, including—

(A) prior and current year funding levels for all 
such programs, projects, and tasks in the Strategic 
Defense Initiative budgetary presentation materials;

(B) the amount requested to be appropriated for 
such programs, projects, and tasks for the fiscal year 
for which the budget is submitted; and

(C) the amount programmed to be requested for 
the following fiscal year.

REPORT ON THEATER NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND FORCE STRUCTURE

s. Sec. 1103. Not later than January 19, 1985, the Presi
dent shall submit to Congress a report setting forth rea
sons why the United States should or should not initiate 
a long-term program for the renovation of the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) nuclear deterrent 
in a manner designed to reduce pressures for early first 
use of tactical nuclear weapons and to substantially 
reduce the theater nuclear arsenal to types and numbers 
of weapons whose characteristics make for a more stable 
and credible force. The report (in addition to any other 
matter covered) should specifically address the following 
issues:

(1) Whether NATO should not eliminate its reliance 
on short-range battlefield nuclear weapons (such as the 
atomic demolition bomb and 155-millimeter and 8-inch 
nuclear artillery rounds), the exposure of which to early 
loss from enemy action promotes pressures for early use.

(2) Whether NATO should not refurbish its nuclear 
deterrent by designing and deploying specific dedicated 
nuclear launchers of a range which permits the coverage 
of all potential targets from locations in the rear of the 
European NATO territory in the territory of the Warsaw 
Pact short of the territory of the Soviet Union, thereby 
reducing pressure from enemy action for early first use 
of nuclear weapons.

(3) Whether NATO should not, as a consequence of a 
change in policy described in paragraph (2), eliminate its 
inventory of dual-capable nuclear/conventional weapons 
in order to allow early use of artillery, aircraft, and sur-
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face-to-surface missiles for conventional missions rather 
than causing them to be withheld for possible nuclear 
use.

(4) Whether NATO should not place control and oper
ation of tactical nuclear weapons in a single specialized 
command established for that purpose so that all other 
NATO force elements could be free to concentrate on 
pursuing conventional military missions with maximum 
efficiency.

REPORT ON W ITHDRAWAL OF TACTICAL NUCLEAR WARHEADS FROM

EUROPE

Sec. 1104. The President shall submit a report to Con- President of u.s. 
gress not later than 90 days after the final decision is 
made (based upon the recommendations of the Supreme 
Allied Commander, Europe) regarding the net reduction 
to be made by the United States in the number of tacti
cal nuclear warheads in the territory of North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization European member nations pursuant 
to the decision of the Nuclear Planning Group of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization of October 17,
1983.^ The report shall—

(1) specify the types of warheads to be withdrawn in 
accordance with,that decision, the number of each such 
warhead to be withdrawn, the schedule for the with
drawal, and the rationale for the selection of the particu
lar warheads to be withdrawn;
and

(2) any changes in force structure to be made resulting 
from the changes in the tactical nuclear warheads posi
tioned in Europe.

REPORT ON UNITED STATES COUNTERFORCE CAPABILITY

Sec. 1105. (a) Not later than April 15, 1985, the Presi- President of u.s. 
dent shall submit to Congress a report discussing the 
required strategic counterforce capability consistent with 
existing United States policy.

(b) The report under subsection (a) shall be developed Intercontinental

taldng into consideration current and proposed United ballistic nussiies.
States intercontinental ballistic missiles having an accura
cy on the order of the MX missile (including specifically 
the MX missile, the D-5 Trident missile, and the small 
single-warhead missile) intended to be procured for 
United States strategic force modernization and the ra-

2 For this Nuclear Planning Group decision, see the M ontebello Decision, printed in
Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 917-918.
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tionale for the overall counterforce capability that would 
be attained as a cumulative result of those procurements. 
The President shall include in the report a specific defi
nition of what United States counterforce capability 
would constitute a so-called ''first-strike capability" 
against the Soviet Union.

(c) The report shall also include an assessment of cor
responding Soviet counterforce and first-strike capabili
ties.

President of U.S.

Public
information.
Confidentiality.

President of U.S.
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Confidentiality.

TRANSMITTAL TO CONGRESS OF REPORT ON SOVIET COMPLIANCE 

W ITH ARMS CONTROL AGREEMENTS

Sec. 1106. (a) Not later than 30 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the President shall transmit to 
Congress the text of the report by the General Advisory 
Committee on Arms Control of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency entitled "A  Quarter Century of 
Soviet Compliance Practices Under Arms Control Com
mitments: 1958-1983 (U)", dated November 1983.® If the 
President determines that that report contains material 
the release of which to Congress would compromise 
United States intelligence sources, methods of intelli
gence gathering, or the national security of the United 
States, the President may furnish the text of such report 
after deleting or modifying such compromising material.

(b) Not later than 60 days after the date of the enact
ment of this Act, the President shall transmit to Congress 
an unclassified version of the report described in subsec
tion (a).

REPORT ON NUCLEAR WINTER FINDINGS AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Sec. 1107. (a) The Secretary of Defense shall partici
pate in any comprehensive study of the atmospheric, 
climatic, environmental, and biological consequences of 
nuclear war and the implications that such consequences 
have for the nuclear weapons strategy and policy, the 
arms control policy, and the civil defense policy of the 
United States.

(b) Not later than March 1, 1985, the Secretary of 
Defense shall submit to the Committees on Armed Serv
ices of the Senate and House of Representatives an un
classified report suitable for release to the public, togeth
er with classified addenda (if required), concerning the 
subject described in subsection (a). The Secretary shall 
include in such report the following:

® For a sum m ary of this report, O ctober 10, see Docum ent 186.
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(1) A detailed review and assessment of the current 
scientific studies and findings on the atmospheric, cli
matic, environmental, and biological consequences of nu
clear explosions and nuclear exchanges.

(2) A thorough evaluation of the implications that such 
studies and findings have on (A) the nuclear weapons 
policy of the United States, especially with regard to 
strategy, targeting, planning, command, control, procure
ment, and deployment, (B) the nuclear arms control 
policy of the United States, and (C) the civil defense 
policy of the United States.

(3) A discussion of the manner in which the results of 
such evaluation of policy implications will be incorporat
ed into the nuclear weapons, arms control, and civil de
fense policies of the United States.

(4) An analysis of the extent to which current scientif
ic findings on the consequences of nuclear explosions are 
being studied, disseminated, and used in the Soviet 
Union.

SENSE OF THE CONGRESS RELATING TO THE ESTABLISHMENT OF

NUCLEAR RISK REDUCTION CENTERS IN THE UNITED STATES AND

THE SOVIET UNION

Sec. 1108. (a) The Congress makes the following find
ings:

(1) An increasing number of scenarios (including mis- 
judgment, miscalculation, misunderstanding, possession 
of nuclear arms by a terrorist group or a State sponsored 
threat) could precipitate a sudden increase in tensions 
and the risk of a nuclear confrontation between the 
United States and the Soviet Union, situations that nei
ther side anticipates, intends, or desires.

(2) There has been a steady proliferation throughout 
the world of the knowledge, equipment, and materials 
necessary to fabricate nuclear weapons.

(3) Such proliferation of nuclear capabilities suggests 
an increasing potential for nuclear terrorism, the cumula
tive risk of which, considering potential terrorist groups 
and other threats over a period of years into the future, 
may be great.

(4) Current commimications links represent equipment 
of the 1960's and as such are relatively outdated and 
limited in their capabilities.

(5) The President, responding to congressional initia
tives, proposed the establishment of additional and im
proved communications links between the United States 
and the Soviet Union and other measures to reduce the

President of U.S.
Communications
and
telecommunica
tions.
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risk of nuclear confrontation,^ and has initiated discus
sions at a working level with the Soviet Union pertaining 
to—

(A) the addition of a high speed facsimile capabil
ity to the direct communication link (hotline);

(B) the creation of a joint military communications 
link between the Department of Defense and the 
Soviet Defense Ministry; and

(C) the establishment by the Governments of the 
United States and Soviet Union of high-rate data 
communication links between each nation and its 
embassy in the other nation's capital.

(6) The establishment of nuclear risk reduction centers 
in Washington and Moscow could reduce the risk of 
increased tensions and nuclear confrontations, thereby 
enhancing the security of both the United States and the 
Soviet Union.

(7) These centers could serve a variety of functions, 
including—

(A) discussing procedures to be followed in the 
event of possible incidents involving the use of nu
clear weapons by third parties;

(B) maintaining close contact during nuclear 
threats or incidents precipitated by third parties;

(C) exchanging information on a voluntary basis 
concerning events that might lead to the acquisition 
of nuclear weapons, materials, or equipment by sub
national groups;

(D) exchanging information about United States- 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics military activities 
which might be misunderstood by the other party 
during periods of mounting tensions; and

(E) establishing a dialog about nuclear doctrines, 
forces, and activities.

(8) The continuing and routine implementation of 
these various activities could be facilitated by the estab
lishment within each Government of facilities, organiza
tions, and bureaucratic relationships designated for these 
purposes, such as risk reduction centers, and by the ap
pointment of individuals responsible to the respective 
head of state with responsibilities to manage such cen
ters.

(b) The Congress—

 ̂See Documents 21, 61, and 142, dated February 1, April 3, and July 17, respectively. 
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(1) commends the President for his announced support 
for the confidence building measures described in sub
section (a) and his initiation of negotiations which have 
occurred; and

(2) urges the President to pursue negotiations on these 
measures with the Government of the Soviet Union and 
to add to these negotiations the establishment of nuclear 
risk reduction centers in both nations to be operated 
under the direction of the appropriate diplomatic and 
defense authorities.

SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING A REPORT TO CONGRESS ON CER

TAIN VERIFICATION PROGRAMS RELATING TO BIOLOGICAL AND

CHEMICAL WEAPONS

Sec. 1109. (a) The Congress makes the following find
ings:

(1) The Iran-Iraq war has recently demonstrated a iran-iraq war. 

marked increase in the proliferation of technology on the 
production of chemical weapons and an increase in the 
willingness of nations to use such weapons in armed 
conflict.

(2) The President's Report to Congress on Soviet Arms President of U.S. 

Control Noncompliance ® concluded that the Soviet
Union has refused to respond adequately to United 
States concerns about the transfer or use by the Soviet 
Union of lethal chemical warfare agents in Laos, Kampu
chea, and Afghanistan and United States concerns about 
adherence by the Soviet Union to the 1972 Biological and 
Toxin Weapons Convention.®

(3) Experts at the recent annual meeting of the Ameri
can Association for the Advancement of Science and at 
the First World Congress on New Compounds in Biolog
ical and Chemical Warfare held at Ghent, Belgium, em
phasized that better verification of the use of chemical 
weapons and of the development of biological and toxin 
weapons was essential to strengthen the 1972 Biological
and Toxin Weapons Convention and Geneva Protocol of 26Usts83.
1 9 2 5 .* ^  26UST571.

(4) The 1972 Biological and Toxin Weapons Conven
tion is scheduled for review in 1985.

(5) The United States is anxious to promote and 
strengthen adherence to the Geneva Protocol of 1925 and 
the 1972 Biological and Chemical Weapons Convention

® The W hite House fact sheet on this report is printed as Docum ent 11, January 23.
® The convention is printed in Documents on Disarmament 1972, pp. 133-138.
 ̂ For the Geneva Protocol, see ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.
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and is vigorously pursuing a comprehensive, verifiable, 
international agreement to ban chemical weapons.

(6) Any comprehensive agreement intended to ban the 
production, storage, and transfer of chemical weapons 
must provide for effective measures of verification and 
enforcement and in order for the 1972 Biological and 
Toxin Weapons Convention to be effective, compliance 
with the terms of the convention must be verifiable; and

(7) The Congress must be well informed regarding 
existing and planned programs for verifying compliance 
with the 1972 Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention 
and with a chemical weapons ban agreement.

(b) It is the sense of Congress that the President 
should submit to the Committee on Foreign Relations 
and the Select Committee on Intelligence of the Senate 
and to the Committee on Foreign Affairs and the Perma
nent Select Committee on Intelligence of the House of 
Representatives a comprehensive report identifying and 
evaluating—

(1) existing and planned programs to support verifica
tion requirements necessary to determine compliance

26UST583. with the 1972 Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention 
and a chemical weapons ban; and

(2) the budget resources necessary to support verifica
tion requirements necessary to determine compliance 
with the 1972 Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention 
and a chemical weapons ban.

(c) The President is requested to submit the report 
referred to in subsection (b) to the committees referred to 
in such subsection not later than December 31, 1984.

SENSE OF CONGRESS EXPRESSING SUPPORT FOR UNITED STATES TO 

PURSUE OUTSTANDING ARMS CONTROL COMPLIANCE

Sec. 1110. (a) The Congress makes the following find
ings:

(1) It is a vital security objective of the United States 
to limit the Soviet nuclear threat against the United 
States and its allies.

President of U.S. (2) The President has declared that ''as for existing 
strategic arms agreements, we will refrain from actions 
which undercut them so long as the Soviet Union shows 
equal restraint".®

(3) The United States has legitimate concerns about 
certain Soviet actions and behavior relevant to limitations

® Ibid., 1982, p. 332.
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and other provisions of existing strategic arms agree
ments.

(4) The President has declared that ''the United States President of U.S. 

will continue to press compliance issues with the Soviet
Union through diplomatic channels, and to insist upon 
explanations, clarifications, and corrective actions'".®

(5) The President has also declared that "the United 
States is continuing to carry out its obligations under 
relevant agreements". ̂  ®

(6) It would be detrimental to the security interests of 
the United States and its allies and to international peace 
and stability for the last remaining limitations on strate
gic offensive nuclear weapons to break down or lapse 
before replacement by a new strategic arms control 
agreement between the United States and the Soviet 
Union.

(7) The continuation of existing restraints on strategic 
offensive nuclear arms would provide an atmosphere 
more conducive to achieving an agreement significantly 
reducing the levels of nuclear arms.

(8) The Soviet Union has not agreed to a date for 
resumption of the nuclear arms talks in Geneva, and it is 
incumbent on the Soviet Union to return to the negotiat
ing table.

(9) A termination of existing restraints on strategic 
offensive nuclear weapons could make the resumption of 
negotiations more difficult.

(10) Both sides have, to date, abided by important 
nimierical and other limits contained in existing strategic 
offensive arms agreements, including dismantling oper
ational missile-firing submarines and remaining within 
the ceilings on multiple-warhead missile launchers and 
other related limits.

(11) It is in the interest of the United States and its 
allies for the Soviet Union to continue to dismantle older 
missile-firing submarines as new ones are deployed and 
to continue to remain at or below a level of 820 launch
ers of intercontinental ballistic missiles with multiple in
dependently targeted reentry vehicles, 1,200 launchers of 
intercontinental ballistic missiles with multiple independ
ently targeted reentry vehicles and submarine launched 
ballistic missiles, and 1,320 launchers of intercontinental 
ballistic missiles with multiple independently targeted re
entry vehicles and submarine launched ballistic missiles 
and heavy bombers equipped with air launched cruise

® See Docum ent 10, January 23.
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President of U.S. 
Report.
Confidentiality.

President of U.S. 
Report.

missiles, and other related limits in existing strategic of
fensive arms agreements.

(b) In view of these findings, it is the sense of Con
gress that—

(1) the United States should vigorously pursue with 
the Soviet Union the resolution of concerns over compli
ance with existing strategic and other arms control agree
ments and should seek corrective actions, where appro
priate, through the Standing Consultative Commission 
and other available diplomatic channels;

(2) the United States should, through December 31, 
1985, continue to pursue its stated policy to refrain from 
undercutting the provisions of existing strategic offensive 
arms agreements so long as the Soviet Union refrains 
from undercutting the provisions of those agreements, or 
until a new strategic offensive arms agreement is con
cluded;

(3) the President should provide a report to the Con
gress in both classified and unclassified forms reflecting 
additional findings regarding Soviet adherence to such a 
no-undercut policy, by February 15, 1985;

(4) the President shall provide to Congress on or 
before June 1, 1985, a report that—

(A) describes the implications of the United States 
Ship Alaska's sea trials, both with and without the 
concurrent dismantling of older launchers of missiles 
with multiple independently targeted reentry vehi
cles, for the current United States no-undercut 
policy on strategic arms and United States security 
interests more generally;

(B) assesses possible Soviet political, military, and 
negotiating responses to the termination of the 
United States no-undercut policy;

(C) reviews and assesses Soviet activities with re
spect to existing strategic offensive arms agreements; 
and

(D) makes recommendations regarding the future 
of United States interim restraint policy; and

(5) the President should carefully consider the impact 
of any change to this current policy regarding existing 
strategic offensive arms agreements on the long-term se
curity interests of the United States and its allies and 
should consult with the Congress before making any 
change in current policy.
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POLICY ON THE STATUS OF CERTAIN TREATIES TO PREVENT NUCLEAR

TESTING

Sec. 1111. (a) The Senate makes the following findings:

(1) The United States is committed in the Limited Test 
Ban Treaty of 1963 and in the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty of 1968 to seek to achieve the discontinuance 
of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time.

(2) A comprehensive test ban treaty would promote 
the security of the United States by constraining the 
United States-Soviet nuclear arms competition and by 
strengthening efforts to prevent the proliferation of nu
clear weapons.

(3) The Threshold Test Ban Treaty was signed in 
1974 and the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty was 
signed in 1976/^ and both have yet to be considered by 
the full Senate for its advice and consent to ratification.

(4) The entry into force of the Peaceful Nuclear Explo
sions Treaty and the Threshold Test Ban Treaty will 
ensure full implementation of significant new verification 
procedures and so make completion of a comprehensive 
test ban treaty more probable.

(5) A comprehensive test ban treaty must be adequate
ly verifiable, and significant progress has been made in 
methods for detection of underground nuclear explosions 
by seismological and other means.

(6) At present, negotiations are not being pursued by 
the United States and the Soviet Union toward comple
tion of a comprehensive test ban treaty.

(7) The past five administrations have supported the 
achievement of a comprehensive test ban treaty.

(b) It is the sense of the Senate that at the earliest 
possible date, the President should—

(1) request advice and consent of the Senate to ratifi
cation (with a report containing any plans the President 
may have to negotiate supplemental verification proce
dures, or if the President believes it necessary, any un
derstanding or reservation on the subject of verification 
which should be attached to the treaty) of the Threshold 
Test Ban and Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaties, 
signed in 1974 and 1976, respectively; and

 ̂  ̂ Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293. 
Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
Ibid., 1974, pp. 225-229.
Ibid., 1976, pp. 328-332.

14 UST 1313. 
21 UST 483.

President of U.S. 
Report.
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(2) propose to the Soviet Union the immediate re
sumption of negotiations toward conclusion of a verifia
ble comprehensive test ban treaty.

(c) In accordance with international law, the United 
States shall have no obligation to comply with any bilat
eral arms control agreement with the Soviet Union that 
the Soviet Union is violating.

• • • • • • •

195. Presidential Campaign Debate Between President 
Reagan and Former Vice President Mondale: Star 
Wars Defense, Nuclear Freeze, and Mutual Deterrence 
Strategy [Extracts], October 21, 1984 ^

• • • • • • •

S ta r W ars D efen se

M r. K a lb . Mr. President, when you made that proposal, the so- 
called Star Wars proposal, ̂  you said, if Tm not mistaken, that you 
would share this very super-sophisticated technology with the Soviet 
Union. After all of the distrust over the years, sir, that you have 
expressed towards the Soviet Union, do you really expect anyone to 
take seriously that offer that you would share the best of America's 
technology in this weapons area with our principal adversary?

The P residen t. Why not? What if we did—and I hope we can; 
we're still researching—what if we come up with a weapon that 
renders those missiles obsolete? There has never been a weapon in
vented in the history of man that has not led to a defensive, a 
counterweapon. But suppose we came up with that?

Now, some people have said, ''Ah, that would make war imminent, 
because they would think that we could launch a first strike because 
we could defend against the enemy." But why not do what I have 
offered to do and asked the Soviet Union to do? Say, "Look, here's
what we can do. We'll even give it to you. Now, will you sit down
with us and once and for all get rid, all of us, of these nuclear
weapons and free mankind from that threat?" I think that would be
the greatest use of a defensive weapon.

M r. K alb . Mr. Mondale, you've been very sharply critical of the 
President's strategic defense initiative. And yet, what is wrong with a

1 Weekly CompilaHon of PresidenHal Documents, October 29, 1984, pp. 1603-1605, 1607-1608. 
The debate was held in Kansas City, Missouri.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 199-201.
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major effort by this country to try to use its best technology to knock 
out as many incoming nuclear warheads as possible?

M r. M ondale. First of all, let me sharply disagree with the President 
on sharing the most advanced, the most dangerous, the most impor
tant technology in America with the Soviet Union. We have had for 
many years, understandably, a system of restraints on high technology 
because the Soviets are behind us. And any research or development 
along the Star Wars schemes would inevitably involve our most ad
vanced computers, our most advanced engineering. And the thought 
that we would share this with the Soviet Union is, in my opinion, a 
total non-STARTer. I would not let the Soviet Union get their hands 
on it at all.

Now, what's wrong with Star Wars? There's nothing wrong with 
the theory of it. If we could develop a principle that would say both 
sides could fire all their missiles and no one would get hiu’t, I suppose 
it's a good idea. But the fact of it is we're so far away from research 
that even comes close to that, that the Director of Engineering Re
search at the Defense Department said to get there we would have to 
solve eight problems, each of which is more difficult than the atomic 
bomb and the Manhattan project. It would cost something like a 
trillion dollars to test and deploy weapons.

The second thing is this all assumes that the Soviets wouldn't 
respond in kind. And they always do. We don't get behind. They 
won't get behind. And that's been the tragic story of the arms race. 
We have more at stake in space satellites than they do. If we could 
stop, right now, the testing and the deployment of these space weap
ons—and the President's proposals go clear beyond research; if it was 
just research we wouldn't have any argument, because maybe some
day, somebody will think of something—but to commit this nation to 
a buildup of antisatellite and space weapons at this time, in their 
crude state, would bring about an arms race that's very dangerous 
indeed.

One final point. The most dangerous aspect of this proposal is, for 
the first time, we would delegate to computers the decision as to 
whether to start a war. That's dead wrong. There wouldn't be time for 
a President to decide; it would be decided by these remote computers. 
It might be an oil fire, it might be a jet exhaust, the computer might 
decide it's a missile—and off we go.

Why don't we stop this madness now and draw a line and keep the 
heavens free from war? \Applause\ ^

N u clear F reeze

M r. K a lb . Mr. Mondale, in this general area, sir, of arms control. 
President Carter's national security adviser, Zbigniew Brzezinski, said, 
"A nuclear freeze is a hoax." Yet the basis of your arms proposals, as I 
understand them, is a mutual and verifiable freeze on existing weap

® These and following brackets are in the source text.
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ons systems. In your view, which specific weapons systems could be 
subject to a mutual and verifiable freeze, and which could not?

M r. M on dale. Every system that is verifiable should be placed on 
the table for negotiations for an agreement. I would not agree to any 
negotiations or any agreement that involved conduct on the part of 
the Soviet Union that we couldn't verify every day. I would not agree 
to any agreement in which the United States security interest was not 
fully recognized and supported. That's why we say mutual and verifi
able freezes.

Now, why do I support the freeze? Because this ever-rising arms 
race madness makes both nations less secure. It's more difficult to 
defend this nation. It's putting a hair-trigger on nuclear war. This 
administration, by going into the Star Wars system, is going to add a 
dangerous new escalation. We have to be tough on the Soviet Union, 
but I. think the American people—

M r. N ew m an . Your time is up, Mr. Mondale.
M r. M on dale. —and the people of the Soviet Union want it to stop.
M r. N ew m an . President Reagan, your rebuttal?
The P re s id e n t Yes, my rebuttal, once again, is that this invention 

that has just been created here of how I would go about rolling over 
for the Soviet Union—no, Mr. Mondale, my idea would be with that 
defensive weapon that we would sit down with them and then say, 
"Now, are you willing to join us? Here's what we"—give them a 
demonstration and then say—"Here's what we can do. Now, if you're 
willing to join us in getting rid of all the nuclear weapons in the 
world, then we'll give you this one, so that we would both know that 
no one can cheat; that we've both got something that if anyone tries 
to cheat . . ."

But when you keep star-warring it—I never suggested where the 
weapons should be or what kind; I'm not a scientist. I said, and the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff agreed with me, that it was time for us to turn 
our research ability to seeing if we could not find this kind of defen
sive weapon. And suddenly somebody says, "Oh, it's got to be up 
there, and it's Star Wars," and so forth. I don't know what it would 
be, but if we can come up with one, I think the world will be better 
off.

M r. N ew m an . Mr. Mondale, your rebuttal.
M r. M on dale. Well, that's what a President's supposed to know— 

where those weapons are going to be. If they're space weapons, I 
assume they'll be in space. [Laughter] If they're antisatellite weapons, I 
assume they're going to be aimed against antisatellites [sic].

Now, this is the most dangerous technology that we possess. The 
Soviets try to spy on us, steal this stuff. And to give them technology 
of this kind, I disagree with. You haven't just accepted research, Mr. 
President. You've set up a strategic defense initiative, an agency, 
you're beginning to test, you're talking about deploying, you're asking 
for a budget of some $30 billion for this purpose. This is an arms 
escalation. And we will be better off, far better off, if we stop right
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now, because we have more to lose in space than they do. If someday, 
somebody comes along with an answer, that's something else. But that 
there would be an answer in our lifetime is unimaginable.

Why do we start things that we know the Soviets will match and 
make us all less secure? That's what a President's for.

M utual Deterrence Strategy

Mr. Trewhitt Mr. President, could I take you back to something 
you said earlier, and if I'm misquoting you, please correct me. But I 
understood you to say that if the development of space military 
technology was successful, you might give the Soviets a demonstration 
and say, "Here it is," which sounds to me as if you might be trying to 
gain the sort of advantage that would enable you to dictate terms, and 
which I will then suggest to you might mean scrapping a generation of 
nuclear strategy called mutual deterrence in which we, in effect, hold 
each other hostage. Is that your intention?

The President Well, I can't say that I have roundtabled that and sat 
down with the Chiefs of Staff, but I have said that it seems to me that 
this could be a logical step in what is my ultimate goal, my ultimate 
dream, and that is the elimination of nuclear weapons in the world. 
And it seems to me that this could be an adjunct, or certainly a great 
assisting agent in getting that done. I am not going to roll over, as Mr. 
Mondale suggests, and give them something that could turn around 
and be used against us. But I think it's a very interesting proposal, to 
see if we can find, first of all, something that renders those weapons 
obsolete, incapable of their mission.

But Mr. Mondale seems to approve MAD—MAD is Mutual As
sured Destruction—meaning, if you use nuclear weapons on us, the 
only thing we have to keep you from doing it is that we'll kill as 
many people of yours as you'll kill of ours.

I think that to do everything we can to find, as I say, something 
that would destroy weapons and not humans is a great step forward in 
human rights.

Mr. Trewhitt Mr. Mondale, could I ask you to address the question 
of nuclear strategy then? The formal doctrine is very arcane, but I'm 
going to ask you to deal with it anyway. Do you believe in MAD— 
Mutual Assured Destruction, mutual deterrence as it has been prac
ticed for the last generation?

Mr. Mondale. I believe in a sensible arms control approach that 
brings down these weapons to manageable levels. I would like to see 
their elimination. And in the meantime, we have to be strong enough 
to make certain that the Soviet Union never tempts us.

Now, here we have to decide between generalized objectives and 
reality. The President says he wants to eliminate or reduce the number 
of nuclear weapons. But, in fact, these last 4 years have seen more
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weapons built, a wider and more vigorous arms race than in human 
history. He says he wants a system that will make nuclear arms— 
wars, safe, so nobody's going to get hurt. Well, maybe someday, 
somebody can dream of that.

But why start an arms race now? Why destabilize our relationship? 
Why threaten our space satellites upon which we depend? Why 
pursue a strategy that would delegate to computers the question of 
starting a war?

A President, to defend this country and to get arms control, must 
master what's going on. I accept his objective and his dream; we all 
do. But the hard reality is that we must know what we're doing and 
pursue those objectives that are possible in our time. He's opposed 
every effort of every President to do so, and in the 4 years of his 
administration he's failed to do so. And if you want a tough President 
who uses that strength to get arms control and draws the line in the 
heavens, vote for Walter Mondale. [Applause]

196. Chinese Draft Resolution Submitted to the First Com
mittee of the U.N. General Assembly: Prevention of 
an Arms Race in Outer Space, October 23, 1984 ^

Recognizing the common interest of all mankind in the exploration 
and use of outer space for peaceful purposes.

Reaffirming that the exploration and use of outer space, including the 
Moon and other celestial bodies, shall be carried out for the benefit 
and in the interests of all countries, irrespective of their degree of 
economic or scientific development, and shall be the province of all 
mankind.

Reaffirming the principles and objectives 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,

Recalling paragraph 80 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special 
Session of the General Assembly, its resolutions 36/97 C and 36/99 of 
9 December 1981, 37/83 of 9 December 1982, 37/99 D of 13 Decem
ber 1982 and 38/70 of 15 December 1983,

Gravely concerned at the danger posed to all mankind by an arms race 
in outer space.

 ̂A/C.1/39/L.3. The draft resolution is the first that China submitted since joining 
the United Nations. It was introduced in the First Committee on November 9 but was 
withdrawn on November 27 in favor of draft resolution A/C.l/39/L.37/Rev.2, which 
China also sponsored and which the General Assembly adopted on December 12 as res. 
39/59 (see A/C.1/39/PV.49, pp. 88-92).
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Gravely concerned in particular at the intensification of research and 
development of outer space weapon systems, including anti-satellite 
systems and the systems of anti-missile weapons.

Convinced that urgent and effective measures are needed for the 
prevention of an arms race in outer space.

Convinced that the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United 
States of America, which possess military strengths far exceeding 
those of other countries and are actually engaged in the testing and 
preparation of deployment of outer space weapons, have special re
sponsibility for the prevention of an arms race in outer space.

Taking note of the report submitted by the Conference on Disarma
ment on the prevention of an arms race in outer space.

Taking special note of the demand of the people of the world that 
negotiations on this urgent question to be undertaken without delay.

Expressing deep concern and disappointment that the Conference on Disar
mament has not thus far been able to set up an ad hoc committee on 
outer space,

1. Reaffirms the will of all States to ensure that outer space should be 
used exclusively for peaceful purposes and should not become an 
arena for an arms race;

2. Calls upon all States, especially those possessing enormous outer 
space capabilities, to contribute positively to the realization of the 
objective of peaceful uses of outer space and to adopt prompt and 
effective measures to prevent an arms race in outer space;

3. Requests the Conference on Disarmament to speed up the consider
ation on preventing an arms race in outer space in all its aspects as a 
matter of priority and urgency, taking into account all relevant draft 
resolutions and proposals, and for this purpose to set up an ad hoc 
committee at the begirming of its 1985 session to conduct negotiations 
for concluding an agreement or agreements on halting the research, 
testing, development, production, deployment and use of outer space 
weapons, leading ultimately to the total prohibition and destruction of 
all such weapon systems;

4. Urges the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United 
States of America to start as early as possible serious bilateral negotia
tions for the same purpose and to keep the Conference on Disarma
ment properly informed of the progress of these negotiations;

5. Requests the Conference on Disarmament to submit its report to 
the General Assembly at its fortieth session on its considerations of 
this item;

6. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Conference on 
Disarmament all the documents relating to the consideration of this 
subject by the General Assembly at its thirty-ninth session;

7. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its fortieth session 
the item entitled '"Prevention of an arms race in outer space''.
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197. Soviet Message to U.N. Secretory-General Perez de 
Cuellar: Nuclear Arms Freeze, October 24, 1984 ^

1. In the view of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the main 
task of international relations is to prevent nuclear war and curb the 
nuclear-arms race. A major step in this direction would be a nuclear- 
arms freeze. The world has crossed the borderline beyond which the 
further accumulation and improvement of these weapons is not only 
dangerous, but senseless.

2. The most recent sessions of the General Assembly have shown 
that, for all the differences of approach, the overwhelming majority of 
States agree with the idea of a nuclear freeze, which is advocated by 
extremely broad sectors of society throughout the world. As a nuclear 
Power which is aware of its responsibility for the fate of the world as 
a whole, the Soviet Union has not only supported the idea of a 
nuclear freeze, but has itself put forward a concrete programme in this 
respect. This position is a manifestation of the Soviet Union's consist
ent policy aimed at halting the nuclear-arms race in both quantitative 
and qualitative terms and preventing a nuclear war. From the Soviet 
side, it has more than once been emphasized at the highest level that 
the USSR will not develop a nuclear first-strike potential, will not 
seek military supremacy, and is doing and will do nothing which 
might destroy the existing military balance.

3. The adherence of the Soviet Union to the idea of a freeze stems 
from the policy it pursues, as a matter of principle, of maintaining the 
strategic military parity existing between the USSR and the United 
States of America and between the Warsaw Treaty and NATO in 
general.

4. In response to the call to that effect by the General Assembly at 
its thirty-seventh session, in June 1983 the Soviet Union addressed to 
the Governments of the United States of America, the United King
dom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, France and China a pro
posal that all the nuclear Powers should simultaneously freeze all 
nuclear weapons in their possession both in quantitative and qualita
tive terms.^ As is well known, the countries to which it was addressed 
reacted negatively to this proposal. At the thirty-eighth session of the 
General Assembly, the Soviet Union again drew the attention of States 
to this issue. At its initiative, the General Assembly adopted resolution 
38/76, in which it urged all nuclear-weapon States to proceed to 
freeze, under appropriate verification, all nuclear weapons in their 
possession both in quantitative and qualitative terms. This freeze 
would include the cessation of the buildup of all components of 
nuclear arsenals, including all kinds of nuclear-weapon delivery sys
tems and all kinds of nuclear weapons, an undertaking not to deploy

 ̂A/39/623. The communication was sent to the Secretary-General in connection with 
paragraph 2 of G.A. res. 38/73 E of December 15, 1983.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 499-501.
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nuclear weapons of new kinds and types, a moratorium on all tests of 
nuclear weapons and also on tests of new kinds and types of their 
delivery systems, and the halting of the production of fissionable 
materials for the purpose of creating nuclear weapons.

5. In the view of the USSR, all the nuclear Powers should take part 
in the nuclear freeze; this is dictated by the need to stop the nuclear- 
arms race once and for all. The USSR is, however, also ready for the 
obligation to freeze nuclear weapons to enter into force in the first 
place for the USSR and the United States. Here the Soviet Union is 
proceeding on the assumption that the other nuclear-weapon States 
will follow the example of the USSR and the United States and freeze 
their own nuclear arsenals in turn.

6. The same line of thought is also reflected in the ideas put 
forward in the Joint Declaration by the heads of State and Govern
ment of Argentina, Greece, India, Mexico, Sweden and the United 
Republic of Tanzania, addressed by them in the summer of this year 
to all the nuclear Powers.^ Central to the Declaration, which received 
a positive response on the part of the Soviet Union, is an appeal for a 
halt in the further buildup of nuclear weapons and a freeze in nuclear 
arsenals, to be immediately followed by substantial reductions in these 
arsenals. This is yet another confirmation of the fact that the need for 
such measures has become imperative.

7. The necessary basis exists for a nuclear freeze at the present time, 
in the form of the military balance between the USSR and the United 
States, which is recognized by the General Assembly. General Assem
bly resolutions 37/100 B and 38/73 E clearly state that the USSR and 
the United States ""are now equivalent in nuclear military power" and 
that there exists between them '"an overall rough parity'". It is obvious 
that, given the current approximate equality of nuclear and conven
tional capabilities, agreement on stopping the improvement and in
crease of nuclear arms could not prejudice anyone's security. Compli
ance with the obligations of the freeze could, as many qualified nucle
ar arms specialists and high-ranking politicians in various countries 
have pointed out, be effectively verified using national techniques.

8. Furthermore, the Soviet Union is prepared, if necessary, to work 
out a number of additional verification measures in that area, based on 
co-operation and taking into account previous arms limitation negotia
tions.

9. Aware that the threat of nuclear war exists even with arsenals at 
their present level, the Soviet Union does not, of course, consider a 
nuclear-arms freeze to be an end in itself. It is only a step towards 
their reduction. It is well known that the Soviet Union has introduced 
far-reaching practical proposals for a radical reduction in nuclear arms, 
both on a world-wide scale and in Europe, in strict accordance with 
the principle of equality and equal security. The USSR consistently

 ̂Dated May 22, Document 107.
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advocates the preparation of a programme of nuclear disarmament, the 
effect of which would be to free the world from nuclear arms forever.

10. In addition, a nuclear freeze would also be in itself a major 
contribution to the cause of ensuring international security. It would 
demonstrate the renunciation of plans to achieve military supremacy, 
and would put an end to the further increase and improvement of 
nuclear weaponry. As a result, the danger of nuclear conflict would be 
reduced. The level of confidence among nuclear-weapon States would 
rise accordingly, there would be a turn towards a healthier overall 
climate in the world, and the necessary conditions for progress in 
nuclear disarmament would appear.

11. A nuclear-arms freeze is comparatively easy to implement while 
being an effective step towards stopping the nuclear-arms race.

12. The reason that, contrary to the will of the overwhelming 
majority of States in the world, agreement on a freeze has not been 
achieved lies solely in the negative attitude of the United States and 
some other Powers, which refuse to proceed to such a measure. The 
fact of the matter is that those who oppose a freeze are, in essence, 
giving a green light to the increase and improvement of nuclear arse
nals and are increasing the threat of a nuclear catastrophe in the futile 
pursuit of military supremacy.

13. In the view of the Soviet Union, given the dangerous military- 
political confrontation, which has now become more acute, it is excep
tionally important not to let slip the opportunity, and to reach agree
ment on a nuclear-arms freeze. For its part, the USSR will continue to 
be ready to proceed to such a measure on a reciprocal basis. The 
thirty-ninth session of the General Assembly could give a fresh impe
tus to efforts in that direction.

198. Report on Antarctica by U.N. Secretary-General Perez 
de Cuellar: Antarctica as a Nuclear-Weapon-Free 
Zone [Extract], October 31, 1984 ^

166. To date, Antarctica has been free from nuclear weapons and 
has been spared the threat of involvement in the global nuclear arms 
race. The complete absence of nuclear weapons in Antarctica has been 
ensured since 1959 by the Antarctic Treaty and, in fact, the Treaty 
was the first international agreement which, by establishing a demili
tarized zone, contained provisions ensuring that nuclear weapons 
would not be introduced into a specifically defined geographical area.^

1 A/39/583 (Part I), pp. 45-46.
* The text of the treaty may be found in Document on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II,

pp. 1550-1556.
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167. The Antarctic continent and its surrounding maritime areas 
south of 60°S latitude therefore became a forerunner of nuclear- 
weapon-free zones. Since then, several international agreements have 
been concluded and numerous proposals have been made with a view 
to securing the complete absence of nuclear weapons from various 
areas. The agreements are the Treaty on Principles Governing the 
Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, includ
ing the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies (General Assembly resolu
tion 2222 (XXI), annex), ̂  the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco)  ̂ and 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 (Assembly resolution 2660 (XXV), annex).® 
Furthermore, there are currently proposals to establish nuclear- 
weapon-free zones in Central Europe, the Balkans, the Mediterranean, 
Africa, Northern Europe, the Middle East, South Asia and the South 
Pacific.

168. Compared with subsequent international agreements establish
ing zones free of nuclear weapons, the Antarctic Treaty enjoys the 
concurring support of all five nuclear-weapon Powers of the world, 
including the United States and the Soviet Union. It was noted during 
the deliberations on Antarctica at the thirty-eighth session of the 
General Assembly that the Antarctic Treaty represented an important 
example of co-operation between the United States and the Soviet 
Union in the field of arms control, and that such an agreement be
tween the two leading nuclear Powers would be extremely difficult to 
attain were it to be negotiated under the present international political 
climate. There was a clear consensus among all the delegations partici
pating in the General Assembly's deliberations that maintaining Ant
arctica free from nuclear weapons and from involvement in the nucle
ar arms race was vitally important for the peace and security of the 
entire world.

169. The Antarctic Treaty, besides banning nuclear weapons, nuclear 
explosions and the dumping of nuclear waste, provides for a compre
hensive verification system based on on-site inspection; for safeguards 
on future nuclear activities for peaceful purposes (by applying the 
rules established in international agreements concerning nuclear energy 
if and when all the Consultative Parties are parties to such agree
ments); and for the clear demarcation of the geographical area free 
from nuclear weapons agreed upon by all the Parties to the Treaty.

170. Since the signing of the Antarctic Treaty in 1959, Parties to the 
Treaty have assumed the obligations of the Treaty to keep Antarctica 
free from nuclear weapons. All nuclear-weapon Powers have refrained 
from carrying out nuclear explosions, dumping nuclear waste materials

3 Ibid., 1967, pp. 38-43.
* Ibid., pp. 69-83.
® Ibid, 1971, pp. 7-11.
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or installing nuclear weapons in Antarctica; in fact, no country, 
whether or not a Party to the Treaty, has attempted to violate the 
provisions that make Antarctica free of nuclear weapons. The success
ful implementation of the Antarctic Treaty in keeping Antarctica free 
from nuclear weapons is one of the significant post-war contributions 
toward averting nuclear weapon proliferation and halting the nuclear 
arms race.

199. Statement by ACDA Deputy Director Emery to the 
First Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Chem
ical Weapons Convention [Extract], October 31, 
1984 1

• • • • • • •

I have asked to speak today to address an issue of great importance 
to all of us: the question of chemical and bacteriological (biological) 
weapons, which we are addressing under item 64 of the current 
agenda. I intend to focus particularly on the important and timely 
question of preparing a convention on the effective prohibition of the 
development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons, and on 
their ultimate destruction.

One of the oldest arms control agreements still in force, the 1925 
Geneva Protocol,^ prohibits the use of chemical weapons in warfare. 
More recently, in 1972, the biological and toxin weapons Convention 
was signed. That agreement forbids the production, stockpiling or 
transfer of biological or toxin weapons. And today, efforts are under 
way in Geneva in the Conference on Disarmament which, if success
ful, will ban an entire category of weapons—chemical weapons—from 
the arsenals of the world.

If these were the only facts they might paint a bright vista. Regret
tably, however, they are not the only facts. As the Vice-President of 
the United States and former United States Ambassador to the United 
Nations, George Bush, has noted:

Unfortunately, despite the horror that these weapons evoke in all 
decent men and women, and despite the specific prohibitions, 
such as the Geneva Protocol of 1925 and the 1972 biological and 
toxin weapons Convention, there have been repeated instances of 
use over the past six decades, against combatants and innocent ci
vilians alike—always, I might note, against those least able to 
defend themselves or retaliate against such an attack.^

1 A/C.1/39/PV.21, pp. 27-41.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
 ̂See Document 76, April 18.
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These are the sad facts and we cannot ignore them, despite the 
attempts of some to turn recent history on its head. The grim reality 
should energize our mutual efforts in reaching an early agreement on 
an effective and verifiable ban on all chemical weapons.

The United States has dedicated its most serious and persistent 
efforts to this end—a dedication reaffirmed by Vice-President Bush 
before the Conference on Disarmament last April, when he submitted 
a draft convention banning entirely the possession, production, acqui
sition, retention or transfer of chemical weapons.'^ The fundamental 
objective of United States policy in this area is to ensure that chemical 
weapons are never used. We believe that the most effective way to 
achieve this objective is through a complete, effective, and verifiable 
ban on chemical weapons on a global basis, including the destruction 
of existing stockpiles and production facilities as well.

Yet sadly enough, and despite this sincere expression of United 
States resolve, we have heard in this room from the Soviet Union and 
several of its allies that ''the blame for the failure thus far to reach an 
agreement at the negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons 
lies entirely with the United States". Quite frankly, that assertion is 
not consistent with the facts. It is patently clear, I note with great 
disappointment, that the Soviet delegation prefers to ignore some of 
these facts. Perhaps, too, it makes the mistaken assumption that other 
delegations have not been listening either. In any case, we regret that 
the Soviet Union has not listened carefully, has apparently not under
stood or has simply refused to face the facts laid out by the United 
States representative to the Conference on Disarmament last summer 
when he provided a clear and full exposition of United States policy in 
a series of five statements.

Allow me carefully and forcefully to restate the American convic
tion that all chemical weapons must be banned; to reaffirm our deep
est interest in negotiating a treaty to accomplish this most worthy 
goal; and to urge our Soviet colleagues to set shallow rhetoric aside 
and to meet with us to resolve our differences on this matter. We are 
willing to consider any sensible approach and discuss any feasible 
alternative that will allow these horrible, inhumane weapons to be 
eradicated for all time.

Before outlining the policy that guides the United States in the 
negotiations in Geneva on a chemical weapons ban, however, I would 
like to dispense with one of the more remarkable assertions made by 
the Soviet Union in its 25 October statement before this Committee. It 
alleged that the United States was relying on a further build-up of 
chemical weapons and was thereby pursuing ''what in effect amounts 
to an obstructionist policy".^

The facts are, as all students of this weaponry know, that for more 
than 15 years the Uruted States has exercised restraint in the field of

 ̂See Document 75, April 18.
5 A /C .1/39/PV .13, pp. 8-10.
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chemical weapons. During that time, up to this instant, we have not 
added to our arsenal at all and, as Vice-President Bush said in Geneva, 
we will continue to show restraint.

I shall give some more facts. The Soviet Union has the world's 
largest, best-equipped and best-trained military force for waging 
chemical warfare. The extensive modernization and growth of the 
Soviet armed forces include a dynamic and viable programme to 
strengthen the Soviet Union's chemical warfare capabilities. Again, let 
me stress the fact that, because restraint on the part of the United 
States, regrettably, has not induced all other States to exercise compa
rable restraint, we are now taking steps to prepare for the possibility 
that, in the absence of a comprehensive ban, modern chemical weap
ons might have to be produced.

I shall state some more facts. To have an effective deterrent, the 
United States will not attempt to match the Soviet Union in quantities 
and type of chemical weapons. Instead our aim is to have the smallest, 
safest stockpile that would convince any State that it could gain no 
significant advantage from the use of chemical weapons against the 
United States or our allies.

We should not be fooled by rhetoric and posturing. Soviet doctrine 
states that the user of chemical weapons would gain a significant 
military advantage in a conventional conflict. This, combined with 
reports of the actual use of chemical and toxin weapons by several 
States in several areas, reminds us that it is not at all certain that such 
weapons will not be used to grotesque and barbaric effect unless we 
all act now to remove them from the world's arsenals forever.

The United States continues to believe that we must do all we can 
to achieve a treaty that eliminates any need for new production of 
chemical weapons by any side. The United States wants to ensure that 
such weapons will never be developed or used again.

Last April the United States introduced in the Conference on Disar
mament a draft convention for the prohibition of chemical weapons.® 
While many in this room are familiar with our initiative, we believe 
that our motivations in submitting it, as well as its basic thrust, bear 
repetition in the First Committee. We wish all countries to understand 
United States policy and our commitment to achieving an effective 
ban on chemical weapons. A recounting is particularly important inas
much as at least one of the parties to the Geneva negotiations has 
apparently chosen, so far, to ignore our statements and explanations.

The United States draft convention contains our proposals for the 
contents of an agreement that would provide a complete and effective 
ban on chemical weapons. This draft was introduced not to impede 
the Conference's work but rather to accelerate it and was the latest in 
a series of United States efforts and initiatives towards that goal. The 
draft drew on much of the extensive work already accomplished in the 
Conference on Disarmament and the United States representative to

® See Document 75, April 18.
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the Conference on Disarmament noted in his statement of 21 June that 
it was "'intended as a contribution to the Conference's work". We did 
not, and do not, claim a monopoly on creativity and I would like to 
reiterate the statement made by the United States representative in the 
Conference at that time that the United States is "ready and willing to 
consider any alternative approaches as long as they would satisfy our 
fundamental objective: an effective ban on chemical weapons".*^

The United States initiative has been subjected to scathing criticism 
and outright rejection by at least one party to the Geneva negotia
tions—the Soviet Union. Sadly, no constructive comments or serious 
and considered proposals have been put forward in response. Rather 
the Soviet Union has failed even to elaborate in clear terms on its own 
initiative of two years ago. We believe that our draft, the product of 
serious study and deliberation, merits a serious and studied response. 
We are still waiting and we hope that something more constructive 
that could facilitate progress in our negotiations will be forthcoming 
during the 1985 session of the Conference on Disarmament.

In our statements before the Conference on Disarmament last 
summer, the United States delegation outlined four types of issues 
which must be dealt with in a ban on chemical weapons and how the 
United States draft convention approached each of those issues. The 
issues are: first, what a party to the convention is prohibited from 
doing—or in other words, what it must not do; ® second, what a party 
may do; ® third, what a party must do; and fourth, the verification 
measures that will be necessary to provide confidence that States are 
in fact complying with their obligations.^^

The first set of issues involves what a party must not do under a 
chemical-weapons ban or, in other terms, what must be prohibited by 
a ban. The basic premise is that a party should not have anything to 
do with chemical weapons. This is expressed by the first article of the 
United States draft convention. The parties must not develop, produce, 
otherwise acquire, stockpile, retain or transfer chemical weapons. The 
key to the scope of this prohibition is an understanding of what is 
meant by the term "chemical weapons", which is defined in article II 
of our draft.

Certain chemicals are specifically excluded from this definition, 
namely, less toxic chemicals that are used for domestic law enforce
ment and domestic riot control purposes. Also excluded are less toxic 
chemicals used as herbicides. However, the hostile use of such chemi
cals as herbicides is already effectively banned by international law.

The scope of the definition of "chemical weapons" also includes 
munitions or devices specifically designed to cause death or harm 
through the release of various chemicals. Finally, the definition of

 ̂Document 126.
^Ihid.
® See Document 129, June 28.
10 See Document 135, July 5.
 ̂̂  See Documents 137 and 148, July 12 and 19.
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"'chemical weapons" includes any equipment or chemical specifically 
designed to be used in conjunction with such munitions or devices. 
This article also provides an obligation not to conduct other activities 
in preparation for the use of chemical weapons. Article I would also 
prohibit the use of chemical weapons in any armed conflict. This 
provision was incorporated in recognition of the importance attached 
by States to a provision banning the use of chemical weapons. The 
language proposed by the United States provides for a comprehensive 
ban without undermining the 1925 Geneva Protocol. The prohibition 
in the United States draft is similar to, but distinct from, the prohibi
tion contained in that Protocol.

Finally, in article I of the United States draft is an undertaking not 
to assist, encourage or induce anyone, directly or indirectly, to engage 
in activities prohibited to the parties. This, in essence, is a non
circumvention clause. It means that no party could circumvent the 
convention by aiding any other States, organizations or individuals in 
doing something that it could not itself do under the convention.

Contrary to the assertions made by the Soviet Union that ''this draft 
does not have the scope of a comprehensive ban on chemical weap
ons", the United States draft convention contains a comprehensive set 
of provisions designed to prevent chemical warfare.

The second issue concerns certain "permitted activities", which are 
not included in the proposed ban, certain things that a party may in 
fact do. Our primary objective is to achieve a comprehensive and 
verifiable ban on chemical weapons, but another important objective is 
that the legitimate, peaceful chemical activities in our countries should 
be allowed to continue and expand without being unduly hindered by 
a chemical-weapons convention. These legitimate, peaceful uses of 
toxic chemicals generally are referred to as uses for "permitted pur
poses", a term defined in paragraph 8 of article II of our draft conven
tion. The United States proposal for regulations, a certain degree of 
which is required for "permitted activities", and their implementation, 
is presented in article II and annex III of our draft convention.

We believe that permitted activities should include those related to 
the peaceful uses of chemicals in our chemical industries and to pro
tective activities. We also include as a "permitted purpose" any mili
tary purpose that does not make use of the chemical action of a toxic 
chemical to cause death or injury. This provision would not provide a 
party with a capability for chemical warfare, since the chemicals in
volved are not suitable for this purpose.

There are two other reasonable activities that would be allowed 
under the United States draft convention. It would allow one party to 
assist another in the destruction of chemical weapons and it specifical
ly protects activities for economic and technical development and co
operation in the field of peaceful chemical activities, including the 
exchange of toxic chemicals and equipment for peaceful purposes, 
from undue interference.

Document 199



EMERY STATEMENT, OCTOBER 31 771

Though it is important not to hamper unduly the activities of our 
chemical industries, we must also ensure that such industries are not 
used for the clandestine production of chemical weapons. This impor
tant issue is still unresolved in the negotiations. We hope that in our 
efforts to develop a general approach for providing assurance of the 
proper use of a party's chemical industry, the constructive and com
prehensive proposals that have been made by several delegations at 
the Conference on Disarmament will receive a considered response. 
Progress is particularly elusive when members of delegations have 
chosen not to participate actively.

The third issue involves what a party must do under such a ban. 
There are two main actions that a party is required to take under the 
convention. A party must supply detailed information on its chemical 
weapons, chemical-weapons production facilities and other activities 
that relate to its capability to wage chemical warfare, including a 
declaration of its activities related to chemical weapons and of the 
areas and facilities where these activities take place. Once that infor
mation has been provided, the draft convention provides that a party 
must destroy its chemical weapons and those production facilities that 
have a direct relationship to its chemical warfare capability. These two 
actions, along with the other provisions of the draft agreement, pro
vide for a comprehensive and effective ban on chemical weapons.

The fourth of the major issues involved in a comprehensive and 
effective ban on chemical weapons is that of verification. It is on this 
issue that the Soviet Union has centered its primary attack on the 
United States draft convention, an unfounded attack, I must regretta
bly say, that we have heard before.

Let me digress for a few minutes and make reference to the com
ments made this morning by the representative of the German Demo
cratic Republic. Let me say that we do not look at verification as being 
a dilatory tactic. We see it as absolutely necessary to raise the level of 
confidence of all parties that the rules of any draft convention are 
being followed. Regrettably, I must say that there is a certain level of 
mistrust in the world. We wish it were not so. But I think it is 
absolutely essential for us to build into our draft conventions and 
ultimate agreements provisions that will raise levels of confidence and 
to reduce the mistrust; otherwise, I fear that any attempt at a treaty 
would not be successful.

Let me say also that our verification provisions, as we envision 
them, are not what has been referred to on occasion as some sort of 
legalized espionage. We are not interested in spying. We are interested 
in determining beyond any reasonable doubt that the rules and regula
tions set down to ban chemical weapons forever are in fact being 
followed by all parties; and that in fact is the key to raising levels of 
confidence and guaranteeing that such a ban would be successful and 
would apply to all environments, at all times, and to all possibilities of 
circumvention.
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The United States readily admits that it is seeking an effectively 
verifiable ban on chemical weapons. To seek something less than a 
verifiable ban would be to make a mockery of the arduous efforts of 
the negotiators from many countries in Geneva. As Ambassador Fields 
said in his 12 July address before the Conference on Disarmament:

Chemical weapons are much too dangerous a means of warfare 
to permit any uncertainty in an agreement banning these weap
ons. An agreement with the objective of banning chemical weap
ons that is not effectively verifiable would be less than worthless. 
It would, in fact, be dangerous. If such an agreement entered into 
force, there would be inevitable and continuous concern and un
certainty whether the other parties to the agreement were living 
up to their commitments. The uncertainties and lack of confidence 
that would flow from such an agreement would create tensions in 
the international community and could weaken confidence in 
other existing and proposed arms control agreements. This situa
tion must and can be avoided. {CD/PV.272, p, 12)

To meet the need for an effectively verifiable ban on chemical weap
ons, the United States has proposed a regime of systematic interna
tional on-site verification, a proposal that has drawn largely on the 
work that has been accomplished to date in the Conference on Disar
mament. This system would be applied to chemical weapons and their 
production facilities, as well as to other facilities that are designated in 
the draft convention. We believe that this regime will ensure that 
declared chemical weapons and their production facilities are de
stroyed and that prohibited activities do not take place at other de
clared locations and facilities. The systematic international on-site 
verification regime, however, is inadequate by itself to provide the 
necessary assurances of compliance required for an agreement banning 
chemical weapons. It must be complemented by an effective challenge 
inspection system, comprising a range of actions that can be taken by 
a party to resolve compliance concerns.

The United States draft convention incorporates a number of provi
sions for dealing with compliance questions. These provisions are 
contained in articles IX, X, and XI, as well as in annex II. Taken 
together, these provisions would provide an effective system for re
solving compliance concerns. The most talked about provisions are 
those of article X, which apply procedures for special on-site inspec
tion to any facility either already subject to systematic on-site inspec
tion pursuant to other articles of the convention or to any facility or 
location owned or controlled by the Government of a party, including 
military facilities. For these locations and facilities, a party to the 
convention is deemed to have issued an '"open invitation" with regard 
to the possibility of their inspection. This proposal is a bold and 
unprecedented one. As Vice-President Bush said:

 ̂2 Document 137.
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The United States is willing to open for international inspec
tion, on short notice, all of its military or government-owned or 
government-controlled facilities. This pledge is not made lightly. 
We make it because it is indispensable to an effective chemical- 
weapons ban.^®

The Soviet Union has said in its statement of 25 October before this 
Committee that:

It would be a mistake to believe that by proposing this absurd 
system of verification the United States is ready to have such ver
ification applied to itself as well . . . Such verification would 
only apply to plants that ""belong to governments or are govern
ment-controlled''. {A /C 1 /3 9 /P V .1 3 , p. 11)

In this regard I would like to repeat what was said by Ambassador 
Fields in the Conference on Disarmament on 17 [19] July of this year, 
in order to set the record straight:

. . . My Government did not take the decision lightly to include 
this "'open invitation" provision in our draft convention. There 
would be no question that the United States is willing to accept 
the consequences of these provisions. I hope that other States will 
display a like amount of political will and accept this ""open invi
tation" concept, because it is essential for an effective chemical- 
weapons ban.^^

Parenthetically, let me also say that on several occasions, including a 
United Nations-sponsored conference in Leningrad last summer, in 
answer to similar questions, I stated, as have other American repre
sentatives on other occasions, that we do not intend to apply this 
provision in any way that is uneven or xmfair whatsoever. We expect 
that all appropriate United States facilities be opened for the same sort 
of inspection, and we are not trying to hide behind some clever 
interpretation or clever writing of the language to escape for ourselves 
the obligations that we expect of others.

Ambassador Fields went on to say:

I would also like to respond to some criticisms that have been 
publicly voiced concerning the article X provisions on special on
site inspection. The statement has been made that, since the pro
vision applies to government-owned or government-controlled fa
cilities, it discriminates against some economic and political sys
tems. The argument seems to be that, since the civilian chemical 
industries in some socialist countries are owned by the Govern
ment, these facilities would be subject to article X, whereas the 
chemical industries in the United States or other Western nations, 
since they are privately owned, would not be covered by article X. 
In passing, I would like to note that the countries voicing this and 
other criticisms of the convention have done so without accepting 
the invitation of my delegation to meet with any interested dele

Cf. Document 76, April 18.
Document 148.
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gation to explain fully our draft convention. If they had availed 
themselves of this opportunity to meet with us, this matter could 
have been clarified privately. Article X covers not only those loca
tions and facilities that are owned by the Government but also 
those controlled by the Government, whether through contract, or 
other obligations, or regulatory requirements. The privately- 
owned chemical industries of the United States are so heavily reg
ulated by the United States Government that this equates to the 
term '"controlled" as used in the draft convention. Thus, the pri
vate chemical industry of the United States is fully subject to the 
inspection provisions of article X

as I have stated.

In addition, I will repeat a statement made many times by 
myself and other representatives of the United States Govern
ment. No imbalance in inspection obligations is either desired, in
tended, or contained in any provisions of the United States draft 
convention banning chemical weapons. My delegation welcomes 
any suggestions concerning ways to improve the procedures for 
the ''open invitation" inspections, as long as an equivalent level of 
confidence is maintained. It is easy to criticize a proposal. It is 
much harder to work out mutually acceptable solutions to diffi
cult problems. I hope that delegations that have concerns about 
the "open invitation" approach of article X will join with us in a 
constructive manner to seek effective solutions.

Frankly, after this clear exposition of our position, what is "absurd" 
is that three months later we are still hearing the same unfounded 
contentions from the Soviet Union and some of its allies.

I realize that in my statement today I have gone into some consider
able detail concerning the United States approach to the chemical 
weapons negotiations in the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva. I 
have done so in order to clarify the United States commitment to, and 
actions towards, the achievement of a chemical weapons ban. The fact 
is that the United States has adopted "a serious, businesslike ap
proach". Unfortunately such an approach has been painfully lacking 
on the part of some States.

The United States believes that the time for meaningful negotiations 
to which not just most but all the participants in the negotiations are 
dedicated is long overdue. The United States has reaffirmed its com
mitment to the achievement of a complete, effective and verifiable ban 
on chemical weapons, a commitment reaffirmed with the introduction 
of a comprehensive draft convention banning chemical weapons. 
President Reagan, in his statement before the General Assembly last 
month, again stated that the United States remains committed to the 
elimination of this entire category of weapons. The United States is 
willing to do whatever is necessary to conclude successfully an effec
tive and verifiable chemical weapons ban, a ban which would advance 
the cause of peace, human dignity and the security of all nations. The 
United States commitment has been supplemented by deeds. From the
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Soviet side we have yet to receive a response to the offer made by 
Vice-President Bush on 18 April, and since repeated, to meet with 
Soviet delegation members in Geneva to explain any provisions that 
might have been unclear. Nor has the Soviet Union appeared to take 
any account of the explanations provided by the United States. The 
United States initiative has instead been the subject of rhetorical 
questions and critical comments from the Soviet side. We are still 
waiting for a constructive, positive response. To meet the hopes and 
desires of the peoples of the world, we hope that one will be forth
coming soon.

The Soviet representative in his 25 October statement said that the 
USSR is

prepared to continue to co-operate constructively with all other
States interested in solving this problem . . . {A /C .1/39/P V .13, p.
13)

Although we take issue with the use of the word ^'continue" since we 
believe it would be, rather, a '^commencement", we none the less take 
hope from this statement and look forward to a constructive dialogue 
that will lead to the sort of convention that all reasonable people 
desire.

200. A ddress  by  Secretary  of S ta te  Shultz: N onprolifera
tion of Nuclear W eapons, N ovem ber 1, 1984 ^

In the early 1960s, during the presidency of John F. Kennedy, it was 
the consensus of defense policy experts that by the mid-1980s— 
today—between 15 and 25 countries would have nuclear weapons. 
Serious commentators then accepted, almost without question, the 
idea that the spread of nuclear weapons was inexorable, advancing 
like a Greek tragedy to some disastrous preordained conclusion.

Well, Fm happy to say they were wrong. It's 1984, and despite the 
steady and rapid development of nuclear energy around the world, the 
number of acknowledged nuclear-weapons states has held at five since 
China tested its first atomic bomb 20 years ago. Only one additional 
country, India, has carried out any kind of nuclear explosion—and 
that was 10 years ago.

Clearly, the potential danger is still with us. Regional rivalries and 
grandiose ambitions continue to tempt some countries to flirt with the 
dangerous and misguided notion that their security could be enhanced 
by obtaining nuclear weapons or at least by creating the perception 
that they can do so.

But these temptations can and are being held in check. The prophets 
of gloom were wrong in their prediction that nuclear proliferation was

 ̂Department of State, Current Policy No. 631. The Secretary spoke before the United 
Nations Association of the United States of America in New York.
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inevitable, because they did not foresee the determined efforts that 
would be undertaken by the international community to deter the 
spread of these deadly weapons. Without this undertaking, the night
mare of rampant nuclear proliferation might well have become reality.

While superpower negotiations to limit the growth of nuclear arse
nals have garnered the headlines, the effort to prevent the spread of 
nuclear explosives has gone on largely out of the glare of publicity. 
Through seven administrations, the United States has led a concerted 
international campaign to control this threat to world peace. The 
endeavor has fostered a web of institutional arrangements, legal com
mitments, technological safeguards, and alternative means for address
ing security concerns.

The ongoing antiproliferation campaign is an example of construc
tive diplomacy and international cooperation at its finest. In this 
enterprise we have found common ground not only between industri
alized and developing countries, and between nuclear suppliers and 
nuclear consumers, but between ourselves and the Soviet Union. What 
we all share is the recognition that nuclear proliferation would aggra
vate political tensions among nations, heighten regional insecurities, 
and contribute to vastly greater instability in the world.

Since the day he took office. President Reagan has sought, as a 
fundamental objective, to reduce the dangers to world peace and 
global stability posed by nuclear weapons. The President's well- 
known efforts to achieve reductions in strategic and intermediate- 
range nuclear weapons have been one part of this enterprise. Preven
tion of nuclear proliferation has been another essential element.

In our efforts to control nuclear proliferation, like those directed 
toward reducing nuclear weapons, we must be guided by realism. We 
cannot wish the atom away, nor should we try to. Its secrets have 
been unlocked, and they have brought great benefit to mankind. 
Peaceful use of the atom has yielded not only an economical and 
reliable energy source but a wealth of applications in the fields of 
medicine and agriculture. We are only just beginning to realize the 
potential of peaceful nuclear technology for raising the living stand
ards and improving the lives of millions of the world's people.

But we cannot be blind to the potential harm that misuse of this 
powerful force could bring. Diversion of nuclear technology to explo
sive purposes could pose a threat to peace and could at the very least 
undermine global stability.

Many of you undoubtedly saw press accounts of the Carnegie 
Endowment study on the nuclear proliferation problem that was re
leased a couple of days ago.^ The study publicized a fact that those of 
us who deal with this issue have long been acutely aware of: that as 
long as international tension and conflict exist, there will be insecure

2 Probably the book by Leonard S. Spector, Nuclear Proliferation Today: The Spread of 
Nuclear Weapons, 1984 (New York, 1984).
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or irresponsible leaders who seek to shift the balance of regional 
power dramatically by acquiring a ''secret weapon."

We and other responsible members of the international community 
are ceaselessly at work to deter those who might be tempted to 
transform the promise of nuclear energy into the peril of nuclear 
weapons. Although we cannot be sure that further proliferation of 
nuclear explosives can be prevented for all time, there is a great deal 
we can do to retard its pace and make it much more difficult.

Nor can the United States realistically expect to deter proliferation 
all by itself. America no longer dominates the nuclear field—scientifi
cally or commercially—as it once did. As mastery of the technology 
has spread, it has been harder to persuade others simply to follow our 
lead, let alone to dictate their actions and choices. Now more than 
ever, a successful nonproliferation effort requires cooperative under
takings involving both suppliers and users of nuclear technology, 
taking into account their energy needs, commercial interests, and con
cerns about their sovereignty.

Equally important, we must address the underlying causes of nucle
ar proliferation, not just its symptoms. Although the search for nuclear 
weapons might arise out of the simple megalomania of a national 
leader, a country is far more likely to ''go nuclear" out of feelings of 
insecurity, usually arising from regional rivalries. The truth is that any 
"security" that might be gained by developing a nuclear-weapons 
capability is likely to be illusory. Proliferation begets proliferation; it is 
synonymous with instability and is destructive of everyone's security.

Nevertheless, as long as that sense of insecurity exists, the threat of 
sanctions, although an important deterrent, may not always suffice to 
discourage countries with the potential to build weapons from trying 
to do so. If the drive to acquire nuclear weapons is to be curbed, the 
sources of tension and insecurity also must be addressed. We can do 
this by providing political, economic, and security assistance to friend
ly countries anxious about their security. And we can continue to lend 
our efforts, as we have in the Middle East and southern Africa, for 
example, to resolution of the conflicts that are at the root of the 
problem.

In my experience as Secretary of State, I have found the problem of 
preventing nuclear proliferation to be as complicated and as challeng
ing—^intellectually, politically, and diplomatically—as any I've had to 
deal with. Just as we have discovered in dealing with other intricate, 
morally challenging foreign policy problems, like arms reduction and 
human rights, effective solutions often require us to make very tough 
choices.

Keeping our hands clean by trying to disengage from the problem, 
or by shunning all relations with potential offenders, is not the 
answer. We must deal with the causes of the problem and offer 
alternatives for its solution if we are to maintain our influence with 
potential proliferators and not jeopardize the other, often critical, in
terests we may have in common. Balancing these diverse and some-
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times contradictory policy considerations can involve difficult trade
offs.

By the same token, if we are to maintain the cooperation of other 
nations whose participation is absolutely essential to any nonprolifera
tion regime, we must respect their needs, their interests, and their 
sovereignty.

These are some of the considerations that have gone into shaping 
the nonproliferation policy of the Reagan Administration.

Evolution of Nonproliferation Policy

Over the last three decades, America's nonproliferation policy has 
benefited from a remarkable continuity and steadfastness of purpose. 
In 1953, soon after he was elected. President Eisenhower took a histor
ic step in inaugurating the Atoms for Peace program.® By this act, the 
United States volunteered to share its peaceful nuclear technologies for 
the good of all mankind.

The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), which was also 
proposed by President Eisenhower, was established in 1957 as an 
international institution through which to pursue those same goals. 
The IAEA was given a dual mission: to promote the peaceful use of 
nuclear energy and to effectuate a system of international safeguards 
against diversion of nuclear materials for nonpeaceful purposes. 
Through the intervening years, the IAEA has assumed even greater 
importance as a key instrument in the nonproliferation regime. It is an 
agency that the United States ranks among the most important of the 
international institutions.

The nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT),^ signed in 1968, pro
vided a juridical framework for the same effort. In adhering to the 
NPT, non-nuclear-weapon states undertook not to develop or acquire 
nuclear explosives and to accept safeguards on all their nuclear activi
ties. At the same time, these states were assured access to peaceful 
nuclear technology, while nuclear suppliers committed themselves to 
ensuring that their nuclear exports were covered by IAEA safeguards. 
The parties to the treaty also agreed to make good-faith efforts to 
slow the nuclear arms race.

The early 1970s—particularly after the 1973 energy crisis—were 
perhaps the halcyon days for nuclear power. Nuclear generation of 
electricity was increasing rapidly, and the nonproliferation regime was 
expanding and appeared sound. But the explosion of a nuclear device 
by India in 1974, notwithstanding its "peaceful use'' commitments 
under bilateral nuclear cooperation agreements, shocked the nuclear 
suppliers and caused them to reassess their nonproliferation policies.

Even before the Indian blast, there was a growing realization that 
variations in the export policies of the different nuclear suppliers made 
it difficult to apply uniform measures to deter proliferation. To close

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 393-400.
 ̂Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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these gaps, the major nuclear suppliers convened in London in 1974 to 
discuss common multilateral export policies. Under the guidelines first 
adopted in 1976, members of the London Suppliers' Group agreed to 
transfer certain technology, equipment, and material only if the cus
tomer nation agreed to apply IAEA safeguards to the item supplied 
and to ensure its peaceful use.®

For nearly three decades, the United States and other nations that 
share our views have relied on this combination of political incentives, 
international safeguards, bilateral export controls, and technological 
constraints to hold nuclear proliferation in check. But nonproliferation 
strategies have had to be continuously adapted to deal with evolving 
technologies and changing political circumstances.

When the Carter Administration took office, its policy was funda
mentally shaped by the view that nuclear energy development world
wide created significant proliferation risks. Decisions were made to 
defer reprocessing and plutonium use in this country. These domestic 
policies were paralleled by unilateral attempts to curtail the supply of 
nuclear technology abroad and particularly to discourage the use of 
plutonium-based technologies by other major industrial nations.

Rather than ''setting a good example" as it was intended to do, this 
negative attitude toward nuclear power was seen by some of our 
friends as a challenge to their desire for energy independence. Thereby 
it reduced our influence in the international nuclear arena and eroded 
trust in the United States as a reliable nuclear supplier.

The enactment of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act ® during the 
Carter Administration represented a serious effort to promote a more 
stringent and uniform set of international standards for nuclear ex
ports. At the same time, however, it precluded us from carrying out 
certain supply contracts and agreements to cooperate in the nuclear 
area, thus impairing our ability to provide incentives for countries to 
act in ways consistent with nonproliferation goals. As a result, we 
were less able to win the support of those nations on critical supply, 
safeguards, and other nonproliferation issues.

Reagan Administration Policies and Achievements

President Reagan, therefore, shaped an approach that was designed 
to facilitate cooperation with our allies and friends and to ensure us an 
effective leadership role in international nuclear affairs.

Supporting Nuclear Power. As I said at the outset, we are realistic. In 
coming decades, nuclear energy will necessarily play a major role in 
providing environmentally safe and economically efficient electric 
power in the United States. Likewise, it is clear that nuclear-generated 
energy will be increasingly important for the economic development 
and energy security of many nations around the world. For these

s Ibid., 1978, pp. 7-25.
6 Ibid., pp. 118-164.
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countries— Ĵapan, for example, and much of Western Europe—nuclear 
power is critical to national well-being and energy security.

Making Rational DisHncHons. We must make rational distinctions be
tween close friends and allies who pose no great proliferation risk and 
those areas of the world where we have real concerns about the spread 
of nuclear weapons. A policy of denial toward countries with excellent 
nonproliferation credentials would be arbitrary as well as counterpro
ductive. On the other hand, we are determined to maintain stringent 
controls to ensure that our nuclear cooperation is not misused. We 
recognize, in particular, a clear need to restrict sensitive nuclear activi
ties in regions of instability and proliferation concern, like the Middle 
East and South Asia.

At the same time, we are striving to reduce the motivation of some 
states to acquire nuclear explosives by working with them to improve 
regional and global stability. Our $3.2-billion package of econonuc 
and security assistance to Pakistan is a case in point.

Closer Consultation and Cooperation. In light of the earlier criticism by our 
nuclear partners, and the recognition that America is no longer domi
nant in the field, we have sought to restore an emphasis on coopera
tion. It is not always possible, of course, to obtain full agreement on 
controversial issues. But we have tried, at least, to implement our 
nonproliferation policy with a maximum of consultation and agree
ment with other nations. Our approach is designed to give our closest 
nuclear-trading partners a firmer and more predictable basis on which 
to plan their vital energy programs, while at the same time furthering 
our nonproliferation objectives.

President Reagan has stated that the United States will not inhibit 
civil reprocessing and breeder-reactor development in countries with 
advanced nuclear programs that do not constitute a proliferation risk. 
In keeping with this policy, the United States has been discussing with 
Japan and the European Atomic Energy Community long-term ar
rangements on reprocessing and plutonium use. We all believe that 
such long-term arrangements will be mutually beneficial and will 
enhance the global nonproliferation regime.

Our negotiations with the People's Republic of China regarding an 
agreement for cooperation in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy also 
have important implications for the strengthening of the worldwide 
nonproliferation regime. China's decision during the process of those 
negotiations to join the International Atomic Energy Agency was a 
significant step in this regard. Its determination to require IAEA safe
guards on its future export commitments, and its strong statement that 
it would refrain from assisting any other nations to acquire nuclear 
explosives, are evidence of China's broadening commitment to the 
world's nonproliferation effort.

We are convinced that nuclear cooperation with China, grounded on 
an agreement that satisfies all the requirements of our law and policy, 
will advance our worldwide nonproliferation objectives, enhance our
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overall political relations with China, and benefit U.S. economic inter
ests.

Although we have major differences with the Soviet Union on a 
wide range of arms control issues, we have broad common interests in 
the nonproliferation area. In the fall of 1982, Foreign Minister Gromy
ko and I agreed to initiate bilateral consultations on nonproliferation. 
Since then, three rounds of useful discussions have taken place, with 
both sides finding more areas of agreement than disagreement. We 
expect to confer again on this subject later this month. It is clear that 
both countries consider the horizontal spread of nuclear explosives to 
be in no one's interest. Moreover, we agree that we both have major 
responsibilities in strengthening the nonproliferation regime.

Broadening the Dialogue. Some rapidly industrializing nations—such as 
Brazil, Argentina, and South Africa—also have active peaceful nuclear 
energy programs. Moreover, they are emerging as nuclear materials 
suppliers in their own right. We have restored a dialogue on the 
benefits of a strong nonproliferation regime with these countries, 
where our ties in the area of peaceful nuclear energy had been all but 
broken. We have sought their cooperation and support for our efforts 
to assure that nuclear exports are not misused for nonpeaceful pur
poses. At the same time, we have stressed that regional stability would 
be enhanced if they would broaden the application of international 
safeguards in their own nuclear programs.

We are pleased to note that the Government of South Africa has 
publicly undertaken to require IAEA safeguards on all of its future 
nuclear exports.*  ̂ South Africa has also reopened discussions with the 
IAEA on safeguarding a significant new semicommercial enrichment 
plant.

Our discussions with Brazil and Argentina, we believe, have led to 
an increased sensitivity on their part to our nonproliferation concerns. 
We attach great importance to the assurances of Brazil and Argentina 
that their nuclear programs are devoted solely to peaceful uses, and we 
look forward to continuing our dialogue both in multilateral fora and 
in bilateral discussions.

We continue to urge all of these countries to adhere to the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty and, in the case of the Western Hemisphere, the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco,® and to place all of their nuclear facilities under 
international safeguards.

Improving U.S. Export Controls. I have talked mainly about this Admin
istration's diplomatic and policy initiatives, but we have not neglected 
the technical side of the problem. In his 1981 statement on nonprolif
eration policy, the President affirmed that the United States would 
continue to inhibit the transfer of sensitive nuclear material, equip
ment, and technology, particularly where the danger of proliferation 
required restraint.^

See Document 19, January 31.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69-83.
9 Ibid., 1981, pp. 278-280.
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We fully recognize the risks associated with reprocessing and other 
sensitive nuclear technologies because of their potential direct applica
bility to weapons production. We appreciate the need for great caution 
and restraint in dealing with these risks and the importance of limiting 
sensitive facilities and activities to as few locations as possible. Even 
then, reprocessing should only be done in places where no significant 
risk of proliferation exists.

A small but significant number of the world's states pose a real 
proliferation risk. In seeking to block these states—Libya, for exam
ple—from obtaining nuclear explosives, we have employed a range of 
political, economic, and security measures. And, of course, we have 
sought to persuade other suppliers to impose similar conditions and 
controls. This effort has been successful thus far in preventing acquisi
tion of nuclear weapons by unstable and irresponsible regimes, in 
whose hands they could create a catastrophe. But unrelenting vigilance 
is necessary.

Strengthening International Safeguards. Our commitment to strengthened 
international safeguards remains constant and firm, for we recognize 
that this is one area in which we cannot allow inspection capabilities 
to be outpaced by advancing technology. Obviously, as advanced 
nuclear technologies come on line around the world, the International 
Atomic Energy Agency must have at its disposal the trained personnel 
and equipment required to apply adequate safeguards. Under our Pro
gram of Technical Assistance to IAEA Safeguards, we continue to 
contribute importantly to this effort.

In a major arms control speech last year. President Reagan called 
upon all nuclear suppliers to require recipient states to accept compre
hensive safeguards on all their nuclear activities as a condition for any 
significant new nuclear supply commitments. Over the past 3 years 
we have worked through diplomatic channels to develop a favorable 
supplier consensus on this issue.

It was, for example, one of the topics discussed at the meeting of 
nuclear suppliers held earlier this year in Luxembourg. The nations 
represented there agreed that adoption of comprehensive safeguards 
remains a highly desirable nonproliferation goal. We are seeking to 
build on the Luxembourg results by examining concrete ways of 
persuading additional consumer states to accept comprehensive safe
guards. As we pursue our dialogue with emerging suppliers, we will 
work to assure that they, too, come to understand and adopt the 
nonproliferation ethic that traditional suppliers have developed over 
the past quarter century.

Sharing Benefits With the Developing World. In our efforts to develop the 
atom for peaceful purposes—from medicine to nuclear power—we 
have not ignored the legitimate needs of those technologically less 
advanced nations that wish to share in the peaceful benefits of the 
atom. We will continue to ensure, bilaterally and through the IAEA,

Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, April 4, 1983, pp. 487-488.
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that those benefits are made available on a reliable basis to nations 
that have good nonproliferation credentials.

In East Asia and Latin America, the IAEA has recently sponsored 
initiatives to promote enhanced cooperation in nuclear research, devel
opment, and training. We support such regional initiatives and are 
examining the feasibility of broadening the Latin American effort to 
involve other nations of the Western Hemisphere, including the 
United States.

NPT Review Conference. Over the past several years, we have worked 
to strengthen the treaty that is at the heart of the international non
proliferation regime. Ten new countries have been persuaded to join in 
the last 4 years, making the Non-Proliferation Treaty, with 125 par
ties, the most widely adhered-to arms control agreement in history.

Preparations are now well underway for the 1985 conference to 
review the implementation of the NPT. For our part, we will work 
with all countries for a successful review conference in 1985. Indeed, 
we welcome a full debate, which, I am sure, will not overlook the 
treaty's critical contribution to international security and global peace.

The Continuing Priority of Preventing Proliferation

It is no exaggeration to say that controlling the spread of nuclear 
weapons is critical to world peace and, indeed, to human survival. It is 
a cause that deserves and receives a top priority in our foreign policy.

But as fateful as the stakes are, our efforts have not been widely 
noted. For the struggle we are waging is not on the battlefield. It goes 
on in the quiet of diplomatic chanceries, at meetings of technical 
experts, and in safeguards laboratories. Success is measured not in 
terms of territory liberated or new allies gained but rather in terms of 
confidence established, restraints voluntarily accepted, and destabiliz
ing military options forgone.

By those measures, our nonproliferation policy has been a success. 
We have reestablished a spirit of confidence, both with other nuclear 
suppliers and with those customers of nuclear technology who share 
our nonproliferation goals; we have deepened our dialogues on practi
cal cooperation; we have successfully encouraged some important 
countries to adopt new antiproliferation measures; and we have made 
significant progress toward the conclusion of new bilateral agreements 
that will further strengthen the international nonproliferation regime.

But these accomplishments, important as they are, must not lull us 
into complacency. Thus far, we have proven wrong the prophets of 
unchecked nuclear proliferation. But only with determination, realism, 
and unflagging effort can we continue to belie their gloomy prophecy 
and to ensure that the potential of the atom will be exploited not to 
threaten civilization but to serve it.
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201. A ddress by Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko [Ex
tracts], N ovem ber 6, 1984 ^

The position of the United States of America on questions of arms 
limitation and reduction, and this applies first of all to nuclear weap
ons, is a position of deadlocks. It is not only blocking the road to new 
accords but also undermining accords concluded earlier.

To summarize what guides Washington today in its approach to the 
problem of ending the arms race and achieving disarmament, one can 
say this: The path to disarmament runs through an unrestrained step- 
up in the arms race. Absurd? Yes, by all the laws of logic and common 
sense this is completely absurd. But it is this that is now the basis of 
US policy on the most important questions of war and peace.

The Soviet Union, remaining attached to the process of arms limita
tion and reduction, is ready for serious and honest talks aimed at 
achieving agreements that would not infringe anyone's interests. We 
have clearly stated this to the US government more than once.

We are not calling on others to do something that we ourselves are 
not prepared to do. Our willingness is backed up by practical steps. It 
was the Soviet Union that took the political step, unprecedented in its 
boldness, of assuming the unilateral commitment not to be the first to 
use nuclear weapons.^

We say that it is time to halt the nuclear assembly line, and we 
propose to begin with such a simple but effective step as freezing all 
nuclear arsenals. After this landmark action, it will be easier to start 
reducing them.

Our country is prepared to immediately put into effect a freeze on 
all of its nuclear systems, if the other nuclear powers will do the same. 
The Soviet proposal on this score remains in force. . . . ^

We have proposed to the US that the talks on the general and 
complete prohibition of nuclear weapons tests, conducted earlier with 
Britain's participation, be resumed and brought to a conclusion. But 
the US will not accept this. At the same time, it refused to ratify the 
Soviet-American treaties on the limitation of underground nuclear 
tests and on nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes, which were 
signed almost a decade ago.

 ̂ 77ie Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXVI, No. 45 (December 5, 1984), pp. 7-8. The 
address was given in the Kremlin Palace of Congresses during the 67th celebration of 
the October Revolution. It was printed in Pravda and Izvestiya, November 7.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1982, pp. 349-352.
3 Ibid., 1983, pp. 499-501.
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Instead of agreements in this field, we are offered only an exchange 
of observers, who would simply register such explosions. One auto
matically comes to the conclusion that they want not to ban but to 
jointly legalize—or, to be more precise, legitimize—the holding of 
nuclear weapons tests. The Soviet Union will insist on an end to the 
tests. (Applause.) . . .

At present, there is no more urgent task than preventing the milita
rization of space. The question is this: If the door to weapons in space 
is not closed, closed today and tightly, tomorrow it will be too late to 
do this. Shouldn't responsible leaders in governments and parliaments 
and outside governments and parliaments, people who have some 
influence in determining the course of their countries' international 
policy, be thinking about this?

The Soviet Union is exerting maximum efforts to solve this prob
lem. We are doing this in the UN.'̂  We have proposed to the US 
goverrunent that special talks be held on this score. We have again, 
quite recently, raised this question in the most urgent way with the 
American leadership.® We would like to express the hope that, in the 
final analysis, Washington will take a constructive position. . . .

The international situation depends in large part on how relations 
shape up between the Soviet Union and the United States of America.

At present, they are in disarray. Washington has wielded the big 
stick to this end and has done quite a bit to break down everything 
positive that was created earlier by joint efforts.

Recently, statements have been heard from the American side about 
a desire to have more constructive relations with the USSR.®

What is this? A sop to transient considerations or something more 
substantial?

The United States of America itself must provide the answer to this 
question with its practical deeds. There are opportunities for this. The 
question is whether Washington wiU use them. In any case, those who 
determine US policy now and will determine it in the future will have 
to exert efforts so that it will be possible to trust their words in favor 
of improving Soviet-American relations—and trust is something that 
the American administration has completely lost in the past few years.

''We favor good relations with the US," K.U. Chernenko empha
sizes, "and experience tells us that such relations are possible."

• • • • • • •

4 Ihid., pp. 684-686.
® See Documents 130, 136, and 154, dated June 29, July 6, and July 27, respectively. 
® See Documents 131, 155, 156, and 179, dated June 29, July 27, August 1, and 

September 24, respectively.
See Document 191, October 16.
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202. FRG Draft Resolution Submitted to the  First Commit
te e  of the  U.N. G eneral Assembly: P revention of Nu
clear W ar, Including All Related M atters: Prevention 
of W ar in the  Nuclear A ge, N ovem ber 9, 1984 ^

The General Assembly,
Recalling the determination of the peoples of the world to save 

succeeding generations from the scourge of war and, for this end, to 
strengthen their resolve to maintain international peace and security. 

Noting with grave concern the implications of a continuing arms 
build-up, particularly in its nuclear aspect, and expressing its profound 
conviction that the prevention of nuclear war, indeed all war, remains 
the most acute and urgent task of the present day.

Convinced that the successful fulfilment of this task requires all States 
to do their utmost to avoid conflict and to resolve disputes peacefully, 
so as to ensure that war is no longer viewed as an instrument for 
settling international disputes and that the use and the threat of force 
are eliminated from international life as provided for in the Charter of 
the United Nations,

Further convinced that the prevention of war, and particularly nuclear 
war, requires that all States respect the sovereignty, equality, inde
pendence and territorial integrity of all other States, and recalling the 
commitment by all Member States under the Charter of the United 
Nations to refrain in their international relations from the threat or 
use of force.

Recalling none the less the inherent right of States to take the meas
ures necessary to defend themselves against attack, and recognizing 
the vital importance of deterring and preventing armed conflict in any 
form.

Reiterating the vital interest of the peoples of the world in disarma
ment, but also recognizing the importance of confidence-building 
measures for the establishment of more co-operative relationships be
tween States, the prevention of conflicts, in particular by lessening the 
possibility of surprise attack, and the facilitation of further disarma
ment measures, and noting in that regard the large number of propos
als for additional confidence-building measures currently considered in 
a large number of multilateral forums.

Stressing the necessity of building on the important steps that have 
already been taken to reduce the risk of war, most notably on the 
verifiable arms control agreements that have already been concluded.

 ̂A/C.1/39/L.40. Sponsored also by Australia, Canada, Denmark, Italy, Japan, 
Norway, Turkey, and the U.K., the draft resolution was introduced in the First Commit
tee on November 15 by the FRG (A/C.1/39/PV.40, pp. 46-55). The cosponsors submit
ted a revised version on November 23 (Document 235), but on November 26 Argentina, 
India, Mexico, and Yugoslavia submitted amendments for the revised draft resolution 
(Document 238), and on November 27 the FRG announced that the cosponsors had 
decided not to press for a vote on their text (A/C.1/39/PV.49, pp. 11-17).
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Recalling paragraphs 47 to 50 and 56 to 58 of the Final Document of 
the Tenth Special Session devoted to disarmament, regarding the ne
cessity for, and the process of, nuclear disarmament,^

Underlining the primary responsibility of nuclear-weapon States, in 
particular those with the largest nuclear arsenals, for the prevention of 
a war involving the use of nuclear weapons and for nuclear disarma
ment, but also bearing in mind the collective responsibility of all 
States to work towards these ends.

Believing that the critical goals of securing peace and preventing 
nuclear war and any armed conflict are best achieved by fully recog
nizing and respecting the dignity of man, basic freedoms and the right 
of national self-determination.

Noting with deep concern that, in spite of their important contribu
tion to the prevention of war, negotiations to reduce the current level 
of United States and Soviet nuclear weapons are suspended and other 
arms control negotiations proceed at a pace which is clearly inadequate 
to the seriousness of the threat and the urgency of the problem,

1. Reaffirms that reducing and removing the threat of nuclear war is 
the most acute and urgent task of the present day and that eliminating 
the threat of all armed conflict remains the ultimate goal of the 
international community;

2. Urges all States, in conformity with their obligations under the 
Charter of the United Nations, to refrain in their international rela
tions from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or 
political independence of any State, and thus never to use any of their 
weapons, except in the exercise of their inherent right of individual or 
collective self-defence;

3. Calls upon all States to maintain, as a priority objective of their 
policies, the removal of the danger of war at any level of hostility, 
thereby precluding the use of nuclear weapons;

4. Urges all States to exercise restraint in their relations with others, 
to act in such a manner as to prevent the development of situations 
which could cause dangerous exacerbation of their relations, to avoid 
military confrontations and to prevent the outbreak of war;

5. Emphasizes the importance of concluding agreements on militarily 
significant and verifiable reductions of armaments and forces, includ
ing nuclear armaments, taking into account the relative importance of 
the existing arsenals of the nuclear-weapon States and other States 
concerned, and of achieving stable military balance, globally and re
gionally, at the lowest possible levels;

6. Calls upon the United States of America and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics especially to reach effective agreement to reduce to 
the lowest possible levels their strategic and intermediate-range nucle
ar weapons;

2 The text of the Final Document may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp.
411 ff.
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7. Urges all States to work for concrete and verifiable results in arms 
control negotiations, especially those aimed at the elimination of 
whole categories of weapons and of weapons that have destabilizing 
effects, as well as those that enhance the prospects for the reduction 
of current armaments to lower levels consistent with strictly defensive 
needs;

8. Urges all States to promote, to the best of their ability, the 
objective of the prevention of war, through, inter alia, more openness 
and an enhancement of mutual knowledge about military activities, an 
expanded exchange of information and views on military matters and 
other confidence-building measures, with a view to enhancing both 
confidence and stability, particularly in regional contexts, and taking 
into account regional security needs;

9. Stresses the necessity of preventing military conflict which may 
take place by accident, miscalculation or communications failure, by 
taking steps to maintain, or where necessary improve, communications 
between Governments, particularly in areas of tension;

10. Calls upon all States to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weap
ons because such proliferation would seriously increase the danger of 
nuclear war;

11. Rejects military doctrines and policies which explicitly or implicit
ly aim at the achievement of military superiority in the place of 
balance, stability and undiminished security for all States;

12. Declares its view that a nuclear war cannot be won and that a 
conventional war may involve the risk of escalation to nuclear war;

13. Takes note of the report of the Conference on Disarmament on its 
1984 session concerning the consideration of the agenda item entitled 
''Prevention of nuclear war, including all related matters", and re
quests the Conference to continue its substantive consideration of this 
issue;

14. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its fortieth session 
an item entitled "Prevention of nuclear war, including all related 
matters".

203. Iranian Draft Resolution Submitted to the  First Com
m ittee of the  U.N. G eneral Assembly: P reventive 
M easures A gainst the  Further Use of Chemical W eap 
ons, N ovem ber 12, 1984 ^

Recalling paragraph 21 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special 
Session of the General Assembly, the first special session devoted to

 ̂A/C.1/39/L.46. The draft resolution was introduced in the First Committee on the 
same day (A/C.1/39/PV.36, pp. 52-66). Iraq submitted amendments for the draft reso
lution on November 14 (see Document 207). Iran submitted a revised draft resolution 
November 21 (Document 226) and, on the same day, Iraq submitted revised amend
ments. Withdrawing its revised draft resolution on November 27, Iran requested that
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disarmament, which asserts that effective measures should be adopted 
to prohibit or prevent the development, production or use of weapons 
of mass destruction with special attention to chemical weapons as a 
matter of high priority.

Further recalling its unanimous resolutions 37/98 B of 13 December 
1982 and 38/187 B of 20 December 1983, reaffirming the necessity of 
strict observance by all States of the principles and objectives of the 
Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, 
Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, 
signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925,^

Reaffirming that the use of chemical and biological weapons has been 
declared incompatible with the accepted norms of civilization, and that 
any action contrary to the principles and objectives of the Geneva 
Protocol of 1925 is condemned.

Taking note with deep concern of the recent report (S/16433) of the 
specialists appointed by the Secretary-General to investigate allega
tions by the Islamic Republic of Iran concerning the use of chemical 
weapons,^ and

Seriousli/ alarmed by the unanimous conclusion of the specialists con
firming the allegations that chemical weapons have been used.

Conscious of the urgent need to reaffirm and strengthen the authority 
of the Geneva Protocol of 1925,

1. Strongly condemns the use of chemical weapons reported by the 
mission of specialists in March 1984, and expresses abhorrence to
wards repetition of such an act wherever and whenever it may occur;

2. Takes note with appreciation of the Secretary-General's initiatives and 
efforts which made the successful investigation of the use possible, 
and for his humanitarian and timely appeal of 29 June 1984 to the 
Governments concerned to undertake a solemn commitment not to use 
chemical weapons;

3. Emphatically calls upon those concerned to respond positively and 
immediately to the Secretary-General's appeal (S/16663) of 29 June 
1984;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to continue his efforts in prevent
ing, investigating, and reporting to the General Assembly on any 
further use of chemical weapons.

action be taken on the original draft resolution (A/C.1/39/PV.49, pp. 77-85). Iraq then 
stated that, in view of that request, it maintained the original amendments as submitted 
on November 14. It invoked rule 116 of the General Assembly rules of procedure and 
moved to adjourn the debate on both the Iranian draft resolution and the amendments. 
The motion was adopted by a vote of 34 to 2, with 68 abstentions. The Soviet Union 
was among those voting for, while Iran and Libya voted against. The United States 
abstained.

 ̂For text, see Documents on Disarmament 1969, pp. 764-765.
® See Document 51, March 21.
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204. Italian Draft Resolution Submitted to the  First Com
mittee of the  U.N. G eneral Assem bly: P revention of 
an  Arms Race in O uter Space, N ovem ber 12, 1984 ^

The General Assembly,
Believing that any activity in outer space should be carried on for the 

benefit of all peoples, irrespective of the degree of their economic and 
scientific development.

Recalling that the States parties to the Treaty on Principles Governing 
the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, 
including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies, have undertaken, in 
article III, to carry on activities in the exploration and use of outer 
space, including the Moon and other celestial bodies, ̂  in accordance 
with international law, including the Charter of the United Nations, in 
the interest of maintaining international peace and security and pro
moting international co-operation and understanding.

Aware of the fundamental contribution that space activities make to 
international peace and security, to the goal of averting the danger of 
war, particularly nuclear war, and to the implementation of disarma
ment agreements.

Convinced that further consideration should be given to effective and 
verifiable ways to prevent the use of space from undermining interna
tional security and stability.

Recalling its relevant resolutions as well as the applicable provisions 
of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General 
Assembly,

Aware of the crucial role that pertains to the Union of Soviet Social
ist Republics and to the United States of America in the pursuance of 
this goal.

Noting the various proposals of a procedural and substantive charac
ter which have been submitted by Member States to the Conference 
on Disarmament,

Expressing its deep concern and disappointment that the Conference 
on Disarmament has been unable so far to reach an agreement on the 
establishment of an ad hoc committee on outer space and its mandate,

1. Reaffirms that further consideration should be given by the inter
national community to effective and verifiable ways to prevent the 
use of space from undermining international security and stability;

2. Reiterates that the Conference on Disarmament, as the single multi
lateral disarmament negotiating forum, has the primary role in the 
negotiation of agreements of a multilateral nature on preserving the 
use of space for peaceful purposes;

 ̂A/C.1/39/L.61. The draft resolution was also sponsored by Belgium, Canada, the 
FRG, Italy, Japan, the Netherlands, and the U.K. It was introduced by Italy on Novem
ber 14 (A/C.1/39/PV.38, pp. 8-12), but at the request of the sponsors, no action was 
taken on it.

2 For text of the treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 38-43.
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3. Stresses the great responsibility towards mankind as a whole which 
falls on the major Powers in this regard and calls for a highly co
operative attitude on their part in confronting the particularly complex 
problems posed by arms control in space and its verification;

4. Deeply regrets that the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the 
United States of America have to date been unable to reach agreement 
on bilateral talks and urges them to carry out their proposed meeting 
promptly and without preconditions and to maintain, as appropriate, a 
constructive co-ordination with the work of the Conference on Disar
mament;

5. Calls upon the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United 
States of America to seek with priority mutually acceptable negotiat
ing approaches which could lead to agreement or agreements, as ap
propriate, which would be effective and verifiable and would 
strengthen international security and stability;

6. Urges the Conference on Disarmament to consider this question 
with priority at the beginning of its session in 1985 and to intensify 
efforts to reach agreement on the establishment of an ad hoc committee 
and on its mandate;

7. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Conference on 
Disarmament all documents relating to the consideration of this sub
ject by the General Assembly at its thirty-ninth session;

8. Requests the Conference on Disarmament to report on its consider
ation of this subject to the General Assembly at its fortieth session;

9. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its fortieth session 
the item entitled ''Prevention of an arms race in outer space".

205. Nigerian Draft Resolution Submitted to the  First Com
mittee of the  U.N. G eneral Assembly: Prohibition of 
the  Use of Nuclear W eapons, N ovem ber 12, 1984 ^

Expressing again its deep alarm at the ever-growing threat of nuclear 
war.

Deeply conscious that such a war will have devastating consequences 
and may indeed result in the destruction of civilization.

Convinced that the prevention of such a global catastrophe is the most 
urgent task confronting humanity.

Aware of the determination of all States, including the nuclear- 
weapon States, to avoid the outbreak of nuclear war.

Expressing its regret that concrete measures of nuclear disarmament 
have not been agreed upon.

Believing that pending nuclear disarmament, it is absolutely necessary 
to ensure that nuclear weapons are not used.

 ̂A/C.1/39/L.66. The draft resolution was introduced by Nigeria on November 15 
(A/C.1/39/PV.39, pp. 26-30). It was withdrawn on November 26 (A/C.1/39/PV.48, p. 
51).
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Recalling its resolutions 1653 (XVI) of 24 November 1961, 37/100 C 
of 13 December 1982 and 3S/73  G of 15 December 1983, whereby the 
General Assembly requested the Committee on Disarmament to com
mence negotiations, as a matter of priority, in order to achieve agree
ment on an international convention prohibiting the use or threat of 
use of nuclear weapons under any circumstance,

1. Decides to convene in 1985, as part of the activities marking the 
fortieth anniversary of the United Nations, a plenipotentiary confer
ence to adopt a legal instrument prohibiting the use of nuclear weap
ons;

2. Directs the Disarmament Commission, acting as the Preparatory 
Committee for the Plenipotentiary Conference, to work out the draft 
of the instrument during its 1985 session, taking as a basis existing 
drafts and such other proposals as may be made by participating 
States;

3. Calls upon Member States to transmit their views and proposals in 
this regard to the Disarmament Commission not later than 1 April 
1985;

4. Calls upon the Secretary-General to give all necessary assistance to 
the Disarmament Commission in implementing the present resolution;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the General Assembly 
at its fortieth session on the outcome of the Plenipotentiary Confer
ence.

206. C anadian  Draft Resolution Submitted to the  First 
Committee of the  U.N. G eneral Assembly: Studies on 
Nuclear W inter H ypotheses , N ovem ber 12, 1984 ^

Considering the devastation that would be visited upon all mankind 
by a nuclear war and the consequent need to make every effort to

 ̂A/C.1/39/L.69. Belgium, the FRG, and Japan also sponsored the draft resolution. 
On November 15, the sponsors submitted a revised version. Document 209. On Novem
ber 27, Canada orally introduced amendments for a. similar draft resolution introduced 
by Mexico (A /C .l/39/L.22/Rev.l, subsequently adopted as res. 39/148 F), entitled 
''Climatic Effects of Nuclear War: Nuclear Winter." The proposed amendments would 
have changed: p )  The 3d preambular paragraph which noted that recent studies indicat
ed ''that in addition to blast, heat, and radiation, nuclear war, even on a limited scale, 
would produce smoke, soot and dust of sufficient magnitude as to trigger an arctic 
nuclear winter . where conditions would be conducive to mass extinction," to 
"Bearing in mind that a nuclear war could trigger large-scale climatic conse
quences . . " (2) Operative paragraph 1 which requested the Secretary-General to 
compile and distribute as a U.N. document "appropriate excerpts of all national and
international studies on the climatic effects of nuclear war . ." to compile and
distribute . . . within existing resources appropriate excerpts. . . ."

The amendment for the 3d preambular paragraph was rejected by 63 votes to 24, with
31 abstentions. The United States voted in favor, the Soviet Union, against. China 
abstained. The amendment for operative paragraph 1 was rejected by 56 votes to 27, 
with 37 abstentions. The United States voted in favor, while the USSR and China 
abstained. The Mexican draft as a whole was adopted by the First Committee by 123 
votes to 0, with 10 abstentions (Belgium, France, FRG, Israel, Italy, Luxembourg, Neth-
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avert the danger of such a war and to take measures to safeguard the 
security of peoples.

Bearing in mind that continued efforts are also needed in the future to 
seek ways of reducing the risk of outbreak of war in the nuclear age, 

NoHng that in spite of mankind's scientific endeavours, the environ
mental and other consequences of a nuclear war are still not adequate
ly known, that these consequences of a nuclear conflict remain incal
culable and a major further challenge to science.

Bearing in mind that some recent scientific studies have concluded 
that a nuclear war could trigger large-scale climatic consequences, 
leading in the worst analysis to a nuclear winter.

Taking into account the need to continue scientific studies in order to 
increase understanding of these climatic phenomena, including the 
possibility of a nuclear winter.

Considering that wide participation in these scientific studies is essen
tial,

1. Invites all Member States to submit to the Secretary-General any 
reports or studies on the large-scale climatic effects of a nuclear con
flict;

2. Requests that the Secretary-General, with the assistance of the 
United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, provide an anno
tated list of these reports or studies to the General Assembly at its 
fortieth session;

3. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its fortieth session 
an item entitled '"Studies relating to nuclear winter hypotheses".

207. Iraqi A m endm ents for the  Iranian Draft Resolution 
Submitted to  the  First Committee of the  U.N. G eneral 
Assem bly, N ovem ber 14, 1984 ^

1. After the present third preambular paragraph insert the following 
new preambular paragraph:

Taking note of the spirit of humanitarian concerns which guided 
the Secretary-GeneraPs decision to appoint a mission of specialists 
to undertake a fact-finding visit to Iran regarding allegations by 
the Islamic Republic of Iran concerning the use of chemical weap
ons,

2. After the present fifth preambular paragraph insert the following 
two new preambular paragraphs:

erlands, Turkey, U.K., U.S.). Canada then withdrew its draft resolution. For further 
details, see A/C.1/39/PV.49, pp. 56-72.

 ̂A/C.1/39/L.75. On November 21, Iran submitted a revised version of its draft 
resolution (Document 226). The original draft resolution was submitted on November 12 
(Document 203).
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Noting the reply of Iraq contained in document S/16438 of 27 
March 1984,

Noting further the conviction of the Secretary-General that the 
said humanitarian concerns can only be satisfied by putting an 
end to the tragic conflict that continues to deplete the precious 
human resources of Iran and Iraq,

3. After the present sixth preambular paragraph insert the following 
two new preambular paragraphs:

Recalling the relevant resolutions of the Security Council and its 
resolution 37/3 of 22 October 1982,

Recalling further Article 25 of the Charter of the United Nations, 
by which Member States agreed to accept and carry out the deci
sions of the Security Council in accordance with the Charter,

4. Insert the following new operative paragraphs 4, 5 and 6, and 
renumber existing paragraph 4 accordingly:

4. Reaffirms once again the necessity for the strict observance of a 
cease-fire and withdrawal of forces to internationally recognized 
boundaries and for a peaceful solution to the conflict, and Ccdls 
upon all Governments concerned to co-operate fully to bring 
about conditions leading to a peaceful settlement in conformity 
with the principles of justice and international law;

5. Welcomes the fact that one of the parties has already expressed 
its willingness to settle the conflict by peaceful means and calls 
upon the other to do likewise;

6. Expresses its appreciation of the mediation efforts of the Secre
tary-General and his readiness to assist in any endeavour that 
could lead to peace for the peoples of Iran and Iraq by a compre
hensive, just and honourable settlement acceptable for both sides.

208. S ta tem ent by the  Soviet R epresen ta tive  (Rahm an- 
inov) to the  Conference on Confidence- and  Security- 
Building M easures and  Disarmament in Europe: No 
First Use of Nuclear W eapons, N ovem ber 15, 1984 ^

Today we would like to respond to comments made by several 
delegations of the Western countries at plenary meetings regarding our 
proposal for a pledge by the participating nuclear powers not to be the 
first to use nuclear weapons.

Some Western representatives have said in their statements that 
preventing a nuclear castastrophe is a fundamental question for the 
security and existence of nations and countries. In particular, the 
distinguished representative of Greece, Ambassador Papadakis, on Oc
tober 5 set forth the position of his government, which believes that

1 ACDA files.
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in the immediate future our task should be at least to eliminate the 
danger of the use of nuclear weapons.

Then what's the problem? Our proposal is designed precisely to 
contribute to a significant reduction of the danger of a nuclear con
flict.

Along with this apparent understanding of the great importance of 
this issue we have also heard, in statements by several representatives 
of NATO countries, expressions of doubt as to whether agreement on 
a pledge not to be the first to use nuclear weapons should be sought 
at Stockholm. The distinguished representative of Luxembourg, Mr. 
Kayser, has stated that such an obligation "'should be considered at 
other conferences."

Naturally, one wonders what are the fora where this proposal is to 
be discussed. Why is it possible to discuss this question at the United 
Nations, and impossible to discuss it at the Stockholm forum? Why is 
it that the conference, whose task is to reduce military confrontation 
and to strengthen confidence and security in Europe which recently 
have been undermined precisely due to increased nuclear threat, 
should not concern itself with this question, which is of primary 
importance for re-establishing confidence and strengthening security 
in Europe?

The distinguished representative of Portugal, Ambassador Cutileiro, 
has asserted in his statement that "nuclear issues" are outside the 
mandate of the conference, while, as he said, "other participating 
states have brought nuclear issues to the conference floor and some 
sectors of public opinion may perhaps believe that this is the most 
useful and proper thing to do." Indeed, Mr. Ambassador, you are quite 
right in that broad sectors of the public and many prominent political 
figures, such as Mr. MacNamara, the Director of the Norwegian Insti
tute of International Affairs, Mr. Holst, and others, believe that Stock
holm would be the most appropriate place for reaching agreement on 
non-first-use of nuclear weapons. Quite recently the former Prime 
Minister of Canada, Mr. Trudeau, has stated that the West should 
follow the Soviet Union's example in pledging not to be the first to 
use nuclear weapons.

As for the conference mandate, we have found in its text not even a 
hint that questions pertaining to the nuclear threat should not be 
discussed. The mandate says that measures are to apply to all military 
activities that affect security in Europe. Now does the use of nuclear 
weapons have nothing to do with military activities? Are nuclear 
weapons outside Europe; are they not a threat to the security of the 
European peoples?

The distinguished head of the delegation of Canada, Ambassador 
Delworth, in one of his statements expressed doubts to the effect that 
consideration of our proposal would mean having "to grapple with the 
complexity of nuclear weapons." We are not proposing that. We 
propose something else; we urge the nuclear powers which have not 
yet done so to assume an obligation not to be the first to use nuclear
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weapons. How much would the degree of confidence among states 
increase if agreement were to be reached on this issue?

The head of the delegation of France, Ambassador Lecompt, has 
expressed reservations to the effect that our proposal ''by its nature is 
not addressed to each of the 35 states and therefore does not fit 
properly in the CSCE process." All states have an equal interest in an 
obligation on non-first-use of nuclear weapons and in its uncondition
al observance. The experience of consideration at the United Nations 
of questions pertaining to the prevention of nuclear threat has demon
strated the increasing role of non-nuclear-weapon states in solving 
those problems.

In the nuclear age no state has the right to dissociate itself from the 
threat of nuclear war by claiming that this problem is for the great 
powers to solve. This question affects the fundamental, vital interest 
of each country and people. It is enough to recall that Europe is 
literally jampacked with nuclear arms, while the sea and ocean areas 
adjacent to it are patrolled by ships and submarines with nuclear 
weapons on board. And the threat of nuclear war is being particularly 
increased by the continuing deployment of new U.S. first-strike mis
siles in Western Europe. This creates an immediate threat to the 
security of all European States.

The representatives of several NATO countries, including France, 
Greece, Luxembourg and others, have said that an obligation not to be 
the first to use nuclear weapons would restrict the ''right'' to use them 
"in self-defense."

What can we say to this?
An attempt to make an argument of the assertion that a provision 

on non-first-use of nuclear weapons would, allegedly, be contrary to 
the United Nations Charter reveals a desire completely to distort the 
meaning and the purposes of the United Nations, for such an attempt 
is aimed at depicting the entire process of disarmament as meaningless 
from the standpoint of the Charter. Indeed, if we were to follow that 
"logic," then someone might consider bacteriological and chemical 
weapons as the means of self-defense. So what are we supposed to do 
then—abolish agreements in that regard which have been reached 
fully in keeping with the United Nations Charter?  ̂ Or, maybe, [51V] 
cancel the treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons? ® For, by 
such logic, it is also contrary to the Charter, depriving members of the 
international community of the possibility of acquiring nuclear weap
ons "for purposes of self-defense." And non-nuclear-weapon states 
may come to the conclusion that for them nuclear weapons are the 
best means of self-defense.

Mr. Chairman,

2 The Geneva Protocol prohibiting the use in war of chemical and biological weapons 
is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765. The Biological Weapons Con
vention is ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.

3 Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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We, just like the distinguished head of the delegation of Hungary, 
Ambassador Szigeti, have noted the readiness of Ambassador Citron, 
the head of the FRG delegation, ''to examine carefully and discuss 
other proposals/' We would like to know the view of the FRG delega
tion on this question as well, since West Germany appears to hold one 
of the first places as regards the density of nuclear weapons deployed 
there. And, presumably, it is interested no less than others that there 
should be no nuclear conflict, which would be inevitable and have 
fatal consequences should there be first use of nuclear weapons.

In order to bring our positions on this question closer together— 
which is what the head of the United States delegation has called 
for—uncertainty about the intentions of the sides indeed has to be 
removed. What is needed for this is above all unity of words and 
deeds; political will supported by practical deeds. Briefly, what is 
needed is deeds rather than words.

For its part, the Soviet Union had demonstrated such will and has 
given effect to it by assuming over 2 years ago a unilateral obligation 
not to be the first to use nuclear weapons.^ Given the complexity of 
the current situation, it was really a historical step. When assuming 
that obligation, the Soviet Union made no reservations. Its obligation 
is categorical. Should other nuclear powers agree to assume the same 
obligation, the situation in the world would be radically different. A 
major step would be made, which would be a point of departure for 
bringing about an atmosphere of confidence.

In examining the specific comments made with respect to our pro
posal for a pledge of non-first-use of nuclear weapons one wonders 
whether the various reservations against the adoption of our proposal 
are being put forward because of the fact that first use of such a 
barbaric type of arms, the nuclear arms, lies at the basis of NATO's 
strategy. Could it be that it all comes down to the unwillingness to 
abandon that strategy, which is contrary to contemporary international 
law and general morality and which threatens the future of the entire 
human civilization?

In conclusion we would like to say that we shall study in a most 
careful way the proposals on confidence- and security-building meas
ures in the Mediterranean put forward by the delegation of Malta on 
behalf of that country. Already now we note that those proposals 
address such problems as non-stationing of nuclear weapons in Medi
terranean waters, establishing constraints on the number of naval 
maneuvers in the Mediterranean and other questions which, as we 
understand it, are directed at strengthening security and reducing ten
sions in that region.

4 Ihil, 1982, pp. 349-352.
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209. Revised C anadian  Draft Resolution Submitted in the  
First Committee of the  U.N. G eneral Assem bly: Stud
ies on Nuclear Winter H ypotheses, N ovem ber 15, 
1984 5

The General Assembly,
Considering the devastation that would be visited upon all mankind 

by a nuclear war and the consequent need to make every effort to 
avert the danger of such a war and to take measures to safeguard the 
security of peoples.

Bearing in mind that continued efforts are also needed in the future to 
seek ways of reducing the risk of outbreak of war in the nuclear age.

Noting that in spite of mankind's scientific endeavours, the environ
mental and other consequences of a nuclear war are still not adequate
ly known, that these consequences of a nuclear conflict remain incal
culable, and a major further challenge to science.

Bearing in mind that some recent scientific studies have concluded 
that a nuclear war could trigger large-scale climatic consequences, 
leading in the worst analysis to what is sometimes termed a nuclear 
winter.

Taking into account the need to continue scientific studies in order to 
increase understanding of these climatic phenomena, including the 
possibility of nuclear winter.

Considering that wide participation in these scientific studies is essen
tial,

1. Invites all Member States to submit to the Secretary-General any 
reports or studies on large-scale climatic effects of a nuclear conflict 
clarifying underlying hypotheses as well as methods of analysis em
ployed therein;

2. Requests that the Secretary-General provide an annotated list of 
these reports or studies to the General Assembly at its fortieth session;

3. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its fortieth session 
an item entitled "Studies on climatic effects of nuclear war including a 
possibility of nuclear winter".

210. Interview  of Soviet President Chernenko, N ovem ber 
18, 1984 ^

Question: What do you believe should be the first order of business 
in Soviet-American relations, specifically, following the reelection of 
President Reagan?

® A /C .l/39/L .69/R ev.l. The original draft resolution was submitted on November 12; 
see Document 206.

 ̂ Moscow Pravda in Russian, November 18, 1984; FBIS Daily Report, vol. Ill, November 
19, 1984, pp. AA1-AA2. The interview was conducted by NBC correspondent Marvin 
Kalb.
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A n sw er: The task is not to establish some sort of a formal scale of 
priorities, not to arrange a sequence of issues depending on particular 
events. Of course there are many problems in the world, but life itself, 
the development of the international situation in recent years have 
brought to the fore the kind of questions which, if not resolved 
through joint effort, may turn into a great calamity both for the 
United States and the Soviet Union, as well as for all mankind.

I have in mind the problem which, one may say, overshadows all
others, that is: how to avert the threat of a nuclear war, to find ways 
to stop the arms race, and to bring about such a situation in the world 
whereby peoples would have no fear for tomorrow. In this endeavour 
no delay is admissible.

In some Western capitals a dangerous stereotyped fallacy is being 
put forward that the piling up of mountains of weapons can ensure 
someone's security. It did not stand to reason in the past, and in a 
nuclear age it has become totally untenable and absurd.

All of us live on the same planet or, as they say, in one common 
home. One must take care that there should be the least possible 
amount of explosives in our home.

It is this—the limitation and reduction of arms, and above all nucle
ar arms, prevention of the spread of the arms race into areas that have 
so far been free of that race—that the USSR and the U.S. should reach 
agreement on in the first place.

For our part we are prepared to work, and to work vigorously,
toward that end. Moreover, we have proposed practical, I emphasize, 
practical ways to achieve this objective. I already mentioned some of 
them in my recent interview with The Washington Post,^ namely, con
cluding an agreement on the prevention of militarisation of outer 
space, a quantitative and qualitative freeze on nuclear weapons, and 
completing the work on an agreement providing for a complete and 
general ban on nuclear weapon tests.

The list of possible steps aimed at strengthening stability and secu
rity can, certainly, be made longer. I mentioned the urgent and, in our 
view, objectively most easily solvable issues.

If the statements being made lately in Washington regarding the 
desire to seek solutions to problems of arms limitation do not remain 
just words, we could, at last, start moving toward more normal rela
tions between our two countries and toward a more secure world. To 
put it briefly, what is required is that the U.S. join us in the search for 
practical solutions to concrete problems.

Q: Would you agree to meet with President Reagan for a discussion 
of Soviet-American relations within 6 months following the start of 
his second term on January 20, 1985?

A : I have already had occasion to express quite definitely the opin
ion that personal contacts between leaders of states are important. In

2 See Document 191, October 16.
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fact, it is confirmed by the experience of Soviet-American relations. A 
summit meeting is capable of providing a powerful impetus for the 
constructive development of mutual relations if such a meeting can 
result in achieving major, clearly defined goals.

Can it be said that the necessary conditions have now taken shape 
so that a Soviet-American summit meeting might yield the expected 
results? Frankly, I do not think so. When there is confidence that a 
summit meeting could yield success and positive results, then it will 
not be difficult to set a date for holding such a meeting.

Q: Do you believe that detente, as it was practiced during the 
1970's, can ever return to Soviet-American relations as a guiding 
framework? Or, is a new framework necessary; and, if so, what might 
it be?

A : I would put it this way. It was precisely in the 1970's that it 
became possible, through the joint effort of our two coimtries, to 
achieve for the first time a major breakthrough on the way to solving 
what prior to then had seemed an impossible [nevipolnimiy] task: 
limiting and reducing nuclear arms. It was at that time that the U.S. 
and the USSR also interacted fairly well in solving certain internation
al problems. All this taken together had a most positive effect on the 
world situation as a whole.

Quite a bit was done also in the area of Soviet-American bilateral 
relations as such, to the benefit of both sides. As a result there was a 
considerable increase in the degree of mutual trust.

What was it that made it possible to take those steps, steps that 
largely made the relaxation of international tensions possible—a char
acteristic feature of the 1970's? The main thing was the realization 
that the arms race could not ensure security for either side and, also, 
both sides were actually willing to build relations on the basis of 
equality with due consideration for the legitimate interests of each 
other and without prejudice to the interests of third countries.

We are convinced that there can be no other rational basis for 
relations between the USSR and the U.S. if one is to look not to 
confrontation but to peaceful coexistence. If both sides proceed con
sistently on this basis, and the Soviet Union does precisely that, then a 
constructive development of Soviet-American relations will be en
sured. These relations must become an important positive factor in the 
world situation. I say this while bearing in mind the special responsi
bility of our countries for the preservation of peace.

That kind of relationship between our countries would open, among 
other things, broad potential for cooperation between the USSR and 
the U.S. in solving global problems of concern to all mankind, such as, 
for example, the famine relief effort in some areas of the world and 
protection of the environment.
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211. Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) 
to the First Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: 
Regional Disarmament, November 19, 1984 ^

The Soviet delegation has no objection to adopting draft resolution 
A/C.1/39/L.48 2 without a vote. In view of our fundamental position 
on this question we have constantly been and continue to be in favour 
of preparing regional disarmament measures to be carried out on the 
initiative and with the participation of all States involved.

To promote regional disarmament, the Soviet Union not only sup
ports measures to study regional approaches to disarmament carried 
out by the Secretariat but also makes its own weighty contribution to 
this work. Thus, in the report of the Secretary-General on regional 
disarmament contained in document A/39/485, reference is made to 
an initiative of 11 to 15 June this year when, within the framework of 
the World Disarmament Campaign, a regional conference was held in 
Leningrad, with participants from more than 50 European, United 
States and Canadian non-governmental organizations, together with 
participants from a number of other international organizations and 
scientific institutions involved with studying problems of peace and 
disarmament.

At that conference the most urgent topics were discussed in connec
tion with the removal of the threat of nuclear war, the cessation of the 
arms race, measures for confidence-building and disarmament, in the 
context of the European region, as well as other matters.

We are prepared to continue such practices in the future, particular
ly by means of convening similar regional conferences in the Soviet 
Union on the territory of one of its Central Asian Republics, and also 
to take other measures as our contribution to the World Disarmament 
Campaign.

While we support the draft resolution as a whole, which takes note 
of the report of the Secretary-General on regional disarmament, we 
must at the same time point out that studies on the question of a so- 
called disarmament fund should not be included among regional disar
mament measures, as appears in paragraph 5(a) of that report.

1 A/C.1/39/PV.41, pp. 36-37.
2 Subsequently adopted by the General Assembly as res. 39/63 F.
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212. Statement by ACDA Deputy Director Emery to the 
First Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Draft 
Resolutions on Several Subjects, November 19, 1984 ^

I have asked to speak in order to explain several of the United 
States votes on the cluster of draft resolutions that we have just 
finished considering.

The United States was unable to support draft resolution A/C.1/39/ 
L.13 2 on a study on nuclear-weapons-free zones or draft resolution 
A/C.1/39/L.38  ̂ on a military research and development study. We 
regret that we were unable to support these two draft resolutions, 
which requested extensions to provide for the completion of studies 
by the two different groups of experts. I wish to make it clear that my 
delegation was prepared to join with others in approving the sub
stance of both these draft resolutions and that our votes were only on 
the financial implications of the draft resolutions.

Resolution A/C.1/39/L.38 does contain language attempting to limit 
the financial implications of the study's extension and my delegation 
appreciates the efforts of the sponsors to this end. Nevertheless, nei
ther text contained language to keep the cost of extending the studies 
within existing resources. With such language in the draft resolutions 
my delegation would have had no difficulty in joining the consensus 
on them.

We have made our views on this question clear for some time and 
we feel that the principle involved is a very important one, sufficient
ly important to justify the votes we have just cast.

My delegation looks forward to the completion of the work of both 
groups of experts. The United States expert in both groups will par
ticipate in their final sessions with a view to bringing the studies to a 
successful conclusion. My delegation hopes further that the extension 
of the study on nuclear-weapon-free zones called for in draft resolu
tion A/C.1/39/L.13 will be conducted within the framework laid out 
in document A/C.1/39/L.73, which provides for one three-week ses
sion in New York in 1985, a session that we understand will be held 
early in the year.

The United States has joined again in the consensus adoption of 
draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.23  ̂ on the report of the A d Hoc Commit
tee on the World Disarmament Conference. Document A/39/28 con
tains the United States views on this matter and I would like briefly to 
recall them now:

The United States believes that a propitious international envi
ronment is indispensable for a successful world disarmament con
ference. An unsuccessful or inconclusive conference would serve

1 A/C.1/39/PV.41, pp. 41-42.
2 Subsequently adopted by the General Assembly as res. 39/151 B.
3 Subsequently adopted by the General Assembly as res. 39/151 F. 
 ̂Adopted by the General Assembly as res. 39/150.
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no useful purpose and could prove unhelpful by creating impedi
ments to future efforts towards concrete and verifiable arms con
trol and disarmament measures. . . . the United States believes 
that . . . insufficient political agreement exists on the disarma
ment issues central to such a conference and it is therefore prema
ture to contemplate the convening of a world disarmament con
ference. In view of the situation, the United States is persuaded 
that serious consideration should be given to whether or not 
future meetings of the A d Hoc Committee are warranted. (A/39/ 
28, p. 4)

While funded within existing resources, we wonder whether such 
funds might be better put to other uses.

213. Statement by ACDA Deputy Director Emery to the 
First Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: World 
Disarmament Campaign, November 19, 1984 ^

I wish to explain several of the votes of the United States we intend 
to cast in the consideration of this cluster.

First, I would like to explain our position on two draft resolutions 
relating to the World Disarmament Campaign—A/C.1/39/L.17  ̂ and 
A/C.1/39/L.35.® The United States has always believed in the widest 
possible dissemination of information on all subjects, including arms 
control and disarmament. In this light, the United States joined a 
consensus in favour of the creation of a World Disarmament Cam
paign at the second special session of the General Assembly devoted 
to disarmament, a consensus followed up with the adoption of a 
relevant implementing resolution at the thirty-seventh session of the 
United Nations General Assembly. We agreed to do so because the 
language establishing the Campaign provided that it

. . . should be carried out in all regions of the world in a bal
anced, factual and objective manner; {A /S -12 /32 , annex V, para. 3)

that its universality

. . . should be guaranteed by the co-operation and participation 
of all States and by the widest possible dissemination of 
information . . . and opinions on questions of arms limitation 
and disarmament, and the dangers relating to all aspects of the 
arms race and war, in particular nuclear war; {para. 4)

and that it should provide

1 A/C.1/39/PV.41, pp. 56-57.
2 This was a Bulgarian draft resolution which was adopted on December 12 as 

General Assembly res. 39/63 A.
 ̂This was a Mexican draft resolution which was adopted as General Assembly res. 

39/63 D.
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an opportunity for discussion and debate in all countries on all 
points of view relating to disarmament issues, objectives and con
ditions. (para. 9)

We have been very pleased to see that the Secretariat has made 
every effort to carry out the Campaign in accordance with these 
positions. We have hoped that in the years since 1982's special session 
the Assembly could combine its support for a campaign with support 
for resolutions expressing the right of citizens to organize, to express 
their views on disarmament and to organize and meet publicly for that 
purpose. President Reagan believes so strongly in this that he men
tioned it in his address to the Assembly on 24 September.'^

A resolution along these lines was adopted by consensus at the 
thirty-seventh session of the United Nations General Assembly—37/ 
100 J—and I regret that it has not proved possible, due to the un
friendly efforts of some delegations, feo again endorse by consensus 
such a resolution.

The United States is unable to support either draft resolution. Draft 
resolution L.17 calls for avoiding the dissemination of false and ten
dentious information. As far as the United States is concerned, dis
semination of information is free and unhindered and it is up to the 
recipients to decide what is true and what is false. The United States 
is, therefore, unable to support draft resolution L.17.

As for draft resolution L.35, my delegation greatly regrets that, 
although there is language in the text we strongly support, additions 
to this year's text have made it no longer a consensus resolution. The 
Campaign was meant to be funded by voluntary contributions. We 
cannot accept criticism of those who have not contributed. We are 
therefore forced to abstain in the vote on draft resolution L.35 this 
year.

214. Statement by ACDA Deputy Director Emery to the 
First Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: Report 
of the Conference on Disarmament, November 19, 
1984 1

I wish to explain the vote of the United States on draft resolution 
A/C.1/39/L.56 concerning the report of the Conference on Disarma
ment. ̂

A year ago my delegation noted the gradual shift over several 
Assembly sessions in the language of this resolution, which, like the 
report of the Conference on Disarmament itself, should logically be 
drafted with a view to adoption by consensus. Instead, the authors of

 ̂Document 179.
1 A/C.1/39/PV.42, pp. 2-5.
2 Adopted by the General Assembly on December 17 as res. 39/148 N. 

Document 214



ISSRAELYAN STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 19 805

the draft resolution have sought in recent years increasingly to dis
count the views of some members of the Conference on Disarmament. 
It has pleased them instead to reflect the most extreme view of what 
the Conference on Disarmament can and should attempt to accom
plish, and then castigate by inference any and all who hold other 
views. How this will increase the prospects for sound and solid 
progress in the Conference on Disarmament, one apparently is not 
expected to ask or understand.

Despite appeals by my delegation that the draft resolution on the 
report of the Conference on Disarmament be framed in a spirit of co
operation and with a view to achieving genuine disarmament steps, 
this year's text, regrettably, gives no cause for optimism that propo
nents of confrontation have weakened their grip over it. Accordingly, 
the United States voted against draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.56.

At the same time, my delegation hopes that next year more moder
ate attitudes will prevail when drafting a similar resolution.

215. S ta tem ent by  the  Soviet R ep resen ta tive  (Issrae lyan) 
to  the  First Committee of th e  U.N. G eneral Assembly: 
Reduction of Military Budgets, N ovem ber 19, 1984 ^

The Soviet Union has always favoured the reduction of military 
expenditure in view of the fact that growing military expenditure is 
directly connected with the spiralling arms race. The Soviet Union, 
together with its friends and allies, under the Warsaw Treaty, in 
March of 1984 put forward a very complex and comprehensive pro
posal on negotiations in order to achieve a practical degree of agree
ment between the countries Members of the Warsaw Treaty and the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), not to increase their 
military expenditure and subsequently to reduce them, in both per
centage and absolute terms.^

We continue to believe that efforts not to increase but to reduce 
military expenditure should involve all States and, first and foremost, 
those States which possess a major military potential. At the same 
time, the implementation of such measures by the members of the 
Warsaw Treaty and NATO would be very important because of their 
high military expenditures.

The achievement of practical agreement to reduce military budgets 
would not require a great deal of time if countries Members of the 
United Nations demonstrated the political will and aspiration to 
achieve a speedy solution to this extremely important and long-over
due problem.

1 A/C.1/39/PV.42, p. 37.
2 See Document 42, March 5.
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As far as the question of determining a reporting machinery and the 
comparability of military expenses, as contained in draft resolution A/ 
C.l/39/L.28,^ this can only be regarded as an attempt by some to try 
to shirk the task of actually reducing military expenditure and to 
distract attention from the actual growth in their own military budg
ets. And the same is true of the proposal on the holding of a so-called 
international conference in order to compare military expenses be
tween various States. Therefore, we consider that the draft resolution 
in document A/C.1/39/L.28 simply deadlocks the whole problem of 
reducing military budgets, as similar drafts have done in the past, last 
year in fact. Therefore, we shall vote against that draft resolution.

216. Press S ta tem ent by the  Deputy A ssis tan t Secretary  of 
S ta te  for European an d  C anad ian  Affairs (Dobbins): 
M eeting of the  NATO Special Consultative Group, 
N ovem ber 20, 1984 ^

In accordance with its mandate to review developments related to 
INF arms control, the NATO Special Consultative Group met today 
for the seventh time this year.^

We noted that it has now been almost exactly one year since the 
Soviet Union unilaterally disrupted the negotiations on intermediate- 
range nuclear forces then underway in Geneva. That Soviet action was 
unjustifiable then; their continuing boycott of negotiations for the 
reduction of offensive nuclear systems remains unjustifiable today.

The SCG noted that the Soviet SS-20 construction program has 
continued vigorously, in both the Eastern and Western USSR. Since 
the Soviets walked out of the INF negotiations last year, they have 
started more than 10 new SS-20 bases. This is the largest number of 
SS-20 bases begun in any one year since this missile was first de
ployed in 1977.

Other aspects of the Soviet nuclear build-up have also continued. 
The SCG observed that over the past year, the Soviet Union has 
redeployed about 50 short-range mobile Scaleboard missiles from the 
territory of the Soviet Union to bases in East Germany and Czechoslo
vakia. About two-thirds of this force is in East Germany and about 
one-third is in Czechoslovakia.

Additionally, the Soviet Union continues its active program to re
place the FROG missiles in Eastern Europe with the much more 
capable SS-21 missile. There are now more than 60 SS-21 launchers in

® I.e., the Swedish draft resolution which was adopted on December 12 as General 
Assembly res. 39/64 B.

 ̂ACDA files. Deputy Assistant Secretary Dobbins was speaking as Chairman of the 
Special Consultative Group.

2 For press statements about the first and fourth meetings, see Documents 6 and 102, 
January 11 and May 15.
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East Germany and the number appears to be increasing at the rate of 
about four launchers every month or so. Meanwhile, the Soviets have 
begun to deploy the SS-21 in Czechoslovakia as well.

The SCG expressed a common view that negotiations leading to 
meaningful and balanced reductions in nuclear weapons should 
resume at the earliest moment, without preconditions. In this regard, 
the SCG welcomed the United States' commitment, which has recently 
been reaffirmed by the President of the United States, to continue to 
work actively and in good faith to the achievement of that end and 
discussed prospects for the resumption of negotiations.^ They ex
pressed the hope that the more positive tone of recent Soviet state
ments would be translated into substantive movement toward negotia
tions.

NATO's limited deployment program of LRINF missiles continues 
as envisaged in the Alliance's 1979 dual-track decision.The SCG 
reiterated the Alliance's readiness to halt, reverse, or modify these 
deployments—including the removal and dismantling of missiles al
ready deployed to Europe—in accordance with the terms of a balanced 
and verifiable agreement.

The SCG continues to believe that an agreement bringing genuine 
stability at substantially lower levels of nuclear arms would be in the 
best interests of both East and West. The SCG again calls upon the 
Soviet Union to return to the serious negotiations of such an agree
ment.

217. S ta tem ent by  ACDA D eputy Director Emery to the  
First Committee of the  U.N. G eneral Assem bly: U.N. 
Specialized A gencies Role in the  D isarmam ent Field, 
N ovem ber 20, 1984 ^

My delegation wishes to explain its opposition to draft resolution 
A/C.l/39/L.34/Rev.l.2

In the past we have stated our dual concerns over resolutions along 
these lines: We feared they would hamper the important work being 
undertaken in specialized agencies and other bodies within the United 
Nations system by assigning them additional tasks for which they 
were unsuited. At the same time, we believed this kind of resolution 
would not help in promoting progress in the field of disarmament.

Unfortunately, we have seen our fears become reality. Many United 
Nations agencies have been politicized and have had to neglect their 
real missions in order to deal with disarmament issues—issues in

 ̂See Document 192, October 17.
 ̂For the decision, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 814-816.

1 A/C.1/39/PV.43, pp. 2-5.
 ̂This was a Czechoslovakian draft resolution which the General Assembly adopted 

on December 17 as res. 39/151 E.

Document 217



8 08 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1984

which they have no experience or competence. And who can say that 
these developments have had any positive impact on the disarmament 
field?

My delegation urges others to join us in opposing resolutions such 
as this, which we all know can have no positive benefits.

218. S ta tem ent on Behalf of the  European Community by 
the  Irish R ep resen ta tive  (M acFhionnbhairr) to  the  
First Committee of the  U.N. G eneral Assem bly: U.N. 
Specialized A gencies Role in the  Disarmam ent Field, 
N ovem ber 20, 1984 ^

I should like, on behalf of the 10 member States of the European 
Community to refer to draft resolution A/C.l/39/L.34/Rev.l, entitled 
''Contribution of the specialized agencies and other organizations and 
programmes of the United Nations system to the cause of arms limita
tion and disarmament''. 2

The Ten share the view, which has been endorsed by all the States 
Members of this Assembly in a wide range of consensus documents, 
that it is the Department of Disarmament Affairs which exercises the 
co-ordinating role regarding the pursuit of disarmament activities 
within the United Nations system, and that it is responsible for liaison 
with the relevant governmental and non-governmental organizations 
and other institutes and bodies.

The Ten equally recognise that the Department should also take 
account fully of the possibilities offered by specialized agencies and 
other institutions and programmes within the United Nations system 
with regard to studies and information on disarmament. This approach 
is in accordance with the central role and primary responsibility of the 
United Nations in the sphere of disarmament and, accordingly, its 
more active role in this field since the drawing up of the Final Docu
ment of the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to 
disarmament.

As they have already indicated in the debate under this agenda 
item, the Ten believe that disarmament activities within the United 
Nations should contribute positively to present and future negotia
tions on concrete measures of disarmament. In this connection, they 
consider that more attention must be given to the question of improv
ing the use to which the available resources are to be put than has 
heretofore been the case.

The draft resolution contained in A/C.l/39/L.34/Rev.l proposes 
that the specialized agencies within the United Nations system should

1 A/C.1/39/PV.43, pp. 5-7.
2 I.e., the Czechoslovakian draft resolution which the General Assembly adopted on 

December 17 as res. 39/151 E.
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broaden further their contribution to the cause of arms limitation and 
disarmament. The Ten wish to recall their firm conviction that the 
specialized agencies, having been established for specific purposes, 
should uphold the priorities laid down in their respective statutes in 
order to achieve the goals for which they were established. Given the 
resource restraints which currently prevail throughout the United Na
tions system, the Ten fear the type of effort which this draft resolu
tion would see initiated will in practice detract from other, more 
specific and more pressing, activities which are proper to these special
ized agencies and which are of importance to all States but, given the 
actual distribution of resources, of particular benefit to developing 
countries.

In particular, the Ten would draw attention to operative paragraph 2 
of the draft resolution, which, if implemented, would seriously detract 
from the Secretary-General's ability to pursue his co-ordinating role in 
the field of disarmament in accordance with the wishes of the vast 
majority of the delegations represented in this Committee. In addition, 
such a plan would seriously affect the autonomy of the specialized 
agencies under their respective mandates.

Having established the central role of the Department of Disarma
ment Affairs, why, the Ten ask, do we now wish to dilute this role 
and detract from the modalities which are its very strength? It is 
because they do not wish to see this happen that the Ten, convinced 
as they are of the central role of the United Nations in the field of 
disarmament, cannot support a draft resolution such as that contained 
in document A/C.l/39/L.34/Rev.l. The draft resolution ignores the 
already agreed procedures and priorities by which United Nations 
activity on these questions shall be pursued.

219. S ta tem ent by the  Soviet R ep resen ta tive  (Issrae lyan) 
to  th e  First Committee of the  U.N. G eneral Assembly: 
Curbing the  N aval Arms Race, N ovem ber 20, 1984 ^

The Soviet delegation supports draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.55 on 
curbing the naval arms race, limitation and reduction of naval arma
ments and extension of confidence-building measures to seas and 
oceans.^

We feel that it is very important to examine this extremely impor
tant issue and that it is very timely to entrust the matter to the United 
Nations Disarmament Commission.

We cannot agree with any assertion, in particular by the representa
tive of the Netherlands, that imtil such time as research on this issue 
has been completed even discussion in the United Nations Disarma-

1 A/C.1/39/PV.43, pp. 13-16.
2 This was the Bulgarian draft resolution which was adopted by the General Assem

bly on December 17 as res. 39/151 I.
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ment Commission would be premature. In this connection I should 
like to indicate that the same excuse was once used to block an 
examination of such very important issues as nuclear disarmament and 
the prevention of nuclear warfare, with everything being reduced to 
the conduct of research.

Hence we support draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.55; we feel that 
discussions in the United Nations Disarmament Commission on this 
urgent question and a continuation of research are in no way mutually 
exclusive measures but supplement each other. We call upon other 
delegations also to support this draft resolution.

220. S ta tem ent on Behalf of the  European Community by 
the  Irish R epresen ta tive  (M acFhionnbhairr) to  the  
First Committee of the  U.N. G eneral Assem bly: W ea p 
ons of M ass Destruction, N ovem ber 20, 1984 ^

I should like, on behalf of the 10 member States of the European 
Community, to refer to the draft resolution contained in document A/ 
C.1/39/L.63 entitled ''Prohibition of the development and manufac
ture of new types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of 
such weapons''.^

The Ten have been unable to support the draft resolution contained 
in document A/C.1/39/L.63 because they do not consider that the 
approach which it proposes can lead to any serious progress in negoti
ating effective controls on the emergence of new weapons of mass 
destruction.

The Ten have, over the years, actively supported negotiations at the 
Conference on Disarmament on the conclusion of multilateral agree
ments on specific types of such weapons of mass destruction as have 
been identified. The Ten are, fraiJcly, of the view that there should be 
a prohibition qf the development and production of any new weapons 
of mass destruction if and when such a weapon can be identified.

The approach contained in the draft resolution before the Commit
tee does not take account of the difficulty of clearly establishing the 
precise delimitations of civilian and military research and the growing 
interaction between them. Like many other States in this Committee, 
the Ten believe that new weapons of mass destruction and their 
technologies can only be effectively and permanently prohibited if 
they are subject to concrete, verifiable controls. The Ten believe that a 
single blanket prohibition of the type proposed in draft resolution A/ 
C.1/39/L.63 would have little concrete effect and would risk under
mining progress in research and development without necessarily con-

1 A/C.1/PV.43, pp. 27-30.
2 The draft resolution introduced by the Byelorussian SSR which was adopted on 

December 12 as res. 39/62.
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tributing to the goal which we all share of preventing the emergence 
of new types of weapons of mass destruction.

I emphasize again that although the Ten cannot support the ap
proach contained in draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.63, they are of the 
view that there is a need for vigilance with a view to identifying 
potentially dangerous developments in science and technology, so that 
effective pre-emptive controls can be concluded.

221. S ta tem ent by  ACDA Deputy Director Emery to the 
First Committee of the  U.N. G eneral Assem bly: U.N. 
Role in Disarmam ent, N on-M em ber Participation in 
the  Conference on Disarmam ent, an d  Nuclear Disar
m am ent, N ovem ber 20, 1984 ^

The United States was happy to have a chance to support draft 
resolution A/C.1/39/L.41 on the role of the United Nations in the 
field of disarmament.  ̂ We hope Member States will use the mecha
nism proposed in draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.41 to make serious and 
well-considered proposals on how the United Nations might more 
usefully contribute to disarmament.

Based on statements we have heard in the past few days, I know we 
are not alone in our belief that the passage of numerous and often 
wordy and contradictory draft resolutions is not the most effective 
means of using the unique resources of the United Nations.

Indeed, such activities merely cause the First Committee to lose 
credibility among those who pay any attention to it and cause more 
and more people to cease paying attention altogether. My delegation 
hopes that draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.41 will begin to move us in 
the correct direction.

On other matters: The United States abstained in the vote on draft 
resolution A/C.1/39/L.47.® My delegation could have supported the 
draft resolution had operative paragraph 1 been deleted or revised to 
make it clear that States which are not members of the Conference on 
Disarmament participate in the work of that body based on the Con
ference's rules of procedure.

The United States also voted ''no'' on draft resolution A/C.1/39/ 
L.58;  ̂ we also voted "no'̂  in the vote on its fifth preambular para
graph. There are many sentiments in this draft resolution with which 
my delegation is in full sympathy. We share the deep concern of

1 A/C.1/PV.43, pp. 28-31.
2 Adopted by the General Assembly as res. 39/151 G, '"Review of the Role of the 

United Nations in the Field of Disarmament."
® Adopted by the General Assembly as res. 39/148 L, "'Climatic Effects of Nuclear 

War: Nuclear Winter."
 ̂Adopted by the General Assembly as res. 39/148 O, "Implementation of the Rec

ommendations and Decisions of the Tenth Special Session."
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Others about the fact that colonial domination and foreign occupation, 
even of States Members of the United Nations, continue. Acts of 
aggression continue. We are also seriously concerned about the fact 
that negotiations on arms reduction and disarmament, already under 
way, have been stalled. The United States again appeals for the re
sumption of those negotiations that have been walked away from.

On the other hand, some language in draft resolution A/C.1/39/ 
L.58 can be described only as intensely provocative and insensitive to 
the views of serious members of this body which are working to 
uphold the principles of the Charter. Other language, as the authors of 
the draft resolution know full well, conflicts with the views of various 
members of the Conference on Disarmament. For these reasons, the 
United States regrettably felt compelled to oppose that draft resolu
tion.

222. S ta tem ent by the  Soviet R ep resen ta tive  (Issrae lyan) 
to  the  First Committee of the  U.N. G eneral Assembly: 
Draft Resolutions on Several Subjects, N ovem ber 20, 
1984 1

The Soviet delegation wishes to speak on several draft resolutions. I 
wish first of all to announce that we shall vote against draft resolution 
A/C.1/39/L.5.2 In the opinion of the Soviet delegation, negotiations 
should not be a mere accompaniment to arms increases; they should 
lead to practical results in the form of concrete agreements. That is 
why the Soviet Union has always favoured talks on the limitation of 
nuclear arms, both strategic and medium-range, on the basis of the 
principles of equality and equal security. But these talks must be 
serious, effective and business-like. The Soviet Union is not prepared 
to engage in talks when it is the target of the new missiles stationed in 
Europe by the United States—that is, when it is presented with an 
ultimatum—as is, in essence, suggested in draft resolution A/C.1/39/ 
L.5. The United States should remove the obstacles it has put in the 
way of such negotiations.

With reference to draft resolution A/C.l/39/L.32,^ we wish to say 
that a nuclear-arms freeze should be declared as a matter of high 
priority, in order to bar an increased nuclear threat. An agreement on 
this issue would have a decisive effect in facilitating subsequent agree
ments on the reduction of nuclear weapons until they are completely 
eliminated. It is clear, given the present approximate parity of nuclear 
and conventional capabilities, that an agreement on freezing and re
ducing levels of nuclear weapons would harm no one's security.

1 A/C.1/39/PV.44, pp. 16-21.
2 Subsequently adopted by the General Assembly as res. 39/148 B, '"Bilateral Nuclear- 

Arms Negotiations.''
® This draft resolution was adopted by the General Assembly as res. 39/63 C.
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Monitoring commitments to freeze nuclear arms could be carried out 
effectively through national technical means, as outlined by many 
experts in the nuclear-weapons field and by high-ranking political 
figures in many countries. However, the Soviet Union is prepared also 
to devise additional methods of verification on the basis of co-oper- 
ation founded on previous arms-limitation negotiations. Since draft 
resolution A/C.1/39/L.32 coincides, in its broad outlines, with our 
position, as outlined in document A/39/623, we shall vote in favour 
of that draft resolution.

The Soviet delegation will also vote in favour of the draft resolution 
contained in document A/C.l/39/L.42.^ We have taken that position 
on the understanding that the word '̂ work" in the operative paragraph 
of this draft resolution means practical negotiations on matters per
taining to the relevent item on the agenda of the Conference on 
Disarmament. As we have had occasion to stress in the past, the 
question of the prohibition of the production of fissionable material 
for weapons purposes should be duly linked to measures of nuclear 
disarmament. Specifically, it could be regarded as an early step to
wards the implementation of a programme of nuclear disarmament, a 
step which could also become an integral part of a nuclear-weapons 
freeze.

As to draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.43 ® on cessation of the nuclear- 
arms race and nuclear disarmament, the Soviet delegation is of the 
opinion that the process leading to the total elimination of nuclear 
weapons must of necessity involve a programme of nuclear disarma
ment by stages, including the gradual reduction of nuclear-weapons 
arsenals until they are completely eliminated and, in that framework, 
agreements on the cessation of the development of new nuclear- 
weapons systems, on the cessation of the production of fissionable 
materials for the purpose of manufacturing various types of nuclear 
weapons and on the cessation of the production of nuclear armaments 
and delivery systems for such armaments.

Proposals by the Soviet Union on these specific topics are before the 
Geneva Conference on Disarmament, but negotiations on this point 
have yet to begin. That is the fault of other nuclear Powers, primarily 
the United States. Since draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.43 calls on the 
Conference on Disarmament to begin talks on this subject, we shall 
support it. But our position on this question is more fully reflected in 
draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.8.®

Finally, with regard to draft resolution A/C.l/39/L.49,'^ the Soviet 
delegation is gratified at the fact that the question of a freeze on 
nuclear weapons has been on the agenda of the General Assembly for

 ̂Subsequently adopted as G.A. res. 39/151 H, 'Trohibition of the Production of 
Fissionable Material for Weapons Purposes/'

® Adopted by the General Assembly as res. 39/148 K.
® Adopted as G.A. res. 39/148 C.

Adopted as G.A. res. 39/63 G.
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a number of successive sessions, as one of the central issues for 
discussion.

As is known, the Soviet Union responded to the appeal made by the 
General Assembly at its thirty-seventh session,® and in June 1983 
proposed to the Governments of the United States, the United King
dom, France and China that all the nuclear Powers should simulta
neously impose both a qualitative and a quantitative freeze on all the 
nuclear weapons in their possession. On the same lines is resolution 
38/76, adopted by the General Assembly in 1983, and the draft reso
lution submitted by us at this session in document A/C.l/39/L.25.^ In 
Washington, our official proposals are still on the table—that is, that 
the Soviet Union and the United States should agree, first and fore
most, to freeze their nuclear weapons and thereby set an example for 
other nuclear Powers.

Since, on the whole, draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.49 reflects the 
approach that we take, we shall support it. At the same time, we wish 
to state that we interpret the sixth paragraph of the preamble as 
referring to those nuclear-weapon States that not only have failed to 
take any action in response to the call for a freeze, but have even 
spoken against this important step. As is well known, the Soviet 
Union favours a freeze.

223. S ta tem ent by  ACDA Deputy Director Emery to  the  
First Committee of the  U.N. G eneral Assem bly: Nucle
a r  Freeze and  Bilateral Nuclear Arms N egotiations, 
N ovem ber 20, 1984 ^

I have asked to speak this afternoon to explain the votes my delega
tion will cast on several of the draft resolutions contained in cluster 5, 
those relating to the question of a nuclear freeze, draft resolutions A/ 
C.l/39/L.25,2 A/C.1/39/L.32  ̂ and A/C.l/39/L.49,4 and draft resolu
tion A/C.1/39/L.5 ® on the bilateral nuclear-arms negotiations.

The United States is not convinced, however well-intentioned the 
freeze proposals may be, that they would, in fact, serve their stated 
objectives. Implementation of a nuclear freeze might well diminish our 
national security, and that of our allies and friends, and in the end 
contribute to increasing, not reducing the danger of war.

« G.A. res. 37/100 A of December 12, 1982.
® Adopted as G.A. res. 39/151 D.

The sixth preambular paragraph notes "with deep concern that nuclear-weapon 
States have not so far taken any action in response to the call made in resolutions 37/ 
100 A and 38/73 B''.

1 A/C.1/39/PV.44, pp. 36-40.
2 This draft resolution was subsequently adopted by the General Assembly as res. 39/ 

151 D.
® Subsequently adopted as G.A. res. 39/63 C.
 ̂Adopted as G.A. res. 39/63 G.

5 Adopted as G.A. res. 39/148 B.

Document 223



EMERY STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 20 815

In our view, a nuclear freeze could damage our deterrent posture 
and make us more vulnerable militarily by codifying military advan
tages now possessed by the Soviet Union. It would redirect efforts 
from seeking drastic reductions in strategic forces to determining how 
to codify the current high ceilings. It would codify the huge Soviet 
advantage in longer range intermediate nuclear weapons and halt 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization deployments intended to partially 
right that imbalance. It would thus eliminate any incentive for the 
Soviet Union to remove the threat posed by their SS-20 missiles to 
European and other countries.

A nuclear freeze would thus undermine the relative capability of our 
nuclear deterrent vis-a-vis the Soviet Union, in so far as it would 
freeze forces at current imbalance levels. As a result, the credibility of 
our strategy of deterrence, which has preserved the peace for over 
three decades, would be undermined. A freeze would thus threaten 
stability by preventing the re-establishment of the strategic balance, 
rather than strengthening that balance. It could, thus, heighten the risk 
of war, rather than strengthen the peace.

We should not delude ourselves. A mutual and verifiable freeze 
would be every bit as difficult to negotiate as arms reductions them
selves—indeed, such a complete ban on production, development and 
deployment of new systems could prove even more complicated than 
complex negotiations on the reduction of arms. Determining what, 
when and how to freeze would take time. Agreement on effective 
verification measures would be both difficult and time-consuming to 
achieve. For example, the monitoring of production and inventories of 
nuclear weapons and production of system components would require 
measures beyond national technical means. Some aspects of a freeze 
would be difficult to verify, for example, nuclear warheads, even if 
measures beyond national technical means were available. It is our 
belief that time spent negotiating a freeze and its verification would be 
better spent negotiating deep reductions.

For these reasons, the United States delegation will vote against the 
freeze draft resolutions A/C.1/39/L.25, A/C.1/39/L.32 and A/C.1/39/ 
L.49.

I also wish to explain the vote my delegation will cast on draft 
resolution A/C.1/39/L.5 on bilateral nuclear-arms negotiations.

Arms control is a top priority of my Government. We are ready and 
willing to achieve real, substantial and verifiable reductions in the 
most destabilizing strategic systems and in intermediate-range nuclear 
forces. We participated seriously and with flexibility in two sets of 
negotiations designed to achieve substantial reductions in nuclear 
forces. In the so-called Strategic Arms Reduction Talks, we proposed 
drastic reductions in strategic arsenals. In the so-called intermediate- 
range nuclear forces negotiations, we proposed that an entire class of 
weapons be banned from the face of the earth.

We have reiterated our profound regret that the Soviet Union 
walked out of those negotiations about a year ago and have repeated
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our willingness to return to the negotiating table to continue them 
without pre-conditions.

Since that time, the Soviet Union has invited the United States to 
begin talks on limiting what they call the "'militarization of space''. 
We were ready without pre-conditions to talk about what they 
wanted to talk about, as well as other important issues, including the 
question of offensive and defensive forces. We were disappointed that 
these talks never materialized, because the Soviet Union did not 
follow through on its invitation. Since that time. President Reagan has 
proposed that we discuss these and other important issues in a new, 
comprehensive format. We are also prepared to discuss them individ
ually and to meet immediately without pre-conditions.

Against this background, my Government is pleased to be able to 
support draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.5 on bilateral nuclear-arms nego
tiations. We strongly support the call, in operative paragraph 1 of that 
draft resolution, for the bilateral nuclear-arms negotiations to be re
sumed without delay or pre-conditions. We will spare no effort in 
seeking attainment of the final objective of the negotiations, and will 
work towards the enhancement of mutual trust, in order to create an 
atmosphere more conducive to disarmament agreements.

Draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.5 is simple and effective. It places no 
pre-conditions for the commencement of negotiations or on the nego
tiations themselves. It does not prescribe a set procedure for the 
negotiations, nor does it put the finger on any one country for the 
disruption of negotiations, although we all know why they were 
terminated.

224. S ta tem ent by the  Soviet R epresen ta tive  (Issrae lyan) 
to  the  First Committee of the  U.N. G eneral Assembly: 
Unilateral Disarmam ent M easures, N ovem ber 20, 
1984 1

The Soviet delegation supported draft resolution A/C.l/39/L.4,^ 
which takes note with satisfaction of the study prepared by the 
Secretary-General on unilateral nuclear disarmament measures.  ̂ On 
the whole, this study, as we see it, contains a number of points which, 
if they were acted on, could make a useful contribution to the whole 
process of preventing nuclear warfare and curbing the arms race. 
While rightly criticizing the approach to negotiation from a position of 
force, as well as the use of bargaining points in such negotiations, the 
study points out quite properly that the States, in their relations.

1 A/C.1/39/PV.44, pp. 82-86.
2 This draft resolution was subsequently adopted by the General Assembly as res. 39/ 

148 A.
 ̂A/39/516. For the summary and conclusions of the report, see Document 170, 

August 31.
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should be guided by the code of peaceful conduct and peaceful rela
tions. This is particularly referred to in paragraph 59. Particular re
sponsibility for this falls upon the nuclear-weapon States themselves 
and the study quite properly recommends that they take such specific 
steps as undertaking not to be the first to use nuclear weapons, 
freezing nuclear weapons, prohibiting nuclear-weapons tests and pre
venting the arms race from spreading to outer space. This is to be 
found in paragraph 56 of the study.

At the same time, we have been obliged to note that the study 
suffers from a number of drawbacks, first and foremost, in that part 
of it which deals with the factual side of the matter. We cannot, for 
example, agree that the Soviet Union shares with the United States a 
responsibility for the present stalemate which has occurred in curbing 
the arms race and disarmament. Unfortunately, the study does not 
reflect the numerous steps which have been initiated unilaterally by 
the Soviet Union in order to create favourable conditions for the 
holding of serious negotiations on very diverse problems related to the 
curbing of the arms race.

After all, many of these proposals, the commitment not to be the 
first to use nuclear weapons,^ for example, the introduction of a 
moratorium on certain nuclear weapons during the bilateral talks on 
the reduction of nuclear weapons in Europe,® establishing in 1983 the 
unilateral moratorium which is still in force on the launching, includ
ing experimental launching, of anti-satellite weapons and others,® are 
very serious and substantial measures of unilateral restraint on the 
part of the Soviet Union.

As far as bilateral talks on nuclear armaments are concerned, re
ferred to in paragraph 54 of the report, we have frequently had 
occasion to express our position on this in the past in this Committee.

Despite these shortcomings, nevertheless, and in view of the gener
ally constructive approach taken in the study, we have found it possi
ble to support the draft resolution endorsing it.

In conclusion, I wish to make one further point. We believe that the 
reproduction of the report, referred to in operative paragraph 4 of the 
draft resolution, should not involve any additional financial expendi
ture but should be carried out through existing allocations.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1982, p. 350.
5 Ibid., p. 119.
6 Ibid., 1983, pp. 648-650.
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225. S ta tem ent by  the  Central Intelligence A gency Deputy 
Director for Intelligence (G a te s )  Before a Subcommit
te e  of the  Joint Economic Committee of the  Congress: 
D efense Spending in the  Soviet Union [Extracts], No
vem ber 21, 1984 ^

Introduction

In our past testimony we have analyzed Soviet economic perform
ance and military spending over the last two decades. Summarizing 
that testimony, we reported that economic growth in the USSR was 
relatively robust during the decade of the sixties and the first half of 
the 1970s. The mid-1970s, however, marked a turning point in the 
economy's fortunes. Economic growth began to decelerate and eventu
ally fell below 2 percent for three consecutive years—1979, 1980, and 
1981. But the economy has been doing somewhat better recently. GNP 
increased by about 3 percent in 1983 and growth continues to be 
higher in most sectors in 1984, although the USSR's national product 
will rise by only 2 percent this year because of a poor harvest. 

• • • • • • •

The Beneficiaries of Better Economic Performance

How the leadership responded to the improved economic picture in
1983 and 1984 provides a window on the regime's current policies and 
intentions.

Defense

Defense has been considered to have priority in the allocation of 
resources in the Soviet economy. We cannot yet conclusively establish 
how the economic recovery affected defense spending, however, or, 
for that matter, how defense spending might have impinged on the 
recovery. Nevertheless, since reporting to you last year, we have noted 
evidence of some acceleration in the rate of increase in defense spend
ing.

The Burden of Defense. To understand the role of defense in the econo
my, it is important to measure how defense diverts national resources 
from other purposes. One such measure is the share of GNP allocated 
to defense spending. In the Soviet Union, this amounts to 13 to 14 
percent of GNP, which is considerably higher than the comparable 7- 
percent figure for the United States. The defense share of Soviet GNP 
has remained roughly constant since 1965 because the growth of 
defense spending has matched overall economic growth. When eco
nomic growth slowed after 1975, defense spending growth slowed 
correspondingly.

 ̂ ACDA files. The statement was before the Subcommittee on International Trade, 
Finance, and Security Economics.
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This ratio of defense spending to GNP simply measures the trend in 
average share of all resources going to defense. Certainly the impact of 
defense falls unevenly on different parts of the economy. Material 
inputs must not only be made directly available for defense, but other 
resources are needed indirectly as inputs to produce the materials used 
for defense.

Some key industries must devote especially large shares of their 
output to support defense programs (figure 7).  ̂ For example, more 
than 25 percent of all machinery production is allocated to military 
procurement even though procurement is no more than 7 percent of 
GNP. In the process, resources are denied to the civilian sector that 
otherwise could be used to promote economic growth through invest
ment or to bolster consumer morale by increasing the supply of con
sumer durables. In addition, as much as a fifth of all metallurgy 
production, a key input for construction and machinery production, 
may be needed to support procurement. That the metallurgy industry 
has encountered considerable difficulties in sustaining the growth of 
output in recent years makes this large share all the more significant 
to civilian industries. Other industries that contributed—directly or 
indirectly—significant shares of their output in 1982 to support mili
tary procurement include chemicals, electric power, fuels, transporta
tion and communications, and forest products. If other resource cate
gories of defense are taken into account, such as O&M and RDT&E, 
the military demand on these industries would be even greater.

The true burden of defense includes many intangibles associated 
with defense activity that cannot be easily measured in quantitative 
terms. Examples of some that would raise the burden include giving 
the military establishment priority access to:

—The highest quality raw materials for defense industry;
—Transportation and distribution of raw materials for defense pur

poses;
—The best industrial workers for defense industry;
—The national pool of research and development talent; and
—The best, most advanced machinery.

Some other intangibles could lower the burden. Examples of these 
include:

—Using military construction troops on civilian projects;
—Sending troops and military trucks to help with the harvest; and
—Training largely untrained and imskilled non-Slavic minorities.

Finally, there are other activities that might be construed as defense- 
related, which we do not even consider in our estimates. This would 
include subsidized weapons sales, support for surrogates such as Viet
nam and Cuba, civil defense programs, the dispersal and hardening of 
industrial sites, many intelligence activities, some communications fa
cilities, and joint purpose projects, such as the BAM Railroad and city

 ̂Not reproduced here.
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subway systems. Although we have not been able to measure these 
activities, it is clear that they would imply a defense burden higher 
than our estimate of 13 to 14 percent of GNP.

Defense Spending Trends, In the ruble estimate, we use constant prices 
(1970 is the base year) so that we can measure the real growth in 
defense—that is changes in military manpower, the volume of pro
curement and construction, and the scale of research and development 
(RDT&E) and operations and maintenance (O&M), excluding the ef
fects of inflation. Budgetary discussions in the USSR are presumably 
often conducted in terms of current price data, however. Such figures, 
if available, would show higher growth than our constant price esti
mates because of the inflation that characterizes the Soviet economy 
generally. Nonetheless, so much of Soviet planning is conducted in 
physical rather than financial terms that sufficient information is un
doubtedly available to the leadership to permit them to identify the 
real trends underlying expenditures in current rubles.

There have been two distinct periods in Soviet defense spending 
since 1965. Before 1976, growth in total defense spending had aver
aged about 4 to 5 percent per year; after 1976, the rate of increase in 
spending dropped appreciably, to about 2 percent a year.® Neverthe
less, spending levels were so high that the defense establishment was 
able to continue to modernize its forces and to enhance substantially 
its military capabilities. Between 1976 and 1983, the Soviets purchased 
1,100 ICBMs and more than 700 SLBMs for their arsenal of strategic 
forces—even while they were adhering to the SALT II  ̂ restrictions 
and spending in this category was declining. At the same time, they 
procured about 300 bombers and 5,000 fighters, including the MIG- 
23/27 Flogger fighter and the Backfire bomber. The modernization of 
the ground forces proceeded through the introduction of more sophis
ticated armament. Some 15,500 new tanks were added to the forces, 
including the costly T-72 and T-64 tanks. Finally, the Soviet naval 
buildup continued. During this period, the Soviets acquired substantial 
numbers of major surface combatants, nuclear-powered ballistic mis
sile submarines, and attack submarines.

Despite the scale of the ongoing Soviet defense programs, the 
growth of spending did slow. The impact of the slowdown can be 
seen by reviewing trends in the outlays allocated to the various mili
tary services and the trends in outlays in major resource categories 
(procurement, construction, personnel, O&M, and RDT&E). The be
havior of expenditures for the military services provides insights into 
the competition among conflicting interests in a period of slower 
growth in defense. The most striking feature of service spending 
trends is that all services shared in the reduced growth in spending. 
Before 1976, total outlays of the services increased by 3-5 percent

 ̂Unless specifically stated, all defense spending growth rates are measured in con
stant 1970 rubles. [Footnote in original.]

^ The SALT 11 Treaty is in Documents on Disarmament 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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annually. Starting in 1977, however, the rate of growth of total spend
ing in all the services decreased substantially. Some services were hit 
harder than others; for example, total outlays for the Strategic Rocket 
Forces and Air Defense declined in absolute terms after 1977.

Trends in spending on the various resource categories before and 
after 1976 demonstrate that the main source of slower growth in 
defense spending was a stagnation in spending for military procure
ment after 1976. Year-by-year estimates of the level of total defense 
spending and outlays for procurement since 1965 (figure 8) ® confirm 
this judgment.

Could we be wrong about the procurement slowdown? This is a 
reasonable question that has been raised, in part because our building 
block (item-by-item) approach toward estimating procurement is obvi
ously subject to uncertainty. We have audited our results to examine 
three possible sources of uncertainty: the physical estimates of military 
production; the cost of the new sophisticated Soviet weapons systems 
relative to costs of older systems; and possible increases in the real 
cost of defense production caused by declining productivity since the 
mid-1970s (which means that more resources might have been re
quired to produce the same product).

Based on this audit we have reasonable confidence in our estimates 
of the level and trend of Soviet military procurement.

—We have considerable confidence in our production estimates for 
large programs, which make up the bulk of procurement.

—We also found that program costs for the most expensive and 
complex systems would have to be substantially in error to raise pro
curement growth back to pre-1976 trends.

—Productivity changes in Soviet industry were not large enough to 
alter our judgment about recent procurement trends.

Smaller increases in spending in the other categories of Soviet mili
tary programs, however, also contributed to slower growth in defense 
spending. After 1976, for example, the estimated cost of operations 
and maintenance grew about half as rapidly as before the slowdown. 
Since 1976, the main driver of defense spending has been the rapid 
growth in RDT&E; in the earlier period, procurement had been the 
leading source of growth.

The Procurement Slowdown
Why did Soviet procurement stop growing after 1976? Many expla

nations have been offered, including policy decisions, technical diffi
culties, manufacturing constraints, and industrial bottlenecks. But 
there is still disagreement as to whether one factor dominated or even 
if the list is complete.

Policy Decisions. We would note that the stagnation in the level of 
procurement lasted for at least 7 years—from 1977 to 1983. This 
plateau arguably lasted too long to be the result exclusively of bottle-

® Not reproduced here.
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necks or technological problems. In a period so long, the leadership of 
the Soviet Union could have used its control of industrial priorities to 
ensure a higher rate of growth of military procurement. Older-genera- 
tion weapons could have been kept in production while problems with 
new systems were ironed out, or once the problems were overcome, 
the new systems could have been produced at catchup rates. We 
believe they chose to pursue neither alternative.

In deciding to hold procurement growth down the Soviet leadership 
in the mid-1970s may have viewed the external threat as manageable 
and the existing high level of procurement as enough, possibly recog
nizing that the USSR was entering a period of generally slower eco
nomic growth and counting on a continuation of the decline in U.S. 
military spending. But even if a policy decision was made to put a 
temporary though high cap on military procurement, other factors 
clearly played a supporting role.

Other Factors. Modern Soviet weapons embody ever higher levels of 
technology. The Soviets could be experiencing some difficulty, par
ticularly in the R&D phase, in solving technological problems encoun
tered in producing new weapons. Even after production of new weap
ons has begun, the Soviets may have encountered delays in achieving 
a high level of serial production of some high technology weapons 
systems in recent years.

The shortages of key materials and transportation problems that 
affected much of Soviet industry since the 1970s clearly may have also 
affected defense. Soviet industrial growth as a whole has been slower 
since 1975 than in the past. Despite the traditional priority accorded to 
defense it has become more difficult to isolate defense from these 
economic disruptions.

Defense Spending During the Recovery
What can we say about defense spending in 1983? Our preliminary 

estimates for 1983 suggest that procurement may have experienced 
some modest growth over 1982. This conclusion is tentative because of 
the difficulty we have in estimating the distribution through time of 
the costs of systems that are built over several years. The phasing 
problem is a particular problem for recent years like 1983 because it 
involves judgments about new systems that we think will be deployed 
in the future but for which the lead costs must be phased back to the 
present. If the system enters at reduced levels, or is stretched out 
longer than expected, then our current estimates for 1983 will be 
revised downwards.

What interpretation should then be placed on the higher apparent 
growth of procurement in 1983? One possibility is that this figure will 
be revised downwards as we collect more information about the pace 
of weapons production in 1984 and 1985. This has happened before 
when we did an annual update. Another interpretation is that this 
growth lies within the range of the year-to-year fluctuations of the 
previous 6 years and does not signify a new trend. A third possibility
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is that this estimate is sufficiently above the average of the last 6 
years to be an early indicator of a return to more rapid growth. 
Another year of data is required before we can choose among these 
interpretations.

226. Revised Iranian Draft Resolution Submitted to the 
First Committee of the  U.N. G eneral Assem bly: Pre
ven tive  M easures A gainst the  Further Use of Chemi
cal W eapons, N ovem ber 21, 1984 ^

Recalling paragraph 21 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special 
Session of the General Assembly, the first special session devoted to 
disarmament, which asserts that effective measures should be adopted 
to prohibit or prevent the development, production or use of weapons 
of mass destruction, with special attention to chemical weapons, as a 
matter of high priority.

Further recalling its unanimous resolutions 37/98 B of 13 December 
1982 and 38/187 B of 20 December 1983, reaffirming the necessity of 
strict observance by all States of the principles and objectives of the 
Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, 
Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, 
signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925,

Reaffirming that the use of chemical and biological weapons has been 
declared incompatible with the accepted norms of civilization and that 
any action contrary to the principles and objectives of the Geneva 
Protocol of 1925 is condemned.

Noting with appreciation the Secretary-General's report of his mission to 
inspect civilian areas in Iran and Iraq which have been subject to 
military attack  ̂ and his recent note on allegations concerning the use 
of chemical weapons,^

Taking note with deep concern of the recent report of the specialists 
appointed by the Secretary-General to investigate allegations by the 
Islamic Republic of Iran concerning the use of chemical weapons,^ and 

Seriously alarmed by the unanimous conclusion of the specialists con
firming the allegations by the Islamic Republic of Iran that chemical 
weapons have been used,

1. Strongly condemns the use of chemical weapons reported by the 
specialists in March 1984 and deplores such actions wherever and 
whenever they may occur;

 ̂A /C .l/39/L .46/R ev.l. The original draft resolution was submitted on November 12, 
Document 203.

2 Security Council document S/15834 of 20 June 1983. [Footnote in original.]
 ̂Security Council document S/16433 of 26 March 1984. [Footnote in original.]

^ Document 51, March 21.
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2. Takes note with appreciation of the Secretary-Generars initiatives and 
efforts which made the successful investigation of the use possible, 
and of his humanitarian and timely appeal of 29 June 1984 to the 
Governments concerned to undertake a solemn commitment not to use 
chemical weapons; ®

3. Takes note of the positive response received from one of the 
Governments in respect of the Secretary-General's appeal of 29 June
1984 concerning the non-use of chemical weapons; ® and

4. Urges the party which has not yet done so to respond immediately 
and in a positive manner to that appeal;

5. Strongly condemns all aerial bombardments and missile attacks 
against civilian areas, and the destruction of towns and villages under 
military occupation by high explosives or engineering equipment, as 
reported in the Secretary-General's report (S/15834); and

6. Urges the observance of the generally recognized principles and 
rules of international humanitarian law which are applicable to armed 
conflicts and the obligations under international conventions designed 
to prevent or alleviate the human suffering of warfare;

7. Requests the Secretary-General to continue his efforts in prevent
ing, investigating and reporting to the General Assembly on any fur
ther use of chemical weapons.

227. S ta tem ent by  the  R ep resen ta tive  of the  Federal Re
public of G erm any  (W egener)  to  the  First Committee 
of th e  U.N. G eneral Assem bly: Non-First-Use of Nu
clear W eapons, N ovem ber 21, 1984 ^

I should like to explain the vote of my delegation on draft resolu
tion A/C.1/39/L.12 2 and by logical extension on draft resolution A/ 
C.l/39/L.21.^ The centrepiece of draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.12 is a 
call for a nuclear non-first-use commitment. As on past occasions, my 
delegation will cast a negative vote.

Let me briefly recall the reasons: the call for a nuclear non-first-use 
commitment emanates from the Soviet Union and is directed against 
the security of all Western States, whether or not they are nuclear 
Powers. As in the case of the freeze proposals, on which my delega
tion spoke on an earlier occasion, the nuclear non-first-use issue, 
therefore, has to be looked at in the context of the East-West relation
ship and the military situation prevailing between the North Atlantic

® Document 132.
6 Ihid.
1 A/C.1/39/PV.45, pp. 11-16.
2 The draft resolution was adopted by the General Assembly on December 17 as res. 

39/148 D, ''Non-Use of Nuclear Weapons and Prevention of Nuclear War."
3 Adopted by the General Assembly on December 12 as res. 39/57, ''Conclusion of an 

International Convention on the Strengthening of the Security of Non-Nuclear-Weapon 
States Against the Use or Threat of Use of Nuclear Weapons."
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Treaty Organization (NATO) and the Warsaw Pact. It is futile to look 
at it in terms of abstract desirability and to remove it from the context 
of international security and stability. In particular, it has to be looked 
at from the viewpoint of Western Europe, which is confronted by the 
vast military superiority of the Soviet Union and its allies. The nuclear 
non-first-use concept must be looked at in that realistic context and it 
must also be judged by whether it meets the overriding commands of 
the United Nations Charter and whether it prevents nuclear war effec
tively.

First, the Charter does not condemn nuclear war alone. It condemns 
all wars. A non-first-use concept limited to one weapons system, as in 
the present draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.12, substantially weakens the 
interdiction of force as contained in the Charter. The 16 nations of 
NATO and the participants in the Williamsburg Summit meeting have 
therefore solemnly pledged never to use any of their weapons except 
in the case of armed attack.*̂  A mere nuclear non-first-use promise 
beclouds the necessity of preventing wars of all kinds. The fact that 
draft resolutions A/C.1/39/L.12 and L.21 make no reference to con
ventional wars, as are currently being fought in various parts of the 
world, is not a chance omission. In singling out one particular mode of 
warfare one implicitly condones other modes of waging war. They 
would appear less stigmatized, or even moderately acceptable. Anyone 
who limits the non-first-use promise to only one weapon system— 
albeit a system of a particularly terrifying nature—obviously intends 
to reserve his right to use other weapons. That is the attitude of a 
Power which feels it has superiority in those other weapons. Nobody 
can expect the inferior side to applaud such a position.

Secondly, I should again like to recall in this context that the 
Federal Republic of Germany, upon acquiring sovereignty, signed an 
agreement renouncing nuclear weapons.® By virtue of this we insist on 
the right not to be threatened by such weapons, and if that threat 
persists, to secure the protection of an ally. That is why the nuclear 
non-first-use proposal is not acceptable to my country, whose securi- 
ty, given the overwhelming nuclear and conventional threat hanging 
over it, ultimately depends on the full range of defence options, as 
guaranteed by the NATO alliance, and specifically the United States.

To live under the threat of Soviet military superiority has not been 
our voluntary choice. Obviously, my country would prefer to live in 
an envirorunent without the threat that emanates from the military 
superiority of the East. We would be relieved to live without the 
present concerns for our security. We would be relieved to be able to 
dispense with a nuclear shield. I find it disconcerting that countries 
that are more happily positioned, in voting on past non-first-use 
proposals, have displayed such disregard for our security concerns, 
asking 300 million free Europeans to renounce the effective means for

* Document on Disarmament 1983, pp. 448-449.
® American Foreign Policy: Basic Documents, 1950-1955, vol. I, pp. 979-984.
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the prevention of attack and the exercise of their legitimate defence in 
case of attack, and to leave themselves open to the prospect of a loss 
of their freedom.

Thirdly, by reinforcing existing imbalances, the nuclear non-first- 
use concept makes the outbreak of war more probable and negates the 
inherent dangers of escalation as much as the devastating effect of 
conventional weapons of our days. If the Western alliance had to 
renounce its present defence posture, wars in Europe would again 
become feasible and possible. In addition, the nuclear non-first-use 
concept—like the freeze—provides no incentive to deal with existing 
nuclear arsenals—indeed, it preserves them at their present level. The 
threatening effects that emanate from these weapons would thus for 
ever stay with us.

The Soviet Union has recommended the adoption of a nuclear non- 
first-use policy for many years and undertook a public commitment to 
that effect in 1982.® Again on this issue it is instructive to compare 
the words and the deeds of the Soviet Union. Has the Soviet Union 
lived up to its own precepts? Have the Soviets themselves reduced 
their reliance on nuclear weapons? Have they contributed to a more 
acceptable balance of conventional forces in Europe? Have they under
taken visible and verifiable action to restructure their armed forces in 
conformity with their own professed nuclear non-first-use policy? The 
answer to all these questions is, unfortunately, no.

For all we know, it is true that the Warsaw Pact countries have not 
increased the numerical strength of their troops in Eastern Europe, but 
these troops have been restructured and equipped with an astounding 
panoply of the most modern weapons, making them a highly mobile 
fighting force with multiple deep-strike capabilities and the logistic 
underpinnings to enable rapid and decisive advances throughout the 
entirety of Western Europe. There is no question that during these 
years the conventional balance in Europe has further deteriorated to 
the detriment of the NATO alliance.

At the same time, however, the Soviet Union has increased its 
reliance on nuclear weapons, not only by its unprecedented build-up 
of new long-range and intermediate-range nuclear weapons, but also 
by clearly overtaking the NATO alliance in the field of theatre nuclear 
weapons.

During the same time, however, NATO has consistently worked on 
lowering its reliance on the nuclear option and on trimming its nuclear 
arsenals to the minimum required to dissuade others from attacking it. 
I should only like to recall the decision of the Council of Ministers of 
NATO at their 1983 meeting in Montebello to eliminate a high per
centage of their theatre nuclear weapons, in addition to those already 
destroyed unilaterally at an earlier stage.

** Documents on Disarmament, 1982, p. 350.
For the Montebello decision, see ibid., 1983, pp. 917-918.
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In conclusion, the nuclear non-first-use commitment is a declaratory 
policy. In order to be credible, it would need confirmation by a 
consistent pattern of verifiable action. This action has not been forth
coming on the Soviet side; verbal assurances are not sufficient. The 
Soviet Union calls for the adoption of a similar policy by NATO, but 
there is a strange inconsistency here. The solemn undertaking by the 
NATO countries never to be the first to use any of their weapons 
would, at first sight, equally be of a declaratory character, not differ
ent, to that extent, from a less complete commitment relating to 
nuclear weapons alone.

But apparently the Soviet Union places no value on the NATO 
commitment since it consistently attributes sinister aggressive schemes 
to the NATO countries and, most particularly, to the United States. 
This shows the very relative value of a declaratory approach to disar
mament. Yet, the NATO commitment has been fully put into effect as 
evidenced by the manifestly defendve structure of all NATO forces in 
Europe and their designed incapacity of waging war or to fight, in the 
exercise of the right to self-defence, on somebody else's territory.

228. S ta tem ent by  the  U.S. R ep resen ta tive  (Lowitz) to  the 
First Committee of the  U.N. G eneral Assembly: Nucle
a r-W eapon-F ree  Zones, N ovem ber 21, 1984 ^

I have asked to speak to explain the position of my Government on 
several of the draft resolutions before the Committee this morning 
which address the question of nuclear-weapon-free zones, specifically 
draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.6  ̂ on the establishment of a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone in South Asia, draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.14  ̂ on 
the Treaty of Tlatelolco, resolution A/C.1/39/L.44 on the implemen
tation of the Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa and draft 
resolution A/C.1/39/L.51 ® on the nuclear capability of South Africa.

In general the United States supports the concept of nuclear- 
weapon-free zones as a non-proliferation measure when consistent 
with the following criteria. The initiative for the creation of the 
nuclear-weapon-free zone should come from the States in the region 
concerned. All States whose participation is deemed important should 
participate in the zone. The zone arrangements should provide for 
adequate verification of compliance with the zone's provisions. The 
establishment of the zone should not disturb existing security arrange
ments to the detriment of regional and international security. The zone

1 A/C.1/39/PV.45, pp. 42-47.
2 Subsequently adopted by the General Assembly as res. 39/55.
 ̂Adopted by the General Assembly as res. 39/52.
Adopted by the General Assembly as res. 39/61 A. For text of the treaty, see 

Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69-83.
® Adopted by the General Assembly as res. 39/61 B.
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arrangement should effectively prohibit the parties to it from develop
ing any nuclear explosive device for whatever purpose. The zone 
arrangement should not seek 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 innocent 
passage through territorial seas. The establishment of a zone should 
not affect the existing rights of its parties under international law to 
grant or deny transit privileges, including port calls and overflight, to 
other States.

Those are the criteria by which the United States judges the effec
tiveness of any nuclear-weapon-free zone. We believe that effective 
nuclear-weapon-free zones negotiated and supported by States of the 
region can enhance the security of those States, as well as reinforce 
non-proliferation goals on a regional basis. We believe moreover that 
nuclear-free zone arrangements must effectively preclude the conduct 
of any nuclear explosions.

In this context, the United States will vote in favour of draft resolu
tion A/C.1/39/L.6 on the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free 
zone in South Asia. Our vote is not directed against any particular 
State in the region and reflects the continued United States support of 
the concept of establishing nuclear-weapon-free zones in South Asia 
and in other appropriate regions of the world. We take particular note 
of operative paragraph 2 of this draft resolution, which urges all States 
in the region to refrain from any action contrary to the objectives of 
this draft resolution. Our support for this draft resolution is based on 
our continued expectation that the sponsors, and those voting in 
favour of it, will demonstrate that they take this provision seriously.

My Government will also support once again draft resolution A/ 
C.1/39/L.14 on the Treaty of Tlatelolco. This Treaty on the Latin 
American nuclear-weapon-free zone continues to be a major contribu
tion to the cause of non-proliferation and presents an example to 
other regions of the world. The United States became a party to 
additional protocol I of the Treaty in 1981. There are, however, coun
tries within the region itself which have not ratified or adhered to the 
Treaty, although they are not mentioned by name in this draft resolu
tion. The fact that one country is singled out consistently by the 
sponsors for not having become a full party to the Treaty and its 
additional instruments continues to be a cause for regret by my Gov
ernment. Full adherence to the Treaty by all those States in the region 
would substantially enhance the Treaty's effectiveness in ensuring that 
Latin America remains a zone free of nuclear weapons.

I should now like to turn to draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.44 on the 
denuclearization of Africa and draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.51 on the 
nuclear capability of South Africa. The United States continues to 
support efforts for a denuclearized Africa, if supported by all countries 
in the region, in the firm belief that an Africa free of nuclear weapons 
is a worthy goal.
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At the same time, however, some of the language in these two draft 
resolutions compels the United States to abstain in the voting on draft 
resolution A/C.1/39/L.44 and to vote against draft resolution A /C .l/ 
39/L.51, as we have on similar draft resolutions in the past. We 
cannot, in particular, accept as a fact the nuclear capability of South 
Africa, as stated in draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.44. In draft resolution 
A/C.1/39/L.51, my Government cannot agree to the call to end all 
forms of nuclear collaboration with South Africa. I would remind the 
Committee in this regard that the United States does not engage in 
any military collaboration with South Africa.

I would hope that in the future our African colleagues might con
sider eliminating some of the tendentious language from these resolu
tions and work for consensus texts.

229. S ta tem ent by  the  Brazilian R epresen ta tive  (D uarte) 
to  the  First Committee of the  U.N. G eneral Assembly: 
N uclear-W eapon-Free Zones, N ovem ber 21, 1984 ^

My delegation would like to explain its vote on the draft resolutions 
dealing with the question of the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free 
zones. My delegation will abstain in the voting on draft resolution A/ 
C.l/39/L.6,2 since this draft resolution continues, in our view, to 
avoid the main concerns voiced by my Government and also those 
embodied in the Final Document of the first special session of the 
General Assembly devoted to disarmament,  ̂ regarding the require
ments for the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones, such as the 
commitment by nuclear-weapon Powers to respect the status of the 
zone and to refrain from interfering in the respective processes of 
negotiation, as well as the consensus of the States directly involved. 
Brazil believes that other elements must also be taken into account, 
particularly in the light of the attitudes of the nuclear-weapon Powers 
towards the question of nuclear-weapon-free zones. I should like to 
stress in this regard the Brazilian view that respect for the concept of 
nuclear-weapon-free zones presupposes the cessation of the continu
ing proliferation of nuclear weapons in which the nuclear-weapon 
Powers, particularly the two super-Powers, are currently engaged.

Effective compliance by the nuclear weapon Powers with the com
mitments undertaken with regard to the zones must be strictly verifia
ble, in order to prevent any circumventing of their obligations. The 
experience of the only existing nuclear-weapon-free zone in an inhab
ited region of the world, in Latin America, has unfortunately shown 
that the nuclear-weapon Powers do not seem prepared to accept the

1 A/C.1/39/PV.45, pp. 48-51.
2 Subsequently adopted by the General Assembly as res. 39/55.
 ̂The Final Document may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 411 ff.
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commitment to respect their obligations under the Treaty of Tlate- 
lolco,  ̂ which instituted the zone.

Those considerations would apply, in our view, to the proposed 
establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia, as they do 
to any other similar regional agreement.

My delegation will not, nevertheless, object to the consensus on 
draft resolution A/C.l/39/L.44,^ as it did not on draft resolution A/ 
C.1/39/L.54 ® earlier on. They deal respectively with the denucleariza
tion of Africa and with the Middle East. We recognize that the 
particular situations of those two regions warrant special regard for 
their specific characteristics. Our continuing abstention on draft reso
lution A/C.1/39/L.6 on South Asia should therefore be interpreted as 
a reaffirmation of the Brazilian stand regarding the question of nucle
ar-weapon-free zones in general.

230. S ta tem ent by  the  Soviet R epresen ta tive  (Z harkov) to 
the  First Committee of the  U.N. G eneral Assembly: 
Denuclearization of Africa, N ovem ber 21, 1984 ^

The Soviet Union has consistently supported the efforts of African 
States to create a nuclear-weapon-free zone on their continent. We 
strongly condemn all attempts by the racist regime in South Africa to 
acquire nuclear weapons, and we share the alarm, concern and indig
nation at the actions of certain Western States and Israel which en
courage South Africa's nuclear ambitions. It was on the basis of that 
fundamental approach that the Soviet delegation supported the draft 
resolution contained in document A /C .1 /3 9 /L .4 4 .2

At the same time, the Soviet delegation wishes to state, with regard 
to the text of paragraph 1 of that draft resolution, that the establish
ment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone on the African continent must 
have no effect on generally acknowledged norms of international law, 
including the principle of free navigation on the high seas.

^ For the text of the treaty, see ibid., 1967, pp. 69-83.
® This draft resolution was subsequently adopted by the General Assembly as res. 39/ 

61 A.
® Adopted as res. 39/54.
1 A/C.1/39/PV.45, pp. 67-70.
2 Subsequently adopted by the General Assembly as res. 39/61—""Implementation of 

the Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa—A. Implementation of the Declara
tion."
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231. S ta tem ent by the  U.S. R ep resen ta tive  (Lowitz) to the 
First Committee of the  U.N. G eneral Assem bly: Study 
on Nuclear Deterrence, N ovem ber 21, 1984 ^

It is with great reluctance that my delegation is forced to vote no on 
draft decision A/C.1/39/L.62 to conduct a study on nuclear deter
rence.^

The United States member of the Advisory Board on Disarmament 
Studies supported the study. My Government considers the topic an 
important one and had hoped that the work produced by the expert 
group would make a significant contribution to our understanding of 
this complex issue. The United States is pleased with the procedures 
developed by the Advisory Board for carrying out the study. As we 
understand it, the experts are to draft their own contributions and 
there will be no attempt to reach conclusions or recommendations. We 
hope that these procedures will be a precedent for other studies man
dated by this Committee in the future.

Nevertheless, as members of this Committee know, the United 
States is firmly committed to seeing the United Nations operate with 
no real growth in its budget from year to year. This is especially true 
at a time when all Member States are forced to cut their own spending 
to the bone. For this reason we are obliged to vote no on draft 
decision A/C.1/39/L.62, as we have on resolutions extending other 
studies.

My delegation urges that every effort be made so that this study 
can be accomplished within existing resources and, in any case, at the 
lowest cost possible. Our financial experts will be looking at these 
questions carefully.

232. S ta tem ent by  the  Soviet R ep resen ta tive  (N azark in) 
to the  First Committee of the  U.N. G eneral Assembly: 
Study on Nuclear D eterrence, N ovem ber 21, 1984 ^

The Soviet delegation did not object to the adoption of the decision 
on a study on deterrence.  ̂We took that position because such a study 
would contribute to revealing why deterrence is being used as an 
excuse for escalating the arms race and indicate the urgent need to 
reduce the level of military confrontation.

At the same time, we have serious doubts in connection with the 
financial implications contained in document A/C.1/39/L.77. Why are 
eight experts needed to carry out this study? Why could there not be

1 A/C.1/39/PV.46, pp. 31-32.
2 This draft decision was subsequently adopted by the General Assembly as decision 

39/423.
3 A/C.1/39/PV.46, p. 36.
* I.e., draft decision A/C.1/39/L.62 which was later adopted as decision 39/423.
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a smaller number? Why are three sessions of the group planned? In 
our view it should be perfectly possible to complete the work in two. 
Why is provision made for holding the sessions in different places— 
New York and Geneva?

We think that provision should be made to hold two sessions in the 
same place—whichever is the more advantageous from the standpoint 
of expenditure. We therefore consider it necessary to review the ex
penditure involved in the proposed study with a view to reducing it 
substantially.

233. S ta tem ent by the  Soviet R epresen ta tive  (Issrae lyan) 
to  the  First Committee of the  U.N. G eneral Assembly: 
Chemical W eapons, N ovem ber 21, 1984 ^

The Soviet delegation wishes to make the following statement in 
regard to the voting on a number of draft resolutions relating to the 
question of chemical weapons.

The Soviet Union views the prohibition and destruction of this form 
of weapon of mass destruction as one of the most important tasks 
facing us in the field of disarmament. As a result of the persistent 
efforts of my own country and other socialist and non-aligned coun
tries over recent years, within the framework of the negotiations in 
the Conference on Disarmament, it has been possible to achieve a 
certain amount of progress in terms of agreements on a number of 
important questions relating to the prohibition of chemical weapons. 
Frankly speaking, certain prospects have opened up for the conclusion 
of appropriate international conventions. Our concern that the carry
ing out of this task should be accelerated is clear from the many 
initiatives put forward by us in the course of these negotiations. I 
have in mind primarily a draft which was presented two years ago to 
the Conference by the Soviet Union and which contained fundamental 
provisions for a convention prohibiting the development, production 
and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and on their destruction. The 
Soviet Union has repeatedly broadened this initiative in the light of 
the development of the negotiations and taken into account the posi
tions of many other countries that have also put forward constructive 
proposals. That is particularly true of this very year, 1984.

The Soviet Union views the draft resolutions submitted to this 
Committee on this problem in the light of our deep concern to see a 
rapid solution of the question of the prohibition of chemical weapons, 
in order to ensure that such weapons will never be used anywhere. 
We think that the goal of the prohibition of chemical weapons is best 
served by draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.15, of which the Soviet Union 
is a sponsor. 2

1 A/C.1/39/PV.46, pp. 86-87.
2 This draft resolution was adopted by the General Assembly as res. 39/65 B. 
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The speeding up of talks on this problem in the Conference on 
Disarmament is the objective also of draft resolution A/C.l/39/L.24.^

However, we are firmly convinced that draft resolution A/C.1/39/ 
L.60,  ̂ introduced by France, far from promoting the solution of the 
problem of eliminating the threat of chemical weapons, serves the 
efforts of those who keep on creating new obstacles to the solution of 
this extremely important question. It is they who are placing reliance 
on the further build-up of chemical weapons and the manufacture of 
new types of such weapons. It is they who, in the negotiations in the 
Conference on Disarmament, adopt an obstructionist course. Hiding 
behind externally pleasing words about the need to ensure the non
use of chemical weapons, they in actual fact are trying to torpedo, to 
undermine, one of the most important international agreements in this 
field, the 1925 Geneva Protocol,  ̂ by the unconstitutional creation of 
verification machinery.

Our deeply negative attitude to this scheme is reflected in the letter 
sent by the Permanent Representative of the Soviet Union to the 
United Nations Secretary-General. That letter is to be found in docu
ment A/38/131.® The Soviet delegation again confirms that position. 
We repeat that the attempt to solve this question by creating machin
ery to verify the Geneva Protocol, by means of the adoption of a 
resolution by the United Nations General Assembly, is completely 
illegal since it is in contradiction with the position of many States that 
are parties to the agreement in question. Furthermore, use is being 
made of the votes of countries that to this very day have not become 
parties to the Geneva Protocol.

We therefore resolutely oppose the imposition on the United Na
tions Secretary-General of illegal functions which, under the Charter, 
he cannot appropriately carry out, and for our part we shall firmly 
oppose this.

We are convinced that draft resolution A/C.l/39/L.lO/Rev.l,’’' co
sponsored by the United States, is by its nature similar to draft 
resolution A/C.1/39/L.60. Therefore, the Soviet delegation voted 
against draft resolutions A/C.1/39/L.60 and A/C.l/39/L.lO/Rev.l. 
Those two draft resolutions, like similar resolutions adopted on the 
initiative of the very same countries at previous sessions, can do 
nothing but harm to the negotiations on disarmament and to the rause 
of international co-operation. Like those other resolutions, they do 
nothing to help the cause of disarmament nor will they ever do so. 
They will remain in the annals of the United Nations as a monstrous 
demonstration of the policy of confrontation and of an anti-Soviet and 
anti-socialist propaganda campaign.

3 Adopted as G.A. res. 39/65 C.
 ̂Adopted as G.A. res. 39/65 E.

® The text of the Protocol may be found in Documents on Disarmament 1969, pp. 764- 
765.

6 Ibid., 1983, pp. 225-227.
Adopted as G.A. res. 39/65 A.
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Businesslike negotiations aimed at achieving mutually acceptable 
solutions to all the questions involved in the prohibition of chemical 
weapons, including the question of verification machinery, on the 
basis of mutually acceptable decisions, are the only true path to the 
creation of generally agreed machinery for the verification of the 
prohibition of chemical weapons.

As regards the verification machinery, propagandized in draft reso
lutions A/C.l/39/L.lO/Rev.l and A/C.1/39/L.60, no matter what at
tempts may be made by the sponsors of these draft resolutions to 
picture this machinery as an achievement, it will be a stillborn child, 
and 1 hope that in the future no one will mourn its passing.

234. S ta tem ent by  the  A ssistan t to the  President for N a
tional Security Affairs (M cFarlane): Nuclear and  
O uter  Space Arms Talks, N ovem ber 22, 1984 ^

The United States and the Soviet Union have agreed to enter into 
new negotiations with the objective of reaching mutually acceptable 
agreements on the whole range of questions concerning nuclear and 
outer space arms. In order to reach a common understanding as to the 
subject and objectives of such negotiations. Secretary of State George 
P. Shultz and Foreign Minister Andrey Gromyko will meet in Geneva 
on January 7-8.

235. Revised FRG Draft Resolution Submitted to the  First 
Committee of the  U.N. G eneral Assem bly: Prevention 
of Nuclear W ar, Including All Related M atters: Pre
vention  of W ar in the  Nuclear A ge, N ovem ber 23, 
1984 1

Recalling the determination of the peoples of the world to save 
succeeding generations from the scourge of war and, for this end, to 
strengthen their resolve to maintain international peace and security. 

Noting with grave concern the implications of a continuing arms 
build-up, particularly in its nuclear aspect, and expressing its profound 
conviction that the prevention of nuclear war, indeed all war, remains 
the most acute and urgent task of the present day.

Convinced that the successful fulfilment of this task requires all States 
to do their utmost to avoid conflict and to resolve disputes peacefully.

® Weekly CompilaHon of Presidential Documents, November 26, 1984, p. 1839.
 ̂A /C .l/39/L .40/R ev.l. Submitted by the original six sponsors and two additional 

sponsors, Turkey and the U.K. The original draft resolution was submitted on Novem
ber 9 (Document 202). Amendments for the revised draft were submitted on November 
26 (Document 238).
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SO as to ensure that war is no longer viewed as an instrument for 
settling international disputes and that the use and the threat of force 
are eliminated from international life as provided for in the Charter of 
the United Nations,

Further convinced that the prevention of war, and particularly nuclear 
war, requires that all States respect the sovereignty, equality, inde
pendence and territorial integrity of all other States, and recalling the 
commitment by all Member States under the Charter of the United 
Nations to refrain in their international relations from the threat or 
use of force.

Recalling none the less the inherent right of States to take the meas
ures necessary to defend themselves against attack, and recognizing 
the vital importance of deterring and preventing armed conflict in any 
form.

Reiterating the vital interest of the peoples of the world in disarma
ment, but also recognizing the importance of confidence-building 
measures for the establishment of more co-operative relationships be
tween States, the prevention of conflicts, in particular by lessening the 
possibility of surprise attack, and the facilitation of further disarma
ment measures, and noting in that regard the large number of propos
als for additional confidence-building measures currently considered in 
a large number of multilateral forums.

Stressing the necessity of building on the important steps that have 
already been taken to reduce the risk of war, most notably on the 
verifiable arms control agreements that have already been concluded. 

Recalling paragraphs 47 to 50 and 56 to 58 of the Final Document of 
the Tenth Special Session devoted to disarmament, regarding the ne
cessity for, and the process of, nuclear disarmament, ̂

Underlining the primary responsibility of nuclear-weapon States, in 
particular those with the largest nuclear arsenals, for the prevention of 
a war involving the use of nuclear weapons and for nuclear disarma
ment, but also bearing in mind the collective responsibility of all 
States to work towards these ends.

Believing that the critical goals of securing peace and preventing 
nuclear war and any armed conflict are best achieved by fully recog
nizing and respecting the dignity of man, basic freedoms and the right 
of national self-determination.

Noting with deep concern that, in spite of their important contribu
tion to the prevention of war, negotiations to reduce the current level 
of United States and Soviet nuclear weapons are suspended and other 
arms control negotiations proceed at a pace which is clearly inadequate 
to the seriousness of the threat and the urgency of the problem,

1. Reaffirms that reducing and removing the threat of nuclear war is 
the most acute and urgent task of the present day and that eliminating

2 The Final Docum ent m ay be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 411 ff.
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the threat of all armed conflict remains the ultimate goal of the 
international community;

2. Urges all States, in conformity with their obligations under the 
Charter of the United Nations, to refrain in their international rela
tions from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or 
political independence of any State, and thus never to use any of their 
weapons, except in the exercise of their inherent right of individual or 
collective self-defence;

3. Calls upon all States to maintain, as a priority objective of their 
policies, the removal of the danger of war at any level of hostility, 
thereby precluding the use of nuclear weapons;

4. Urges all States to exercise restraint in their relations with others, 
to act in such a manner as to prevent the development of situations 
which could cause dangerous exacerbation of their relations, to avoid 
military confrontations and to prevent the outbreak of war;

5. Emphasizes the importance of concluding agreements on militarily 
significant and verifiable reductions of armaments and forces, includ
ing nuclear armaments, taking into account the relative importance of 
the existing arsenals of the nuclear-weapon States and other States 
concerned, and of achieving stable military balance, globally and re
gionally, at the lowest possible levels;

6. Calls upon the United States of America and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics especially to reach effective agreement to reduce to 
the lowest possible levels their strategic and intermediate-range nucle
ar weapons;

7. Urges all States to work for concrete and verifiable results in arms 
control negotiations, especially those aimed at the elimination of 
whole categories of weapons and of weapons that have destabilizing 
effects, as well as those that enhance the prospects for the reduction 
of current armaments to lower levels consistent with strictly defensive 
needs;

8. Urges all States to promote, to the best of their ability, the 
objective of the prevention of war, through, inter alia, more openness 
and an enhancement of mutual knowledge about military activities, an 
expanded exchange of information and views on military matters and 
other confidence-building measures, with a view to enhancing both 
confidence and stability, particularly in regional contexts, and taking 
into account regional security needs;

9. Stresses the necessity of preventing military conflict which may 
take place by accident, miscalculation or communications failure, by 
taking steps to maintain, or where necessary improve, communications 
between Governments, particularly in areas of tension;

10. Calls upon all States to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weap
ons because such proliferation would seriously increase the danger of 
nuclear war;

11. Rejects military doctrines and policies which explicitly or implicit
ly aim at the achievement of military superiority in the place of 
balance, stability and undiminished security for all States;
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12. Declares its view that a nuclear war cannot be won and that a 
conventional war may involve the risk of escalation to nuclear war;

13. Takes note of the report of the Conference on Disarmament on its 
1984 session ® concerning the consideration of the agenda item entitled 
''Prevention of nuclear war, including all related matters", and re
quests the Conference to continue its substantive consideration of this 
issue;

14. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its fortieth session 
an item entitled ''Prevention of nuclear war, including all related 
matters".

236. A ddress by  Danish Prime Minister Schlueter: Nordic 
Nuclear-Free Zone, N ovem ber 25, 1984 ^

We are deeply concerned by the role of nuclear arms in the interna
tional security system. Every decent person can easily articulate the 
premise which affects the existence of the whole of hiunanity: "In the 
long run it is unacceptable that the peace and security of states should 
rest on a reciprocal threat of the verifiable extinction of millions of 
human lives."

This premise is so fundamental that everyone wishing to work for a 
better world system must also recognize the colossal demands for 
knowledge, the analysis of consequences, and a mutual imderstanding 
of motives and interests which require ever greater efforts to master 
when one sets oneself the most ambitious task of all—working to 
prevent nuclear war.

Personally, I take the view that the establishment of nuclear-free 
zones could prove to be a confidence-building measure and conse
quently could be a realistic contribution to the efforts to prevent all 
war and move the world's development beyond the balance of terror. 
But a number of conditions must be met. In particular, nuclear-free 
zones which are extremely limited geographically could easily prove to 
pffer a false sense of security rather than a true security to their 
populations and, for that matter, could fail to make a worldwide war 
or nuclear war less likely. And this is what is at stake. It is also 
important to remember that it is not only a matter of nuclear war. So- 
called conventional wars also bring with them frightful suffering and 
lasting damage, and you cannot sensibly claim that nuclear wars and 
conventional wars will always be clearly differentiated events. What is 
important is to prevent wars.

We must analyze and think things through thoroughly. Why and 
how will the establishment of, for example, a nuclear-free zone in so

® General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-ninth Session, Supplement No. 27 (A/39/27).
 ̂Copenhagen Sondags-Aktuelt in Danish, November 25, 1984; FBIS Daily Report, vol. VII, 

December 6, 1984, pp. P1-P3. The address was delivered at the Copenhagen Nordic 
Nuclear-Free Zone Conference.
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small a part of the world as the Nordic area—whatever this is taken to 
embrace—be able to make a contribution to peace and security for the 
Nordic area itself and for the world? How will such an arrangement in 
the Nordic area, which does not possess nuclear arms itself, be able to 
reduce the risk of the nuclear war which is humanity's primary objec
tive to avoid? Under what condition will the nonexistence of nuclear 
arms in the Nordic area be able to increase world security? What 
circumstances will make the Soviets, or the Americans for that matter, 
feel more secure than before the zone was established? Is the Nordic 
zone of any significance at all, in particular for the Soviet Union's 
security, so that it will naturally lead to reductions in Soviet nuclear 
arms and consequently contribute to reductions in the numbers of 
nuclear arms in the world? If the Nordic countries stop allowing 
themselves to be defended by nuclear arms under any circumstances, 
or rather renounce the threat that nuclear arms could be used as a 
result of an attack on them, could this then lead the Soviet Union to 
stop training nuclear missiles on targets in the Nordic area? And, in 
addition, how could all this be effectively verified?

What form would the Soviet Union's substantial counterconcessions 
take? Would the Soviet Union agree to an arrangement which would 
in effect remove nuclear arms from the Baltic and also extend to land 
areas bordering on it? How could such an arrangement be squared 
with the principle of the freedom of the seas and the free passage 
from ocean to ocean to which we also subscribe?

Can one envisage a Soviet willingness to impose certain restrictions 
on themselves with regard to their own tactical nuclear arms on the 
Kola Peninsula?

We would also have to undertake a profound and thorough analysis 
of the question of what confidence the Nordic countries could attach 
to a nuclear agreement with the Soviet Union as long as their circum
stances are as different as they are today. For the larger and stronger 
party, an agreement will be an excuse to check that the weaker party 
is observing the terms of the agreement. This has been seen so many 
times in world history. And an important difference here is that those 
in power in the Soviet Union are not—as yet—subjected to even a 
shadow of the criticism and control from public opinion in which we 
in the West can rejoice.

Those of us who are interested in security and arms limitation must 
ask ourselves how we can make it likely that if nuclear deterrence is 
abandoned we are not as a direct consequence of this, drawn into a 
war, subjected to pressure and threats, or made into a geographical 
area which will attract an aggressor magnetically, because it is easy 
and entails no risk for him to cast covetous glances in our direction. It 
is impossible not to concern ourselves with the question of whether 
abandoning nuclear deterrence is not simply an invitation to conven
tional war, which our part of the world has now avoided for almost 40 
years.
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We must also ask ourselves whether a nuclear-free zone in the 
Nordic area is being set up out of regard for world security—or simply 
with an eye to the Nordic peoples' security. And is it even possible? 
Are we talking about false security or genuine security? To put it 
another way: The idea of a nuclear-free zone in the Nordic area 
requires a well thought out and well formulated response to the 
question of what is to happen to the rest of the world. We live in a 
world of mutual dependence. How will it be possible to establish a 
nuclear-free zone in our small corner of the world without thinking 
about the common human solidarity which the totally destructive and 
international character of nuclear war evokes?

My own personal views are based first on the consideration that the 
grand-scale rearmament in the form of medium-range nuclear missiles 
which the Soviet Union has been undertaking since the mid-seventies 
has been pointless, unnecessary, and a tragic provocation, particularly 
in relation to the West European democracies, which no one can claim 
with a shred of accuracy have aggressive, expansionist intentions. 
They also know this in the Soviet Union. As a logical consequence of 
what I have just said, my views are based, second, on the belief that a 
unilaterally established nuclear-free zone in the Nordic area would not 
achieve what we desire. It would create neither security nor a reduc
tion in the nuclear arsenals. The idea must of necessity presuppose a 
broader context. Wholehearted support from both the superpowers 
which dominate nuclear arms must be won. They will be able to give 
this if they feel that the zone has some point for their own security, 
and it will have some contribution to make to world security because 
of their mutual dependence.

In actual fact we must be prepared to expect that the superpowers' 
interest in a Nordic nuclear-free zone will be small. What good will it 
be able to achieve from their viewpoints? Why should each be pre
pared to go out of its way to keep the Nordic area, in particular, free 
from nuclear arms? When the moment for which we are all hoping 
does come and the superpowers again enter serious talks about the 
problems of nuclear arms which face them and the world, their inter
est is more likely to be directed toward more comprehensive European 
arrangements. Here, one's thoughts are led in the direction of the 
Palme Commission's idea of a broad belt running down through 
Europe.

Peace, security, and reducing the threat of nuclear war would not be 
improved if countries like Norway and Denmark unilaterally and in 
isolation dissociated themselves from the strategy of nuclear deter
rence on which the Western nations have so far been forced to build. 
The Nordic area as a nuclear-free zone must of course be a topic in 
negotiations with the superpowers. If it is possible to reach an agree
ment one day, it must be an indispensable precondition that it be 
founded on a credible, reliable, and, in the word's truest sense, deadly 
certain guarantee given by both the superpowers.
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237. S ta tem ent by P resident R eagan  on the  25th A nniver
sa ry  of the  Antarctic Treaty, N ovem ber 26, 1984 ^

I am delighted to send greetings to all the scientists and station 
personnel of every nation in Antarctica as we mark the twenty-fifth 
anniversary of the Antarctic Treaty, sometimes called the Washington 
Treaty. 2

On December 1, 1959, in Washington, D.C., the twelve nations then 
active in Antarctica pledged themselves to an imaginative experiment 
in international cooperation and understanding. The Antarctic Treaty, 
signed that day, reserves a major region of our planet exclusively for 
scientific research and other peaceful endeavors. The Treaty bans all 
military activities, including the testing of weapons in Antarctica, and 
prohibits nuclear explosions and the disposal of radioactive wastes 
there. It guarantees the freedom of scientific research and establishes a 
consultative mechanism to allow the Treaty system to meet new chal
lenges and adapt to new circumstances. To achieve these objectives, it 
embodies unique conflict-avoidance provisions permitting countries 
which disagree over the legal status of Antarctica to work together 
harmoniously.

Now a quarter century later, we can all take pride in the accom
plishments and vitality of this important treaty system. It has fully 
realized its objectives of maintaining Antarctica as an area free of 
conflict and devoted to peaceful international cooperation. Member
ship in the Treaty system has continued to expand and, within this 
system, effective steps are being taken to ensure that new activities in 
Antarctica are managed in a responsible fashion and do not threaten 
Antarctica's environment. The Antarctic Treaty represents an out
standing example of how countries with diverse political perspectives 
and interests—East and West, North and South—can work together 
for the benefit of all.

The Antarctic Treaty incorporates and extends to the realm of inter
national relations the spirit of practical cooperation which scientists 
working in Antarctica have displayed from the earliest explorations 
onward. It is fitting, therefore, to commemorate the twenty-fifth anni
versary of the Treaty by saluting the scientists and station personnel 
whose exciting and important work in Antarctica continue to reflect 
the universal ideals reflected in the Treaty. I commend your commit
ment to the search for knowledge and send my best wishes to all of 
you for a productive season.

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, December 3, 1984, pp. 1845-1846.
 ̂Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1550-1556.

Document 237



FRG DRAFT RESOLUTION AMENDMENTS, NOVEMBER 26 841

238. A m endm ents for the  Revised FRG Draft Resolution 
Submitted to  the  First Committee of the  U.N. G eneral 
Assembly: Prevention of Nuclear War, Including All 
Related M atters: P revention of W ar in the  Nuclear 
A ge, N ovem ber 26, 1984 ^

1. In the second preambular paragraph add after the words ''in its 
nuclear aspects'' the following: "and recalling that removing the threat 
of a world war—a nuclear war—is the most acute and urgent task of 
the present day and that mankind is confronted with a choice: we 
must halt the arms race and proceed to disarmament or face annihila
tion".

2. Add a new preambular paragraph after the present preambular 
paragraph 2: "Recalling paragraph 13 of the Final Document of the 
Tenth Special Session, stating that 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. Genuine and lasting peace can only 
be created through the effective implementation of the security system 
provided for in the Charter of the United Nations and the speedy and 
substantial reduction of arms and armed forces, by international agree
ment and mutual example, leading ultimately to general and complete 
disarmament under effective international control. At the same time, 
the causes of the arms race and threats to peace must be reduced and 
to this end effective action should be taken to eliminate tensions and 
settle disputes by peaceful means."

3. Delete paragraph 5 of the preamble.
4. In the seventh preambular paragraph replace the words after 

"necessity" by: "to take further steps to reduce the risk of nuclear 
war, most notably by renouncing the use of nuclear weapons and 
applying a freeze on nuclear weapons;".

5. In the eighth preambular paragraph add after the words "recalling 
paragraphs" the figure "20,".

6. Delete the tenth preambular paragraph.
7. In the second line of the eleventh preambular paragraph add the 

word "nuclear" between the words "of" and "war".
8. In operative paragraph 2 delete the last two lines after the words 

"any State" in the fourth line.
9. In operative paragraph 3 in the second line put the word "nucle

ar" before "war" so that it reads "the danger of nuclear war at any 
level of hostility". Delete the rest of the phrase after "hostility".

10. In operative paragraph 5 the phrase after the word "armament" 
in the third line should be replaced by the following: "and that 
measures for the prevention of nuclear war must take into accoimt the

 ̂A/C.1/39/L.80. The amendments were submitted by Argentina, India, Mexico, and 
Yugoslavia for the draft resolution submitted on November 23 (Document 235).
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security interest of nuclear-weapon and non-nuclear-weapon States 
alike rejecting, in particular, all theories and concepts pertaining to the 
possession of nuclear weapons and their use under any circum
stances''.

11. Delete operative paragraph 7.
12. In operative paragraph 8 add the word ''nuclear-weapon" be

tween the words "all" and "States". In the second line add the word 
"nuclear" between the words "of" and "war".

13. Replace the words "military conflict" in the first line of opera
tive paragraph 9 by the words "nuclear war" and delete the fourth 
line. In addition, replace the word "governments" in the third line by 
"nuclear weapons States".

14. Replace operative paragraph 12 by the following:

Condemns the notion that a nuclear war, and equally a conven
tional war involving the risk of escalation to the nuclear level, can 
be won;

15. Replace operative paragraph 13 by the following:

Takes note of the report of the Conference on Disarmament on its 
1984 session concerning item 3 of its agenda and requests the 
Conference to set up an A d Hoc Committee under the item "Pre
vention of nuclear war, including all related matters" to initiate 
negotiations on appropriate and practical measures for the preven
tion of nuclear war;

239. S ta tem ent by th e  Soviet R epresen ta tive  (Issrae lyan) 
to  the  First Committee of the  U.N. G eneral Assembly: 
C om prehensive Test Ban, N ovem ber 26, 1984 ^

The First Committee is now about to take a decision on three draft 
resolutions which relate to a nuclear-weapons ban. Since my delega
tion is a sponsor of one of those draft resolutions—A/C.1/39/L.18 —̂ 
it will restrict its comments to draft resolutions A/C.1/39/L.33 ® and 
L.71.4

For many years now the Soviet Union has been making practical 
and sustained efforts in order to achieve agreements on the general 
and complete prohibition of nuclear weapons. In particular we have 
more than once proposed to the United States that we should resume 
and complete the tripartite talks which had been held previously with 
the United Kingdom on this matter. The Soviet Union also believes 
that the Geneva Disarmament Conference should make its own contri
bution to tackling this problem and that that Conference should set up

1 A/C.1/39/PV.47, pp. 22-26.
2 Subsequently adopted by the General Assembly as res. 39/60. 
 ̂Adopted by the General Assembly as res. 39/52.
Adopted by the General Assembly as res. 39/53.
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a working body—a special committee, in other words—to get down to 
the actual drafting of such a treaty. Until that treaty has been con
cluded the Soviet Union, as the Committee will know, has proposed 
that a moratorium be declared on all nuclear explosions. We believe 
that a treaty banning nuclear-weapon tests would help to further the 
success of the Third Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty 
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, to be held in 1985. 
That is our fundamental position of principle, according to which we 
shall support, on the whole, the draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.33, pro
posed by the Mexican and other delegations.

In connection with operative paragraph 1, the Soviet delegation 
believes that it should particularly emphasize the following points. 
Responsibility for continuing tests does not lie with the Soviet Union 
but with those nuclear States which have refused to draw up a treaty 
on the prohibition of such tests and rejected the proposal that a 
moratorium on nuclear explosions should be declared.

We cannot agree with draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.71 precisely be
cause if it were to be adopted, not only would it fail to promote the 
inception of specific work on the text of a treaty but, on the other 
hand, it might be utilized by the United States and those who support 
it to block further talks on the drafting of a comprehensive nuclear- 
test-ban treaty. If the language in draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.71 
concerning the establishment of an international seismic monitoring 
network were to be isolated from the whole question of drawing up a 
nuclear-test-ban treaty, it also could serve no purpose, because the 
whole purport of its establishment might be simply to serve as an 
element for verifying the performance of the treaty; in other words, 
draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.71, specifically its operative paragraph 4, 
is essentially aimed at perpetuating the abnormal situation which has 
arisen in connection with the whole test-ban question. When the 
negotiations were started they were blocked and instead of that a 
system of verification concerning nuclear explosions is proposed. Like 
many other delegations, we cannot go along with such an idea.

In this connection, we request that a separate vote should be taken 
on operative paragraph 4 of draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.71 and when 
this is done we shall vote against it. However, the Soviet delegation 
will abstain on the draft resolution as a whole.

240. S ta tem ent by  the  Indian R epresen ta tive  (D ubey) to 
the  First Committee of the  U.N. G eneral Assembly: 
C om prehensive Test Ban, N ovem ber 26, 1984 ^

We wish to explain our vote on each of the three draft resolutions 
in cluster 6. I shall start with draft resolution A/C.l/39/L.33.^

1 A/C.1/39/PV.47, pp. 33-36.
2 Subsequently adopted by the General Assembly as res. 39/52.
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India will abstain in the voting on this draft resolution as we cannot 
acce '̂: the linkage that is suggested in it between a comprehensive ban 
on tne testing of nuclear weapons and the Treaty on the Non-Prolif- 
eration of Nuclear Weapons. The international community has sol
emnly and repeatedly declared that a nuclear-weapons-test ban is a 
measure of the utmost urgency. This it has done because of the 
fundamental importance of banning nuclear-weapons tests as a crucial 
step towards halting the nuclear-arms race.

India also considers it important that, pending the conclusion of a 
treaty banning nuclear-weapons tests, there should be an immediate 
suspension of the testing of nuclear weapons by all nuclear-weapon 
States, without exception.

With regard to draft resolution A/C.l/39/L.71,^ the question of a 
treaty on a nuclear-test ban has been a priority item on the agenda of 
all multilateral disarmament forums for the past 25 years. The objec
tive of a nuclear-test-ban treaty has been defined in the clearest terms. 
The objective is complete cessation of the testing of nuclear weapons 
by all States in all environments for all time.

The draft resolution contained in document A/C.1/39/L.71 in effect 
seeks to modify this well-defined objective. In particular, the scope of 
a treaty on a nuclear-test ban, as envisaged in the preamble and the 
operative paragraphs of this draft resolution, is at variance with the 
scope of such a treaty that has been generally accepted for the past 
quarter of a century.

Moreover, we believe that it is absolutely essential that the General 
Assembly give clear and unambiguous guidance to the Conference on 
Disarmament as to how it should proceed with regard to negotiations 
on the first item on its agenda, namely, a nuclear test-ban. In view of 
the work already completed by the Conference on Disarmament and 
the considerable measure of agreement already reached on this subject 
in the past, the Conference on Disarmament has an urgent and over
riding responsibility not to lose any more time and to begin negotia
tion on a treaty on a nuclear test-ban in right earnest. Anything less 
than this would detract from the gravity of the issue at stake and 
would amount to going back on the accord already reached.

Unfortunately, operative paragraph 4 of the draft resolution pre
scribes for the Conference on Disarmament a course of action which is 
likely to give only a semblance of activity without coming to grips 
with the real task of negotiating a nuclear-test-ban treaty. The net 
effect of the mandate for the Conference on Disarmament suggested 
in this draft resolution will be to relegate the overriding objective of 
negotiating a treaty on this crucial subject to the status of a long-term 
goal and not to retain it as the urgent and immediate objective of the 
international community that it has been deemed to be throughout the 
past 25 years. We will not, therefore, be able to associate ourselves 
with draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.71.

 ̂Adopted by the General Assembly as res. 39/53. 
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Finally, our delegation will vote in favour of draft resolution A /C .l/ 
39/L.18  ̂ because its general thrust is completely in consonance with 
our position on the subject, and the mandate for the Conference on 
Disarmament contained in operative paragraph 2 fully reflects the 
importance we attach to the negotiation of a treaty on the subject by 
the Conference.

241. S ta tem en t by  the  U.S. R epresen ta tive  (Lowitz) to  the 
First Committee of the  U.N. G eneral Assem bly: Com
p rehensive  Test Ban, N ovem ber 26, 1984 ^

The United States abstained on draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.71, on 
the subject of a comprehensive-nuclear-test-ban treaty. ̂  I wish to 
make clear my Government's reasons for doing so.

There should be no doubt in the mind of anyone in this room 
regarding the position of the United States on the subject of a compre
hensive test ban. As we have said on a number of occasions, a 
comprehensive test ban remains a long-term objective of the United 
States, an objective which we shall seek to pursue within the context 
of broad, deep and verifiable arms reductions, expanded confidence- 
building measures and improved verification capabilities.

The United States also believes, however, that there are a number of 
very serious verification problems related to a comprehensive test ban 
which the international community must focus on and resolve before 
negotiations on a comprehensive test-ban treaty could hold any pros
pect of being productive. That is why we have directed and shall 
continue to direct the attention of the Conference on Disarmament to 
verification issues, issues which must be addressed in the first instance 
if real progress towards an effectively verifiable comprehensive-test- 
ban treaty is to be made. At the same time, we have pointed out that 
a comprehensive test ban raises a number of other serious problems at 
present. For these reasons, which have important national security 
implications, it is important to understand that our reliance on a 
credible nuclear deterrent has an essential bearing on the time-frame 
within which consideration can realistically be given to negotiation of 
a comprehensive test ban.

The draft resolution on which we just abstained characterizes a 
comprehensive test ban as being an '"urgent need" and of the "greatest 
importance". We do not agree. A comprehensive test ban is an impor
tant objective, but not the most important objective. We stand ready 
to undertake the very difficult and time-consuming work which must 
precede negotiations. However, we believe it would be a mistake to

 ̂Adopted as General Assembly res. 39/60.
1 A/C.1/39/PV.48, pp. 6-7.
2 Subsequently adopted by the General Assembly as res. 39/53.
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imply that a comprehensive test ban was as urgent a matter as our 
efforts to reduce arsenals of weapons already in existence.

The United States favours solid, steady work on nuclear-testing 
issues, as on a number of other items on the arms-control agenda. If 
the essential groundwork that must be laid is not carried out, if some 
perceived urgency is offered as a reason for giving less than thorough 
attention to the details that affect the security of every person on 
earth, we shall not have addressed an "'urgent need" and we shall not 
have accomplished anything of the "greatest importance".

The United States does not support this draft resolution, but this 
does not constitute opposition to a comprehensive test ban itself. 
Indeed, United States policy towards a comprehensive test ban is the 
same as it has been for years. United States commitment to that long
term objective is unchanged. At the same time, in order that there may 
be no misunderstanding as to the United States conviction that other 
items on the arms-control agenda are, in fact, more urgent and of at 
least as great importance as a comprehensive test ban, the United 
States abstained on draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.71.

242. S ta tem ent by th e  U.S. R ep resen ta tive  (Lowitz) to  the 
First Committee of the  U.N. G eneral Assem bly: Bilat
eral Nuclear Arms N egotiations, N ovem ber 26, 1984 ^

I have asked to speak in order to explain the vote my delegation 
will cast on draft resolution A/C.l/39/L.26/Rev.l on bilateral nuclear- 
arms negotiations.^

My Government was pleased to be able to support another draft 
resolution on bilateral nuclear-arms negotiations, draft resolution A / 
C.l/39/L.5,^ which has already been adopted in the First Committee. 
We supported it because we endorsed the call that bilateral nuclear- 
arms negotiations be resumed without delay or pre-conditions. We 
noted in our explanation of vote on that draft resolution that the 
United States would spare no effort in seeking attainment of the final 
objective of such negotiations. We take considerable satisfaction in the 
agreement reached between the United States and the Soviet Union 
and announced on 22 November. That announcement noted that the 
two sides:

have agreed to enter into new negotiations with the objective of 
reaching mutually acceptable agreements on the whole range of 
questions concerning nuclear and outer-space arms."̂

1 A/C.1/39/PV.48, pp. 37-40.
2 This draft resolution was submitted by Mexico, Sweden, and Yugoslavia. The 

General Assembly adopted it on December 17, 1984 as res. 39/148 G.
 ̂ Introduced by the U.K. and adopted by the General Assembly as res. 39/148 B. 
Document 234.
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To this end representatives of the United States and the USSR will 
meet in Geneva on 7 and 8 January 1985. These talks will focus on the 
pressing issues of strategic nuclear weapons, intermediate-range nucle
ar weapons and outer-space weaponry.

As President Reagan said, this ''is the first step on what will be a 
long and difficult road".

Assistant-to-the-President McFarlane, in making this announce
ment, reaffirmed that the United States is ''ready to talk and listen to 
alternative ideas on the other side".®

Features characteristic of draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.5, which my 
Government supported, are, regrettably, not contained in draft resolu
tion A/C.l/39/L.26/Rev.l. Draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.5 placed no 
pre-conditions on the commencement of negotiations or on the negoti
ations themselves nor did it prescribe the specific subjects for negotia
tion or the procedures for the negotiations. This objective and impar
tial approach, however, is not reflected in draft resolution A/C.1/39/ 
L.26/Rev.l. In its fourth preambular paragraph, draft resolution A / 
C.l/39/L.26/Rev.l states that the negotiations, prior to interruption, 
were not producing the desired results. My Government firmly rejects 
that assertion. The United States was committed to achieving substan
tial results in those negotiations and they may well have been 
achieved had the negotiations not been disrupted. The fifth preambu
lar paragraph recalls the United Nations General Assembly request for 
a nuclear freeze. For reasons already stated by the United States 
delegation, my Government cannot support calls for a nuclear freeze. 
The President of the United States, Ronald Reagan, addressed the 
General Assembly on 24 September this year.® Kenneth Adelman, the 
Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, also spoke 
before this Committee on 25 October.*  ̂ Others in our delegation have 
discussed these important issues before the Committee and on 22 
November, in both Washington and Moscow, the Goverrmients of the 
United States and of the Soviet Union announced agreement to enter 
into new negotiations. The request contained in operative paragraph 1 
for a report on the status of the situation concerning bilateral nuclear- 
arms negotiations is accordingly odd, to say the very least. Operative 
paragraphs 2 and 3 of draft resolution A/C.l/39/L.26/Rev.l provide 
both procedural and substantive suggestions for the conduct of these 
negotiations. We believe that in order to achieve the success so vitally 
desired by all States, the negotiating partners, who, as acknowledged 
in paragraph 48 of the Final Document of the first special session of 
the General Assembly devoted to disarmament,® bear a special respon
sibility in the task of achieving the goals of nuclear disarmament, 
[and] must be granted leeway and flexibility in pursuit of these objec
tives. The Governments of the United States and the Soviet Union will

® Wall Street Journal, November 23, 1984, p. 2. 
® Document 179.

A/C.1/39/PV.13, pp. 31-47.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 420.
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meet in January to discuss these matters. We wonder whether the 
approaches recommended in this draft resolution will contribute to our 
common objectives. Negotiations on such delicate, sensitive and com
plex matters so vital to security require a degree of confidentiality. 
Premature disclosure or open discussion of each and every proposal 
made at the negotiating table could jeopardize the success of such 
negotiations.

For these reasons, my delegation is compelled to oppose draft reso
lution A/C.l/39/L.26/Rev.l.

243. S ta tem en t by  the  Soviet R ep resen ta tive  (Issrae lyan) 
to  the  First Committee of the  U.N. G eneral Assembly: 
Bilateral Nuclear Arms N egotia tions, N ovem ber 26, 
1984 1

The Soviet delegation abstained in the vote on draft resolution A / 
C.l/39/L.26/Rev.l.2 connection we should like to make the
following statement.

First, we have great sympathy for the motives of the sponsors of 
this draft resolution—the delegations of Mexico, Sweden and Yugo
slavia—in submitting it to the Committee. The Soviet Union has 
always been and continues to be a firm advocate of political dialogue. 
The reasons why the Soviet-American negotiations on nuclear weap
ons were broken off in 1983 have frequently been explained by the 
Soviet side.

The Soviet Union could have supported a number of the provisions 
of the draft resolution that has just been adopted. This is particularly 
true of the appeal made to the major nuclear-weapon States to pro
claim a freeze. Also, we appreciate and understand the reasons for 
operative paragraph 4, which emphasizes the importance of this prob
lem and makes the point that it is not only the national interests of 
the two negotiating parties that are at stake but also the vital interest's 
of all the peoples of the world.

As is known, the Soviet Union voted against draft resolution A / 
C.1/39/L.5. We explained the reasons for our negative vote at that 
time.^ We should like to confirm them in connection with the present 
draft resolution. At the same time, we would draw attention to the 
fact that draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.5 referred to the resumption of 
bilateral nuclear-arms negotiations, which, as is known, were broken 
off—for reasons, I repeat, that I have already gone into on previous 
occasions.

1 A/C.1/39/PV.48, pp. 41-42.
2 The draft resolution was subsequently adopted by the General Assembly as res. 39/ 

148 G.
® For this explanation, see Document 224, November 20. The draft resolution referred 

to here was adopted as G.A. res. 39/148 B.

Document 243



WHITE HOUSE STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 27 849

Furthermore, I would draw the attention of members of the Com
mittee to the communique, published in the press, stating that the 
Soviet Union and the United States of America had agreed to enter 
into new negotiations—I repeat: new negotiations—with the objective 
of reaching mutually acceptable agreements on the whole range of 
questions concerning nuclear and outer space arms. The communique 
also stated that, in order to reach a common understanding as to the 
subject and objectives of such negotiations, the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of the Soviet Union, Mr. Gromyko, and the Secretary of State 
of the United States, Mr. Shultz, would meet in Geneva on 7 and 8 
January 1985.'^

The Soviet Union, for its part, is prepared, as before, to seek, devise 
and draw up on all these matters the most radical possible solutions, 
the sort of solutions allowing for some progress towards the total 
prohibition, and eventually the elimination, of nuclear weapons.

244. S ta tem ent by  th e  W hite House on the  Strategic De
fense  Initiative, N ovem ber 27, 1984 ^

Since the advent of nuclear weapons, we have largely depended 
upon the threat of prompt nuclear retaliation to deter aggression. This 
approach has worked, and we, along with our allies, have succeeded in 
protecting Western security for more than three decades. At the same 
time, we are constantly searching for better ways to strengthen peace 
and stability.

On March 23, 1983, the President announced a decision to take an 
important first step toward investigating the possibility of an alterna
tive future which did not rely solely on nuclear retaliation for our 
security. 2 This involves an intensified research program aimed at es
tablishing how we might eliminate the threat posed by nuclear armed 
ballistic missiles.

The Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) is a research program consist
ent with all our treaty commitments, including the 1972 ABM treaty.^ 
The United States is committed to the negotiation of equal and verifi
able agreements which bring real reductions in the nuclear arsenals of 
both sides. To that end, the President has offered the Soviet Union the 
most comprehensive set of arms control proposals in history. We are 
working tirelessly for the success of these efforts, but we can and 
must be prepared to go further. It is intended that our research efforts 
under the SDI complement these arms reduction efforts and help to 
pave the way to a more stable and secure world.

 ̂See Document 234, November 22.
 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, December 3, 1984, p. 1843. The statement 

was made by the Principal Deputy Press Secretary to the President.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 199-201.
^Ib il, 1972, pp. 197-201.
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In the near term, SDI research and development responds to the 
massive Soviet ABM effort, which includes actual deployments, and 
thus, provides a powerful deterrent to a Soviet breakout of the ABM 
treaty. In the long term, SDI may be the means by which both the 
United States and the Soviet Union can safely agree to very deep 
reductions and perhaps someday even the elimination of offensive 
nuclear arms.

In short, through the SDI research program the President has called 
on the best scientific minds in our country to turn their collective 
talents toward the cause of strengthening world peace by establishing 
the feasibility of rendering nuclear weapons impotent and obsolete. In 
doing so the United States seeks neither military superiority or politi
cal advantage. Our single purpose with this initiative is to search for 
ways to make the world a safer place.

245. S ta tem ent by the  U.S. R ep resen ta tive  (Lowitz) to the  
First Committee of the  U.N. G eneral Assembly: Pre
vention  of an  Arms Race in O uter Space, N ovem ber
27, 1984 1

I wish to explain in brief why the United States will abstain in the 
voting on draft resolution A/C.l/39/L.37/Rev.2  ̂ and will vote 
against operative paragraph 8.  ̂ While draft resolution A/C.1/39/ 
L.61  ̂ reflects the views of my Government on outer space arms 
control issues in a satisfactory way, my delegation was more than 
willing to bend every effort to achieve the objective of a single draft 
resolution on this agenda item, a draft resolution that could be adopt
ed by consensus.

We regret that such a consensus draft resolution has not been 
achieved. That it has not been achieved was, we are convinced, not 
through lack of effort on the part of my delegation or of most other 
delegations. However, a certain number of delegations maintained that 
balanced language in operative paragraph 8 of draft resolution A /C .l/  
39/L.37/Rev.2, language that could not prejudice the position of any 
group in the Conference on Disarmament, was unacceptable. Such 
language, we believe, was contained in operative paragraph 6 of draft 
resolution A/C.1/39/L.61.

Operative paragraph 6 of draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.61 avoided 
intervention in the internal negotiations in the Conference on Disar-

1 A/C.1/39/PV.49, p. 97.
2 This draft resolution was adopted on December 12 by the General Assembly as res. 

39/59.
 ̂Operative paragraph 8 requests the CD to establish an ad hoc committee at the 

beginning of its 1985 session ''w ith a view to undertaking negotiations for the conclu
sion of an agreement or agreements . to prevent an arms race in all its aspects in 
outer space/'.

^ See the Italian draft resolution, November 12, Document 204.
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mament aimed at an acceptable basis for its further work in outer 
space arms control and disarmament. It avoided would-be instruction 
to the Conference on Disarmament on the detailed conduct of its 
affairs and the insistence on taking sides between competing mandates 
for a Conference on Disarmament subsidiary body.

So be it; however, my delegation must—in sorrow but not anger— 
register its dissent on operative paragraph 8 of draft resolution A /C .l/  
39/L.37/Rev.2.

246. Journal Article by  ACDA Director A delm an: Arms 
Control Without A greem en ts  [Extract], N ovem ber 28, 
1984 1

• • • • • • •

Another approach, and to me the most promising of innovative 
thoughts, is arms control through individual but (where possible) 
parallel policies: i.e., arms control without agreements (treaties, in 
particular). In simple terms, each side would take measures which 
enhance strategic stability and reduce nuclear weapons in consultation 
with each other—but not necessarily in a formalized, signed agree
ment. Those measures could be enunciated as national policies and 
could be confirmed in exchanges, ideally after some understandings or 
at least discussions with the Soviets. Not all aspects of arms control 
could or should be so fashioned. But some areas may benefit from less 
emphasis on the formal process—whether negotiations are on or off, 
whether one side puts forward a new proposal or another—and far 
more on the results—whether there is greater stability and fewer 
nuclear weapons on either or both sides. If the Soviets are willing, we 
can attain these results together in evolving parallel policies.

Adopting this approach of individual, parallel restraint could help 
avoid endless problems over what programs to exclude, which to 
include, and how to verify them. The focus should be on areas or 
strategic systems of greatest military importance. Arms control with
out agreements could be easier to discuss with the Soviets and quicker 
to yield concrete results. Being less formal, such arrangements could 
be more easily modified if circumstances change than could legally 
binding treaties.

While appearing novel, this approach of arms control without agree
ments is by no means new. Winston Churchill, in a March 1933 
speech before Parliament, contrasted what he deemed the glaring defi
ciencies of formalized disarmament negotiations with the oft-hidden 
benefits of '̂private interchanges'' in normal diplomatic discourse, such 
as: 'If you will not do this, we shall not have to do that,' 'If your

 ̂Foreim Affairs, vol. 63, No. 2 W in ter 1984/85), pp. 259-263. Reprinted by permission of 
Foreij(n Affairs, Winter 1984/85. Copyright, 1984, by the Council on Foreign Relations, Inc.
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program did not start so early ours would begin even later/ and so 
on." Churchill believed "a greater advance and progress towards a 
diminution of expenditure on armaments might have been achieved by 
these methods than by the conferences and schemes of disarmament 
which have been put forward at Geneva." ^

At the dawn of strategic arms talks, others advocated a similar 
approach.^ And, in a way, it has been practiced ever since. Today we 
have a policy of not undercutting SALT I  ̂ and SALT II,® as long as 
the Soviets show equal restraint, and a policy of reaffirming adherence 
to the obligations of the unratified Threshold Test Ban Treaty ® and 
the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty. The Soviets state similar 
policies. At times, a treaty has followed a period of unilateral restraint, 
as the 1962 unilateral U.S. renunciation of nuclear weapons in space ® 
helped lead five years later to the Outer Space Treaty,® and as the 
1969 unilateral U.S. renunciation of biological and toxin weapons 
helped lead three years later to the Biological Weapons Convention. ̂  ̂  

But such practices need not lead to full-blown treaties. The United 
States and U.S.S.R. hold discussions on nonproliferation—instituted on 
a regular, twice-yearly basis during the Reagan Administration—which 
are helpful to both sides and to world stability. The two countries 
talk, not about what they might talk about or when or where, but 
about the real  difficulties of preventing problem countries from acquir
ing the bomb. Receiving less publicity enables them to work more 
productively, and continuously. When the Soviets suspended START, 
INF and MBFR at the close of 1983, they informed us that the 
nonproliferation dialogue would continue on schedule.

Strategic stability can be enhanced by making our forces less invit
ing to a Soviet first strike and less threatening in terms of a dangerous 
first strike potential. We need to communicate with the Soviets— 
explicitly through discussion, but if they refuse, then implicitly 
through example—on how to lower the incentives to launch nuclear 
weapons preemptively. We need to talk about how some systems are 
inherently more destabilizing in this regard, such as ICBMs, which 
provide scant warning time, are highly accurate, concentrated in fire-

2 Winston S. Churchill, While England Slept, New York: G.P. Putnam, 1938, p. 48. 
Churchill went so far as to deem the Geneva disarmament process harmful, in the same 
speech to the Parliament: "The elaborate process of measuring swords aroimd the table 
at Geneva . . stirs all the deepest suspicions and anxieties of the various powers, and
forces all the statesmen to consider many hypothetical contingencies which but for this 
prolonged process perhaps would not have crossed their minds/" [Footnote in original.] 

® Thomas C. Schelling and Morton Halperin, Strategy and Arms Control, New York: 
Twentieth Century Fund, 1961, p. 5; for full discussion see Chapter 8, pp. 77-90. 
[Footnote in original.]

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff.
5 Ih il, 1979, pp. 179 ff.

Ih il, 1974, pp. 225-229.
‘ Ibid, 1976, pp. 328-332.
® Ibid., 1963, p. 536. The statement was made September 5, 1962.
9 Ibid., 1967, pp. 38-43.

Ibid., 1969, p. 591.
Ibid, 1972, pp. 133-138.
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power, and difficult to defend against. Other systems, such as strategic 
bombers, are inherently more stabilizing because they are slower, can 
be recalled before they release their nuclear weapons, and are easier to 
defend against.

Finally, a fruitful dialogue could evolve into U.S.-Soviet discus
sions—without expectations of a legal document or even full agree
ment as a result—on crisis prevention, crisis management, increasing 
openness, and sharing more and accurate information. This could be 
done through discussions between U.S. cabinet officers and Soviet 
counterparts, or U.S. and Soviet regional experts or, best of all, under 
the arms control umbrella—all proposed by the President at the 
United Nations in September 1984. One can also envision a similar 
but wider dialogue between NATO and the Warsaw Pact, which 
might profitably evolve from or even within the MBFR forum.

The second prime goal, reduction of nuclear weapons, can likewise 
be pursued by way of individual, or, better yet, reciprocal restraint. 
The United States has unilaterally reduced its own nuclear arsenal 
quite markedly over the past two decades, and many of these reduc
tions took place before the beginning of the SALT process. At times, 
the arms control process itself has contributed to keeping obsolete and 
even dangerous nuclear weapons in the arsenal in order to bolster 
bargaining leverage for ongoing or prospective negotiations. NATO 
also unilaterally decided over the past half-decade to withdraw 2,400 
nuclear weapons from its total arsenal. Both sets of reductions have 
been quite beneficial; having the effect of raising stability and lower
ing reliance on nuclear weapons, they constitute moves toward arms 
control without agreements. One can safely postulate that neither 
would have happened had it depended upon an arms control treaty.

While the trend in nuclear weaponry generally is toward smaller 
and safer devices, the trend in military strategy generally is to move 
away from our present heavy reliance upon nuclear weapons. SDI 
research, if productive, may eventually favor a non-nuclear defense 
over a nuclear offense, leading to a stable balance at much lower levels 
of nuclear weapons. Far closer to being realized are dramatic improve
ments in conventional weapons which could help us to raise the 
nuclear threshold; these weapons could reduce the chances of conven
tional wars which could then become nuclear, and they could assume 
military roles which, until now, could be filled only by nuclear weap
ons. With more accurate guidance systems and more effective conven
tional munitions (''smart weapons"), for example, conventional arms 
could be deployed to attack hardened point targets such as bunkers, 
bridge pylons and other targets behind enemy lines. New sub-muni- 
tions could delay and defeat massed Soviet armor with the effective
ness of nuclear weapons.

We need to swim with this technological tide. President Reagan is 
personally committed to working toward radically reducing the num

See Docum ent 179, September 24.
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bers and degree of reliance upon nuclear weapons. This goal can best 
be furthered by planning, along with our NATO allies, to build up our 
conventional forces in order to raise overall deterrence and to elimi
nate the need to use nuclear weapons early in response to a massive 
Soviet conventional attack on Western Europe.

All such steps must be carefully managed. We need to work closely 
with our allies and communicate precisely with the Soviets so that 
there would be no misunderstanding about our continuing deep com
mitment to NATO and its doctrine of flexible response. In particular, 
we in no way wish to make Western Europe ''safe" for a conventional 
attack. The Alliance has depended upon nuclear deterrence to compen
sate for the Warsaw Pact's conventional superiority since 1949, and 
will continue to do so in the future.

Oiir nuclear forces must serve the additional role—beyond deterring 
a Soviet nuclear attack on the United States—of "extended deter
rence," helping to protect our friends and allies abroad against any 
type of armed attack from the Soviet bloc. In this endeavor we have 
reaped sweeping success; Europe is approaching a modern-day record, 
40 years without war. No mean accomplishment.

Despite the possibilities of this approach—arms control without 
agreements—it could encounter stiff resistance here at home. Some 
conservatives could justifiably fear more unilateral than reciprocal or 
parallel restraint from this approach. But if that happened, if this 
approach created great pressures for harmful unilateral concessions, 
then it would and should readily lose support; it would soon be 
rendered ineffective. Moreover, conservative opponents could claim 
that the objective of arms control is to control Soviet forces, not ours. 
But arms control is not one-sided. It is not a zero-sum game. Both 
sides can gain by taking the right strategic steps on their own and in 
collaboration with each other, even while realizing that their strategic 
doctrines and tasks for strategic forces diverge substantially.

Some liberals may be even more bothered, detecting here a devious 
way to kill arms control as practiced over the past half-generation. As 
stated, however, this approach would supplement, not supplant, the 
traditional track. Besides, they should see that, if successful, this 
manner of proceeding could result in fewer nuclear weapons and 
greater global stability, issues which should be of deepest concern to 
them. In addition, this approach could be applicable across many areas 
of arms control to supplement the traditional track.

In its greatest asset lies its greatest liability: blandness. Useful meas
ures of restraint, even if reciprocal, constitute scant material for a 
media event, furnish no soaring political lift. Such moves are far more 
likely to further strategic stability and reduce nuclear weapons than 
they are to fill peoples' deep longing for an arms control treaty 
(sometimes used in the media interchangeably with "a peace treaty").

Certainly a primary role filled by the arms control process is to 
reassure the public that somehow, some way, its government is grap
pling with The Nuclear Issue. Pope John Paul II wrote the United
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Nations in June 1982 that the world should not be condemned to be 
''always susceptible to the real danger of explosion." It is painfully 
depressing to face up to the fact that the world is so poised, and may 
be condemned to remain so.

Throughout human history, hope has been as powerful and deep an 
emotion as fear, lust, aggression and love. Free people have rightly 
asked their governments to contend with the greatest of all human 
dilemmas involving the most awesome of all human weapons. Gov
ernments have a solemn obligation to do their very best. Arms control 
should not be allowed to degenerate. Rather, it should be molded into 
the most effective instrument we know how to fashion. Then the 
sweeping hopes long associated with arms control can be justified.

247. A ddress  by S ecretary  of D efense W einberger: Tests 
for the  Use of Military Pow er [Extracts], N ovem ber
28, 1984 ^

Thank you for inviting me to be here today with the members of 
the National Press Club, a group most important to our national 
security. I say that because a major point I intend to make in my 
remarks today is that the single most critical element of a successful 
democracy is a strong consensus of support and agreement for our 
basic purposes. Policies formed without a clear understanding of what 
we hope to achieve will never work. And you help to build that 
understanding among our citizens.

Of all the many policies our citizens deserve—and need—to under
stand, none is so important as those related to our topic today—the 
uses of military power. Deterrence will work only if the Soviets 
understand our firm commitment to keeping the peace . . . and only 
from a well-informed public can we expect to have that national will 
and commitment.

So today, 1 want to discuss with you perhaps the most important 
question concerning keeping the peace. Under what circumstances, and 
by what means, does a great democracy such as ours reach the painful 
decision that the use of military force is necessary to protect our 
interests or to carry out our national policy?

• • • • • • •

In those cases where our national interests require us to commit 
combat forces, we must never let there be doubt of our resolution. 
When it is necessary for our troops to be committed to combat, we 
must commit them, in sufficient numbers and we must support them, as

13 A/S-12/PV.8, p. 57.
1 Department of Defense news release 609-84.
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effectively and resolutely as our strength permits. When we commit 
our troops to combat we must do so with the sole object of winning.

Once it is clear our troops are required, because our vital interests 
are at stake, then we must have the firm national resolve to commit 
every ounce of strength necessary to win the fight to achieve our 
objectives. In Grenada we did just that.

Just as clearly, there are other situations where United States combat 
forces should not be used. I believe the postwar period has taught us 
several lessons, and from them I have developed six major tests to be 
applied when we are weighing the use of U.S. combat forces abroad. 
Let me now share them with you:

(1) First the United States should not commit forces to combat over
seas unless the particular engagement or occasion is deemed vital to 
our national interest or that of our allies. That emphatically does not 
mean that we should declare beforehand, as we did with Korea in 1950, 
that a particular area is outside our strategic perimeter.

(2) Second, if we decide it is necessary to put combat troops into a 
given situation, we should do so wholeheartedly, and with the clear 
intention of winning. If we are z/wwilling to commit the forces or 
resources necessary to achieve our objectives, we should not commit 
them at all. Of course if the particular situation requires only limited 
force to win our objectives, then we should not hesitate to commit 
forces sized accordingly. When Hitler broke treaties and remilitarized 
the Rhineland, small combat forces then could perhaps have prevented 
the holocaust of World War II.

(3) Third, if we do decide to commit forces to combat overseas, we 
should have clearly defined political and military objectives. And we 
should have and send the forces needed to do just that. As Clausewitz 
wrote, ''No one starts a war—or rather, no one in his senses ought to 
do so—without first being clear in his mind what he intends to 
achieve by that war, and how he intends to conduct it."

War may be different today than in Clausewitz's time, but the need 
for well-defined objectives and a consistent strategy is still essential. If 
we determine that a combat mission has become necessary for our 
vital national interests, then we must send forces capable to do the 
job—and not assign a combat mission to a force configured for peace
keeping.

(4) Fourth, the relationship between our objectives and the forces we 
have committed—their size, composition and disposition—must be 
continually reassessed and adjusted if necessary. Conditions and ob
jectives invariably change during the course of a conflict. When they 
do change, then so must our combat requirements. We must continu
ously keep as a beacon light before us the basic question: "'Is this conflict 
in our national interest?" ''Does our national interest require us to fight, to 
use force of arms?" If the answers are "yes", then we must win. If the 
answers are "no", then we should not be in combat.

(5) Fifth, before the U.S. commits combat forces abroad, there must 
be some reasonable assurance we will have the support of the Ameri
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can people and their elected representatives in Congress. This support 
cannot be achieved unless we are candid in making clear the threats 
we face; the support cannot be sustained without continuing and close 
consultation. We cannot fight a battle with the Congress at home 
while asking our troops to win a war overseas or, as in t^jcase of 
Vietnam, in effect asking our troops not to win, but just to be there.

(6) Finally, the commitment of U.S. forces to combat should be a last 
resort.

I believe that these tests can be helpful in deciding whether or not 
we should commit our troops to combat in the months and years 
ahead. The point we must all keep uppermost in our minds is that if 
we ever decide to commit forces to combat, we must support those 
forces to the fullest extent of our national will for as long as it takes to 
win. So we must have in mind objectives that are clearly defined and 
understood and supported by the widest possible number of our 
citizens. And those objectives must be vital to our survival as a free 
nation and to the fulfillment of our responsibilities as a world power. 
We must also be far-sighted enough to sense when immediate and 
strong reactions to apparently small events can prevent lion-like re
sponses that may be required later. We must never forget those isola
tionists in Europe who shrugged that ''Danzig is not worth a war", 
and ''why should we fight to keep the Rhineland demilitarized?"

These tests I have just mentioned have been phrased negatively for 
a purpose—they are intended to sound a note of caution—caution that 
we must observe prior to committing forces to combat overseas. When 
we ask our military forces to risk their very lives in such situations, a 
note of caution is not only prudent, it is morally required.

In many situations we may apply these tests and conclude that a 
combatant role is not appropriate. Yet no one should interpret what I 
am saying here today as an abdication of America's responsibilities— 
either to its own citizens or to its allies. Nor should these remarks be 
misread as a signal that this country, or this Administration, is unwill
ing to commit forces to combat overseas.

We have demonstrated in the past that, when our vital interests or 
those of our allies are threatened, we are ready to use force, and use it 
decisively, to protect those interests. Let no one entertain any illu
sions—if our vital interests are involved, we are prepared to fight. And 
we are resolved that if we must fight, we must win.

248. Joint S ta tem ent by President R eagan  and  Chancellor 
Kohl of the  Federal Republic of G erm any [Extract], 
N ovem ber 30, 1984 ^

Underscoring the basic policy of the North Atlantic Alliance, the 
President and the Chancellor reaffirm that deterrence and defense

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, December 3, 1984, pp. 1858-1860. The 
President and the Chancellor met in Washington.
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together with arms control and disarmament are integral parts of their 
security policy. They form necessary elements of a coherent strategy 
for securing a stable peace.

The President and the Chancellor reaffirm their commitment to 
achieve significant results in multilateral arms control negotiations, 
including Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions (MBFR), the Confer
ence on Security and Confidence-Building Measures and Disarmament 
in Europe (CDE), and the Conference on Disarmament (CD).

They stress the need for progress towards an MBFR agreement 
establishing parity in Central Europe and improving military stability. 
At the Stockholm Conference, they seek agreement on militarily sig
nificant confidence and security building measures (CSBMs) to be 
applied in the whole of Europe, thus allowing participants to reaffirm 
and make concrete the existing commitment to refrain from the threat 
or use of force.

They express their determination to work for progress on a verifia
ble, comprehensive, global ban on chemical weapons at Geneva.

The Chancellor takes special note of the President's readiness to 
discuss with the Soviet Union the full range of issues of concern to 
both sides: the reduction of intercontinental and intermediate range 
nuclear systems, the relationship between defensive and offensive 
forces, outer space arms control, improving the effectiveness of exist
ing arms control arrangements, and agreeing to further measures to 
reduce the risks of conflict through accident, misunderstanding or 
miscalculation.

The President reiterates, and the Chancellor fully supports, the 
United States' continuing readiness to work with the Soviet Union in 
developing a conceptual framework for future negotiations leading to 
balanced and verifiable arms control agreements. The President and 
the Chancellor express their conviction that prompt and meaningful 
progress is possible. They stress the significance of the understanding 
reached between the U.S. and the Soviet Union to open a new phase 
of their arms control dialogue with the meeting between Secretary of 
State George Shultz and Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko in Geneva.

The President and the Chancellor reaffirm the value and necessity 
of continued close and intensive consultations within the Alliance over 
the range of issues before it. In particular, the President and the 
Chancellor stress the importance of close consultations among the 
Allies on arms control matters and reiterate their resolve to continue to 
contribute actively to this process of consultation.

The President and the Chancellor pay tribute to the North Atlantic 
Alliance as the community of democratic states to which its members 
owe the preservation of peace and freedom. The President appreciates 
the vital contribution each ally makes to NATO defense and deter
rence and reaffirms the United States' commitment to the common 
goal of maintaining peace and security in Europe. The President and
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the Chancellor are determined to strengthen further their efforts in the 
search for a stable and lasting peace in Europe and throughout the 
world.

249. Letter From the  A ssis tan t to the  President for N ation 
al Security Affairs (M cFarlane) to the  Chairman of 
the  House Committee on Armed Services (Price) and  
the  Chairman of the  S enate  Committee on Armed 
Services (Tower): Reports on Soviet Compliance With 
Arms Control A greem ents , December 1, 1984 ^

The conference report on the FY 1985 Defense Authorization Act 
requests that the Administration provide a classified and imclassified 
report to Congress by December 1, 1984 reflecting any additional 
findings regarding Soviet compliance with arms control agreements.

As you know, the President takes this matter very seriously and has 
provided two reports to the Congress in 1984 on Soviet compliance 
issues. In his January 1984 report,^ the President stated that . . if 
the concept of arms control is to have any meaning and credibility as a 
contribution to global or regional stability, it is essential that all 
parties to agreements comply with them." That report concluded that 
the Soviet Union has, in fact, violated a number of important arms 
control commitments. The President also provided to the Congress in 
September a report on Soviet compliance prepared by the independent 
and bipartisan General Advisory Committee on Arms Control and 
Disarmament.^ That report also concluded that the Soviet Union has 
violated a number of arms control commitments.

Because of the importance of this matter, the President established a 
senior group within the Administration, and that group has continued 
to review compliance matters. In view of the conference report request 
for additional information, I would like to report to you on the status 
of that review.

As of this date, we are nearing completion of our analysis of a 
number of compliance issues. Seven of these issues were initially 
addressed in the President's January 1984 report, and for these we are 
developing updated information and conclusions. In addition, other 
compliance issues are also being addressed. Although analysis of all of 
these issues has not been fully completed, the work to date confirms 
the basic conclusion of the President's report of January 1984 that the 
Soviet Union has violated a number of arms control agreements.

Rather than provide a partial report at this time, the President has 
directed that a more comprehensive report be provided to the Con-

1 ACDA files.
2 For unclassified papers relating to this report, see Document 11, January 23.
 ̂For the committee's summary report, see Document 186, October 10.
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gress by February 1, 1985 incorporating two additional reporting re
quirements on Soviet compliance contained in the Department of 
Defense Authorization Act (Section 1110 (B) (3)) and in the Senate 
Armed Services Committee Report on that legislation.

I hope that this letter is helpful to you, and I am confident that the 
more comprehensive report that will be provided to the Congress in 
February will lead to a fuller understanding of the facts and implica
tions of the Soviet Union's compliance record with respect to its arms 
control commitments.

250. A ddress  by the  U.S. R ep resen ta tive  to  the  Conference 
on Confidence- and  Security-Building M easures and  
Disarm am ent in Europe (G oodby): First Year of the  
Conference [Extract], December 3, 1984 ^

• • • • • • •

A  New Approach io Arms Control

Stockholm is not only about political visions; it is also and most 
immediately about a new approach to arms control. In the last quarter 
of a century, very few arms control efforts have been aimed at elimi
nating the proximate causes of war, such as crises arising from misper
ceptions. Arms control negotiations typically have dealt with reducing 
the perceived threat, whether the threat is perceived as coming from 
arsenals of nuclear warheads or from the levels of conventional forces 
in Central Europe. The few arms control attempts to deal directly with 
the ''proximate'' causes of war have been important but limited in 
scope and objectives—the Moscow-Washington "Hot Line"  ̂ and the 
U.S.-Soviet "Incidents at Sea" Agreement  ̂ being two examples. No 
comprehensive negotiation has yet succeeded in putting into place 
arrangements designed to prevent crises or to contain or resolve them  ̂
should they occur. This, however, is exactly the aim of the Western 
nations represented at Stockholm. Success in achieving this goal would 
encourage natural and normal relations among the countries compris
ing the whole of Europe.

Another way of considering the differences between "classical" arms 
control and the new ideas being discussed in Stockholm is that the 
former has dealt with the levels of forces whereas the latter deals with 
the operations of military forces. "Classical" arms control negotiations 
typically try to establish long-term stability, for example, by providing 
greater predictability about the types and levels of strategic forces that

 ̂Department of State, Current Policy No. 639. Ambassador Goodby spoke before 
L 'Institut Frangiis des Relations Internationales in Paris.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 236-238; ibid., 1971, pp. 635-639.
3 23 UST 1168; TIAS 7379; protocol 24 UST 1063; TIAS 7624.
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will be maintained over a future span of time. But in Stockholm, the 
allies are urging agreements which will promote short-term stability— 
that is, stability during periods of intense and possibly turbulent 
international political developments which might require urgent atten
tion. The aim would be to have procedures in place which would 
prevent misunderstandings which could lead to dangerous escalation 
and procedures which would assist nations in keeping potentially 
dangerous situations under control. How well the West has done in 
rallying support for this point of view may be seen in the following 
review of other proposals introduced in Stockholm.

During 1984, five sets of proposals were submitted to the Stockholm 
conference. In addition to those of the Atlantic alliance,^ proposals 
were advanced by Romania,® by the neutral and nonaligned coun
tries,® by the Soviet Union,and by Malta.®

Romania's proposals were important for several reasons. Its ideas 
included elements based on the Warsaw Pact's political proposals, but 
also included were interesting approaches to confidence-building de
signed to strengthen the measures agreed to in the Helsinki Final Act.  ̂
One of the Soviet Union's proposals also provided for improvements 
in "Helsinki-style" confidence-building measures. The proposals sub
mitted by the neutral and nonaligned countries deserve special atten
tion because they have helped to define the "center of gravity" of the 
Stockholm conference. Nine of the twelve proposals included in their 
approach were similar to those introduced by the allies. The three 
others went beyond the alliance's approach, in that they called for 
specific limitations or constraints on the way military forces could be 
deployed. In so doing, the neutral countries identified a "gray zone" 
that lies between the stabilizing intent of the alliance's proposals and 
the arms reduction aims of "classical" arms control. Their approach 
deserves—and is receiving—serious study.

The point which emerges from this is clear: there is a significant 
degree of convergence between all of these proposals and those made 
by the allies.

The Mechanics of Underwriting Stabilih/

The nations of the Atlantic alliance have used as their common 
point of departure the confidence-building measures of the 1975 Hel
sinki Final Act. Those measures were modest experiments; they 
needed to be improved substantially. In their proposals, the Western 
countries are seeking to negotiate agreements that will, among other

^ CSCE/SC.l. For the Department of State announcement of these proposals, see 
Document 13, January 24.

5 CSCE/SC.2.
6 CSCE/SC.3.
7 CSCE/SC.4.
8 CSCE/SC.5.
® The Final Act may be found in the Department of State Bulletin, September 1, 1975, pp. 

323 ff.; the arms control portions are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304- 
308.
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things, build on the rudimentary notification and observation proce
dures in the Helsinki Final Act. By mandate, the Stockholm confer
ence is already advancing significantly from the Final Act: by mutual 
agreement of all the countries, Stockholm is dealing with the whole of 
Europe, from the Atlantic to the Urals, whereas the Final Act exempt
ed most of the European part of the Soviet Union.

The countries of the Atlantic alliance are seeking to extend notifica
tion of maneuvers to include alerts, amphibious operations, and mobi
lization. They are urging that military units, specifically the division 
rather than levels of manpower, should be the basis for notifications. 
They are proposing an exchange of information as a standard against 
which to judge the significance of out-of-garrison military activities. 
Onsite inspection to clear up questions arising from implementation of 
this agreement and to defuse potential crises should be a part of a 
strengthened regime for enhancing stability. Means for urgent commu
nications among the participants in this system could also serve to 
deter or resolve crises. The allies are seeking longer advance notice of 
military activities and a lower threshold for notification than was 
provided in the Helsinki Final Act. In addition, the Western countries 
are proposing to exchange annual forecasts of military operations 
within the zone. This annual forecast will have a constraining effect, 
in that it will be more difficult for a military exercise suddenly to be 
mounted for the purpose of political intimidation. Together with man
datory observation of all notified military activities, these measures 
would exert pressure for stability in Europe. By establishing normal 
patterns of military activities for military operations in Europe and 
arrangements for reacting jointly to situations outside these "norms," 
we would create conditions which could facilitate the resolution of 
potential crises.

Johan Holst has suggested that: "We should look at confidence- 
building measures as management instruments designed to reduce the 
pressure from arms on the process of politics during peacetime and on 
decision-making in crisis and war." The alliance's proposals are de
signed to do exactly that. If a system can be established which pro
motes stability, which damps down potential crises, which discourages 
the use of military force for political intimidation, and in which crises 
can be contained and quickly resolved, we will, indeed, have "reduced 
the pressures from arms on the process of politics."
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251. Communique of the  M eeting of Foreign Ministers of 
the  W arsaw  Treaty  M ember S tates, December 4, 
1984 1

A regular meeting of the committee of foreign ministers of the 
member states of the Warsaw Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation and 
Mutual Assistance was held in Berlin on December 3-4, 1984. Taking 
part in the meeting were Foreign Minister of the People's Republic of 
Bulgaria Petur Mladenov, Foreign Minister of the Hungarian People's 
Republic Peter Varkonyi, Foreign Minister of the German Democratic 
Republic Oskar Fischer, Foreign Minister of the Polish People's Re
public Stefan Olszowski, Foreign Minister of the Socialist Republic of 
Romania Stefan Andrei, First Deputy Chairman of the USSR Council 
of Ministers, Foreign Minister of the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics Andrey Gromyko, Foreign Minister of the Czechoslovak Socialist 
Republic Bohuslav Chnoupek.

1. The ministers have concentrated the attention on the situation in 
Europe in connection with the general state of the international situa
tion. It was pointed out that the latest events fully confirm the 
correctness of collective assessments and conclusions about the devel
opment of the European affairs and the situation in the world con
tained in the Prague Political Declaration of January 5, 1983,^ the Joint 
Moscow Statement of June 28, 1983,® as well as the declaration of the 
member countries of the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance of 
June 14, 1984. The participants in the meeting expressed concern 
about the persisting dangerous tension in Europe and the whole world. 
The situation in Europe has aggravated further as a result of the 
continued deplo3nnent of U.S. medium-range missiles in some West 
European NATO countries that opening [as received]  ̂ particularly 
dangerous stage of the arms race in the European Continent.

This compelled the Soviet Union and some other socialist countries 
to take a number of reply measures. The participants in the meeting 
emphasized the danger to peace and security posed by the concepts 
questioning the existing borders among European states, their social 
and political system and other territorial and political realities that 
have formed after the Second World War, The post-war frontiers in 
Europe are inviolable. The intensification of the revanchist forces in 
the FRG and the encouragement of revanchism anywhere have a 
negative effect on the political climate in Europe, on mutual under
standing among European peoples. Serious concern is caused by the 
decision of the Council of the Western European Union to lift the ban

 ̂ Moscow TASS in English, December 4, 1984; FBIS Daily Report, vol. Ill, December 5, 
1984, pp. BB1-BB5.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 2-18.
^Ihid., pp. 507-511.
 ̂Brackets in the source text.
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on the production of long-range missiles and strategic bombers im
posed on the FRG.

The states represented at the meeting expressed their concern over 
the intensification by the imperialist circles of the policy of strength 
and diktat, the unprecedented escalation of the arms race, above all 
nuclear arms, the heightening of the threat of nuclear catastrophe, 
production and stockpiling of new types of ever more destructive 
nuclear weapons, adherence to the dangerous military doctrines envis
aging the possibility of unleashing nuclear war, creation of new sys
tems of conventional armaments which approach mass destruction 
weapons for their destroying force, a sharp increase of military spend
ing. The United States and some of its allies make no secret that by 
their actions they pursue the aim of achieving military superiority.

The aggravation of the situation causes the growing concern of the 
peoples of Europe and other continents which are embarking on the 
road of vigorous actions against the threat of nuclear war, for ending 
the arms race and improving the international climate. The mass anti
war movement in Europe and other areas of the world is convincing 
evidence of this.

The states represented at the meeting stand for the strict observance 
in relations between states of the principles of respect of independence 
and national sovereignty, inviolability of borders and territorial integ
rity, non-interference in internal affairs, non-use of force and threat of 
force, peaceful settlement of all outstanding issues between states by 
way of talks, and other fundamental principles of international rela
tions.

2. The Warsaw Treaty member states hold that the ending of the 
arms race and transition to disarmament, first of all nuclear disarma
ment, is the fundamental question of our time. Before it is too late, it 
is necessary to do everything to start the scaling down of military 
confrontation, to bring international relations back into the channel of 
detente and the equal mutually advantageous cooperation of states.

The possibility of changing the situation for the better exists. This 
requires a turn to a policy of realism and businesslike interaction in 
the solution of the tasks facing the peoples of Europe and other 
continents. What is needed is a serious and equal dialogue between 
states with different social systems, talks in which the sides realise 
their high responsibility and strive for positive results.

As to the Warsaw Treaty member states, they are prepared for such 
talks and insist on holding them and on the attainment of accords 
based on the principle of equality and equal security. Their proposals 
on questions of stopping the arms race and preventing war remain in 
force.

At the same time the Warsaw Treaty member states stress that they 
do not strive for the attainment of military superiority but nor will 
they allow military superiority over themselves. They come out for 
ensuring a balance of forces at the lowest level.
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3. The states represented at the meeting welcome the agreement 
reached by the Soviet Union and the United States to hold talks on 
the entire complex of questions concerning nuclear and space arms, 
and attach much importance to it.

The Warsaw Treaty member states come out for the aims and tasks 
of these talks, called upon to serve the strengthening of strategic 
stability, the prevention of the militarisation of outer space, the lower
ing of the level of nuclear confrontation in Europe and in the world as 
a whole by way of reducing both strategic and medium-range nuclear 
arms, up to and including the total liquidation of nuclear arms, be 
determined with utmost clarity from the very beginning.

4. The vital interests of all European peoples in the present condi
tions demand effort in the direction of stopping the stockpiling of new 
nuclear weapons in the European Continent, of their radical reduction 
up to and including the total freeing of Europe from both medium- 
range and tactical nuclear arms. It is imperative that no steps be taken 
directed at the attainment of military superiority by one grouping over 
the other.

Considering that the nuclear arms race in Europe poses a threat to 
all the European peoples the states represented at the meeting consider 
it important for all states of the continent, first of all NATO and 
Warsaw Treaty countries, actively to facilitate efforts directed at 
eliminating the danger of nuclear war.

In this connection they note the big responsibility for the destiny of 
European and universal peace of those states on the territory of which 
medium-range nuclear missiles are being employed or are intended to 
be deployed.

The participants in the meeting resolutely support efforts undertak
en to create nuclear-free zones in the Balkans, the north of Europe and 
in other areas of the continent.

The states represented at the meeting also come out for the speedi
est conclusion of agreement at the Vienna talks on the mutual reduc
tion of armed forces and armaments in Central Europe. The proposals 
by socialist countries that are direct participants in these talks create a 
good basis for agreement.

They remind of their proposals on freeing Europe from chemical 
weapons, on non-increasing and reducing military spending and con
cluding a treaty on the mutual non-use of military force and mainte
nance of relations of peace, which they sent to the NATO member 
states, and call for the speediest opening of businesslike talks on these 
questions.

The states represented at the meeting note that the course of work 
at the Stockholm Conference on Confidence- and Security-Building 
Measures and Disarmament in Europe puts on the agenda the speedi
est transition to concrete talks. They come out for the holding of these 
talks in a constructive spirit, for the attainment of substantive accords 
on mutually supplementing confidence- and security-building meas
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ures in Europe having both a political and international law as well as 
a military-technical nature, [sentence as received]

These accords should be based on equality of rights, balance and 
reciprocity, equal respect of the security interests of all participating 
states and serve the lessening of the threat of war and the scaling 
down of military confrontation.

It was confirmed again at the meeting that the Warsaw Treaty 
member states have been and remain true to the cause of continuing 
and deepening the all-European process of detente, the strengthening 
of security and development of cooperation in Europe on the basis 
determined by the Helsinki Final Act.®

5. The Warsaw Treaty member states consider as urgent the adop
tion of concrete and effective measures directed at overcoming nuclear 
confrontation, at the limitation and reduction of nuclear arms up to 
and including the total liquidation of these arms.

As an important step in this direction they suggest the freezing of 
nuclear armaments in the quantitative and qualitative respect and 
expect the answer to this proposal from NATO countries. They note 
the Soviet Union's readiness to take this step jointly with the USA as 
an example to other nuclear powers. The states represented at the 
meeting declare also for an early conclusion of a treaty on general and 
complete ban on nuclear weapon tests and the holding of appropriate 
talks for this purpose.

Advancing these proposals they proceed from the view that further 
stockpiling and perfection of nuclear armaments is not only dangerous 
but also pointless.

The participants in the meeting urge nuclear powers that have not 
yet done this to assume the commitment to refrain from the first use 
of nuclear weapons. The participants in the meeting hold that all 
nuclear states should do everything to avert nuclear war so that the 
ridding of peoples of nuclear threat should become the main goal of 
their foreign policy and practical actions.

The states represented at the meeting called the attention to the fact 
that the militarisation of outer space, unless it is prevented in time, 
would sharply increase the risk of the unleashing of a nuclear war, 
would entail the unprecedented spiralling of the nuclear arms race. 
They declare resolutely for the prevention of the militarization of 
space, for cutting short any actions that are aimed at spreading the 
arms race to space, declare for the use of outer space only in peaceful 
purposes, to the benefit of entire mankind, for a radical solution of 
this task through a speedy achievement of reliably controlled agree
ments on a bilateral and multilateral basis. Hope has been expressed 
that all states, above all those with space potential, would show the 
understanding of the need to take measures for the prevention of the

® Printed in the Department of State Bulletin, September 1, 1975, pp. 323 ff.; the arms 
control portions may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304-308.
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militarization of space. The role of the United Nations in solving this 
problem has been noted.

The ministers declared for the holding of practical talks on all 
questions being discussed at the Geneva conference on disarmament 
for purposes of achieving concrete agreements in the framework of 
that forum. They hold that given a constructive approach of all par
ticipants in the conference it would soon be possible to complete the 
drawing up of a convention on the prohibition and liquidation of 
chemical weapons.

6. Declaring consistently for enhancing the United Nations role in 
safeguarding peace and consolidating international security, the states 
represented at the meeting called the attention of the 39th session of 
the United Nations General Assembly underway now to the cardinal 
problems of present day international relations.

They remind of their proposals put forward at the United Nations 
and aimed at the limitations of the arms race, and disarmament, above 
all, nuclear disarmament, settlement by means of negotiations of seats 
of crises and conflicts in different regions of the world, establishment 
of a new international economic order, and against outside interference 
in the internal affairs of states, any actions to undermine the socio
political system in other states. They stressed that the use of discrimi
natory restrictions in economic relations and any other forms of pres
sure contradicts the fundamental principles of inter state relations.

The states represented at the meeting condemn the imperialist 
policy of strength and express their solidarity with and support for the 
peoples fighting for freedom, consolidation of their independence and 
socio-economic progress. They make note of the important role of 
nonaligned countries in the struggle for averting the military threat, 
for ending the arms race, for disarmament, for improving international 
political and economic relations, and against any forms of domination 
and exploitation.

7. The ministers of foreign affairs exchanged views in connection 
with the forthcoming 40th anniversary of victory over fascism. They 
expressed the conviction that the duty of the peoples and governments 
is to mark that memorable date by multiplying efforts to preserve and 
consolidate universal peace.

8. The ministers of foreign affairs stressed the significance of the 
Warsaw Treaty as the effective instrument for ensuring the security of 
the member-states, joint charting and pursuit of their peace loving 
foreign policy course, an important factor of preserving and consoli
dating peace in Europe, especially, in the present-day complex interna
tional situation.

♦ »  ♦

The meeting of the Committee of Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the 
Warsaw Treaty member-states passed in an atmosphere of cooperation 
and full mutual understanding. The next meeting of the Committee of
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Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the Warsaw Treaty member-states will 
be held in June 1985 in Warsaw.

252. Statement by the U.S. Representative (Liebowitz) to 
the First Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: 
Israeli Nuclear Armament, December 4, 1984 ^

I have asked to speak in order to explain the vote of the United 
States on draft resolution A/C.l/39/L.45/Rev.l on Israeli nuclear ar
mament. ̂

This draft resolution, much like those of previous years on this 
subject, is discriminatory. It singles out one Member State for criticism 
and condemnation while it patently ignores a number of other States 
which have neither become parties to the Non-Proliferation Treaty ® 
nor placed their nuclear facilities under the safeguards system of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). The United States would 
welcome a balanced provision calling for all non-nuclear-weapon 
States which have not done so to request IAEA, pursuant to article III 
A 5 of its Statute, to apply safeguards continuously to all their nuclear 
facilities. The application of safeguards to all peaceful nuclear activi
ties in a State contributes significantly to increased confidence among 
neighbouring States as well as other States regarding the peaceful 
nature of such activities.

In fact, however, operative paragraph 4 of draft resolution A /C .l/  
39/L.45/Rev.l, as did operative paragraph 3 of last year's resolution,^ 
ignores this principle of balance and moreover would represent an 
inappropriate attempt by the General Assembly to instruct IAEA on a 
matter which relates directly to the interpretation of IAEA statutory 
provisions. We believe this is a function properly reserved to the IAEA 
Board of Governors and the General Conference, which alone are 
competent to determine whether or not a Member State may have its 
rights and privileges of membership suspended in accordance with 
article XIX B of the IAEA Statute.

We are also concerned with the request in operative paragraph 7 of 
this draft resolution for a report providing data and other relevant 
information relating to Israeli nuclear armament and further nuclear 
developments. While this report is to take into account the Secretary- 
General's report of two years ago, we question the need for any new 
report.

Besides these substantive concerns, like the representative of Israel, 
we oppose the call for a report on financial grounds as well.

 ̂A/C.1/39/PV.58, pp. 56-57.
2 This draft resolution was adopted by the General Assembly on December 17 as res. 

37/147.
 ̂The treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament 1968, pp. 461-465.
 ̂G.A. res. 38/69 of December 15, 1983.
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253. Message From Soviet President Chernenko to the 
International Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear 
War, December 5, 1984 ^

I have carefully read the appeal addressed to me by the fourth 
congress of the movement "International Physicians for the Prevention 
of Nuclear War."

The ideas contained in it reaffirm that your activities are imbued 
with humanism because they are based on caring for the health and 
life of people. The Hippocratic oath obliging physicians to protect 
their patients from everything that might threaten their lives has, in 
the nuclear age, acquired a new dimension.

Studying the potential medico-biological effects of nuclear war, you 
honestly warn that such war, should it break out, would be the "last 
epidemic" the scale of which is impossible to exaggerate. It is not only 
the fate of modem civilization that is at stake, but the preservation of 
man as a biological species.

You are quite right that nuclear war cannot be squeezed into a 
"limited" framework. A bumt-out planet would be the price to be 
paid for the miscalculations of irresponsible politicians.

One of your congresses rightly pointed out the danger of the so- 
called "nuclear illusions" possessing the leaders of certain states. Chas
ing the spectre of military superiority, these leaders are loading the 
land and oceans with weapons and now are planning to do the same 
thing in outer space.

We in the Soviet Union share your fervent desire to stop the 
stampede to the irreparable. We are consistently working for nuclear 
weapons never to be put to use, for ensuring in practice the supreme 
right of man—the right to life.

The USSR has already assumed the obligation not to be the first to 
use nuclear weapons and proposes  ̂ to freeze nuclear arsenals  ̂ and 
agree on the complete cessation of nuclear weapons tests.

Resolving the question of space weapons is now of primary impor
tance. Militarization of outer space if not securely blocked would 
cancel everything that has so far been achieved in the field of arms 
limitation, spur the arms race in other areas, and dramatically increase 
the danger of nuclear war.

The Soviet Union is prepared to pursue the most radical solutions 
that would allow advancement along the path leading to the cessation 
of the arms race, the prohibition and, eventually, complete elimination 
of nuclear weapons.

 ̂Moscow Pravda in Russian, December 6, 1984; FBIS Daily Report, vol. Ill, December 6, 
1984, pp. AA1-AA2.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1982, pp. 349-352.
 ̂Ibid., 1983, pp. 499-501.
 ̂Most recently in draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.18, which was adopted by the General 

Assembly as res. 39/60.
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Firmly determined to achieve a significant advance in reducing the 
danger of an outbreak of war, the Soviet Union is going to the 
forthcoming USSR-U.S. negotiations with a view to achieving mutual
ly acceptable understandings on the entire set of questions related to 
nuclear and space weapons.

We are prepared to cooperate, honestly and constructively with all 
those who really desire that the further development of world affairs 
should proceed not through new stages of nuclear competition but 
along the way of strengthening peace and security, detente and confi
dence.

In today's troubled world it is highly important that all states 
shouldering the formidable and costly burden of nuclear arsenals real
ize their historic responsibility for the destiny of mankind and through 
their concrete actions contribute to reducing the danger of an outbreak 
of nuclear war and to improving the international situation.

The fourth congress of your movement went off under the motto 
"Physicians Insist: Nuclear War Can Be Prevented". This optimistic 
statement coincides with our conviction that the forces of peace will 
be able to prevail. The growing antiwar movements among which that 
of physicians occupies a prominent place is one of the guarantees of 
that.

I wish the participants of the movement further success in carrying 
out their socially significant, healing mission.

254. Address by Secretary of State Shultz: Power and Di 
plomacy [Extract], December 9, 1984 ^

The ideals that we cherish here at home also guide us in our policies 
abroad. Being a moral people, we seek to devote our strength to the 
cause of international peace and justice. Being a powerful nation, we 
confront inevitably complex choices in how we go about it. With 
strength comes moral accountability.

Here, too, the intellectual contribution of the Jewish tradition has 
provided a great resource. The Talmud addresses a fundamental issue 
that this nation has wrestled with ever since we became a great power 
with international responsibilities: how to judge when the use of our 
power is right and when it is wrong. The Talmud upholds the univer
sal law of self-defense, saying, "If one comes to kill you, make haste 
and kill him first." Clearly, as long as threats exist, law-abiding na
tions have the right and, indeed, the duty to protect themselves.

The Talmud treats the more complicated issue as well: how and 
when to use power to defend one's nation before the threat has ap-

 ̂Department of State, Current Policy No. 642. The Secretary spoke at the convoca
tion of Yeshiva University in New York.
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peared at the doorstep. Here the Talmud offers no definitive answer. 
But it is precisely this dilemma that we most often confront and must 
seek to resolve.

The Need to Combine Strength and Diplomacy

For the world's leading democracy, the task is not only immediate 
self-preservation but our responsibility as a protector of international 
peace, on whom many other countries rely for their security.

Americans have always believed deeply in a world in which dis
putes were settled peacefully—a world of law, international harmony, 
and human rights. But we have learned through hard experience that 
such a world cannot be created by good will and idealism alone. We 
have learned that to maintain peace we had to be strong, and, more 
than that, we had to be willing to use our strength. We would not 
seek confrontation, but we learned the lesson of the 1930s—that 
appeasement of an aggressor only invites aggression and increases the 
danger of war. Our determination to be strong has always been ac
companied by an active and creative diplomacy and a willingness to 
solve problems peacefully.

Americans, being a moral people, want our foreign policy to reflect 
the values we espouse as a nation. But, being a practical people, we 
also want our foreign policy to be effective. And, therefore, we are 
constantly asking ourselves how to reconcile our morality and our 
practical sense, how to relate our strength to our purposes—in a word, 
how to relate power and diplomacy.

How do we preserve peace in a world of nations where the use of 
military power is an all-too-common feature of life? Clearly, nations 
must be able to protect themselves when faced with an obvious threat. 
But what about those gray areas that lie somewhere between all-out 
war and blissful harmony? How do we protect the peace without 
being willing to resort to the ultimate sanction of military power 
against those who seek to destroy the peace?

Americans have sometimes tended to think that power and diplo
macy are two distinct alternatives. This reflects a fundamental misun
derstanding. The truth is, power and diplomacy must always go to
gether, or we will accomplish very little in this world. Power must 
always be guided by purpose. At the same time, the hard reality is 
that diplomacy not backed by strength will always be ineffectual at 
best, dangerous at worst.

As we look around the world, we can easily see how important it is 
that power and diplomacy go hand in hand in our foreign policies.

In the Middle East, for instance, the United States is deeply and 
permanently committed to peace. Our goal has been to encourage 
negotiation of a peaceful settlement of the Arab-Israeli conflict. At the 
same time we have an ironclad commitment to the security of Israel. 
We believe that Israel must be strong if a lasting peace in the region is 
to be achieved. The Israeli people must be sure of their own security. 
They must be sure that their very survival can never be in danger, as
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has happened all too often in the history of the Jewish people. And 
everyone in the region must realize that violence, aggression, and 
extremism cannot succeed, that negotiations are the only route to 
peace.

In Central America, aggression supported by Nicaragua, Cuba, and 
the Soviet Union threatens the peace and mocks the yearning of the 
people for freedom and democracy. Only a steady application of our 
diplomatic and military strength offers a real hope for peace in Central 
America and security for the hemisphere. We have sought a dialogue 
with the Nicaraguan leadership. We have given full support to the 
Contadora peace efforts. We have provided political and economic 
support to those in the region who are working for peace and free
dom, But we have also provided defense assistance to the region to 
help establish a shield behind which effective diplomacy can go for
ward.

I don't know whether any of you have looked closely at the Great 
Seal of our country that shows the eagle with its two talons. In one is 
an olive branch, and the eagle is looking at the olive branch, signify
ing our desire for peace and reconciliation. But in the other are arrows, 
symbolizing just this point that I have made, right in the Great Seal of 
our Republic.

It is as true in our relations with the Soviet Union, and on the issue 
of arms control, that diplomacy alone will not succeed. We have 
actively sought negotiation with the Soviet Union to reduce the nucle
ar arsenals of both sides, but we have also continued to modernize our 
own forces to ensure our security and that of our friends and allies. 
No arms control negotiation can succeed in conditions of inequality. 
Only if the Soviet leaders see the West as determined to modernize its 
own forces will they see an incentive for agreements setting equal, 
verifiable, and lower levels of armament.

The Legitimate Use of Power

The need to combine strength and diplomacy in our foreign policies 
is only one part of the answer. There are agonizing dilemmas inherent 
in any decision to use our power. But we do not have to look hard to 
find examples where the use of power has been both moral and 
necessary.

A week ago, an election was held on the island of Grenada—the 
first free election held in that country since 1976. If we had not shown 
the will to use our strength to liberate Grenada, its people would yet 
be under the tyrant's boot, and freedom would be merely a dream.

Grenada is a tiny country. Although there were some tough actions, 
as military campaigns go, it was quickly done. But the moral issue it 
posed was of enormous importance for the United States.

What we did was liberate a country, turn it back to its own people, 
and withdraw our forces. We left—even though Grenadians begged us 
to stay. The American people understood immediately that we had 
done something good and decent in Grenada—something we could be
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proud of—even if a few Americans were so mistrustful of their own 
society that they feared any use of American power. I, for one, am 
thankful that the President had the courage to do it. Yes, Grenada was 
a tiny island and relatively easy to save. But what would it have 
meant for this country—or for our security commitments to other 
coimtries—if we were afraid to do even thatl

We have to accept the fact that often the moral choices will be 
much less clearly defined than they were in Grenada. Our morality, 
however, must not paralyze us. Our morality must give us the 
strength to act in difficult situations. This is the burden of statesman
ship.

And while there may be no clear resolutions to many of the moral 
dilemmas we will be facing in the future, neither should we be 
seduced by moral relativism. I think we can tell the difference between 
the use and abuse of power. The use of power is legitimate:

• Not when it crushes the human spirit and tramples human free
dom, but when it can help liberate a people or support the yearn
ing for freedom;

• Not when it imposes an alien will on an unwilling people, but 
when its aim is to bring peace or to support peaceful processes; 
when it prevents others from abusing their power through aggres
sion or oppression; and

• Not when it is applied unsparingly, without care or concern for in
nocent life, but when it is applied with the greatest efforts to 
avoid unnecessary casualties and with a conscience troubled by 
the pain unavoidably inflicted.

Our great challenge is to leam to use our power when it can do 
good, when it can further the cause of freedom and enhance interna
tional security and stability. When we act in accordance with our 
principles and within the realistic limits of our power, we can succeed. 
And on such occasions we will be able to count on the full support of 
the American people. There is no such thing as guaranteed public 
support in advance. Grenada shows that a president who has the 
courage to lead will win public support if he acts wisely and effective
ly. And Vietnam shows that public support can be frittered away if 
we do not act wisely and effectively.

Americans will always be reluctant to use force. It is the mark of 
our decency. And, clearly, the use of force must always be a last 
resort, when other means of influence have proven inadequate. But a 
great power cannot free itself so easily from the burden of choice. It 
must bear responsibility for the consequences of its inaction as well as 
for the consequences of its action. In either case, its decision will 
affect the fate of many other human beings in many parts of the 
world.

One need only consider, again, the tragic result of the failure to use 
military force to deter Hitler before 1939. If the democracies had used 
their power prudently and courageously in the early stages of that 
European crisis, they might have avoided the awful necessity of using
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far greater force later on, when the crisis had becon\e an irreversible 
confrontation.

Those responsible for making American foreign policy must be 
prepared to explain to the public in clear terms the goals and the 
requirements of the actions they advocate. And the men and women 
who must carry out these decisions must be given the resources to do 
their job effectively, so that we can count on success. If we meet these 
standards, if we act with wisdom and prudence, and if we are guided 
by our nation's most fundamental principles, we will be a true cham
pion of freedom and bulwark of peace.

If one were looking for a model of how nations should approach the 
dilemmas of trying to balance law and justice with self-preservation, 
one need look no further than Israel. It is not that Israel has made no 
mistakes in its history. In this world, that is too much to ask of any 
nation. But the people of Israel, in keeping with their tradition, have 
engaged in open, continual, and enlightened debate over the central 
question of when it is just and necessary to use power. It is all the 
more praiseworthy when one considers the great perils to its survival 
that Israel has faced throughout its history. Its need for strength 
should be self-evident; yet Israelis never consider the issues of war 
and peace without debating in terms of right and wrong.

We in America must be no less conscious of the moral responsibility 
inherent in our role as a great power and as a nation deeply devoted 
to justice and freedom. We look forward to the day when empire and 
tyranny no longer cast a shadow over the lives of men and women. 
We look forward to the day when terrorists, like the hijackers in 
Tehran, can find not one nation willing to tolerate their existence. But 
until that day comes, the United States will fulfill the role that history 
has assigned to us.

The United States must be a tireless sentinel of freedom. We must 
confront aggression. We must defend what is dear to us. We must 
keep the flame of liberty burning forever, for all mankind.

Our challenge is to forge policies that keep faith with our principles. 
We know, as the most powerful free nation on Earth, that our burden 
is great, but so is our opportunity to do good. We must use our power 
with discretion, but we must not shrink from the challenges posed by 
those who threaten our ideals, our friends, and our hopes for a better 
world.
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255. News Conference Statement by the Netherlands Rep
resentative (van de Mortel) to the Mutual and Bal
anced Force Reductions Talks, December 13, 1984 ^

In today's Plenary Session, the United States Representative, Am
bassador Maynard Glitman, speaking for the West, recalled the impor
tant contribution which progress in arms control can make to better 
East-West relations, and reviewed the overall situation in the Vienna 
negotiations. I would like to reiterate a few of his principal remarks.

By enhancing dialogue, increasing mutual confidence and under
standing, and yielding concrete, mutually acceptable and verifiable 
results, arms control efforts contribute to security and have a positive 
impact on the overall political climate.

Negotiations in a number of areas are currently underway, or will 
soon begin, ranging from efforts to develop concrete and militarily 
significant measures designed to build mutual confidence, to efforts to 
limit and drastically reduce, if not eliminate, certain kinds of weapons.

Our negotiations likewise can make an important contribution to 
this general process by increasing stability and decreasing the risks of 
conflict, including nuclear conflict.

Over the years progress has been made in our negotiations on some 
important issues. Indeed, the gaps have been narrowed in a number of 
respects. Nevertheless, significant differences remain to be resolved. 
What approaches, then, have the two sides taken during this Round to 
bridge remaining differences?

The West's main effort has been to foster the development of 
concrete measures designed to bring the sides closer. Our April 1984 
initiative  ̂ was specifically constructed to build on areas of conver
gence, to meet several Eastern concerns, and to attempt to bridge 
outstanding differences. On the key issue of data, for example, the 
West modified its position significantly. Other Western moves toward 
the East include the idea of a no-increase commitment, moves on the 
duration of the reductions process, as well as the form of U.S.-Soviet 
reductions.

Moreover, our initiative provides for effective assurances on linkage 
to the sequence of reductions and limitations. The West's approach is 
built upon one, comprehensive, legally binding agreement containing 
commitments from the outset by all direct participants to a specified 
process of reductions and limitations. Our proposal is not put forward 
on a take-it-or-leave-it basis and we set no preconditions.

In the Western view, we have had some businesslike sessions; how
ever, the Eastern stance has been all too often conveyed by flat 
assertions, unsubstantiated by either facts or logic, with emphasis 
given to biased allegations rather than a reasoned dialogue. The East

1 ACDA files.
 ̂For statements on this initiative, see Documents 80 and 108, April 19 and May 24.
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has refused to acknowledge progress, emphasized differences, and ex
cluded recognition of the concessions and flexibility of the West's 
April 19 proposal.

The East has also refused to negotiate on any concrete issues. The 
East, for example, still has not responded to the Western proposals, 
reiterated during this Round, for the sides to engage in intensified 
discussion on defining the forces to be covered by an agreement, on 
the best method for counting such forces, and to work out the modali
ties of verification measures. Rather, it has insisted that discussion be 
based upon its own proposals, in effect demanding as a precondition 
to such discussion that the West first agree in principle to the East's 
approach.

In recent weeks, we had thought we discerned a certain change in 
the Eastern tone, a more businesslike approach. However, the unusual 
comments last week directed at the Western Allies clearly represent a 
reversion to earlier unconstructive polemics. While we have not expe
rienced any concrete deeds in response to our flexibility, the West had 
expected that at least the words would be more constructive in tone. 
Even in this regard, regrettably, the East has failed. Looking to the 
new year, we hope that the East might join us in acting on the 
principle of not only words, but deeds as well.

The most important deed required now is a constructive Eastern 
response to the West's April 19 proposal.

256. News Conference Statement by the Representative of 
the German Democratic Republic (Wieland) to the 
Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions Talks, Decem
ber 13, 1984 ^

The Communique adopted at last week's Berlin meeting of the 
Committee of Foreign Ministers of the Warsaw Treaty States  ̂ no 
doubt offers the socialist representatives in the Vienna Negotiations a 
most suitable basis for their assessment of the situation in this forum 
at the end of the 34th negotiating round. The state of, and prospects 
for, the negotiations must be seen in the context of the general 
international situation and must be measured against the actual devel
opments at the negotiating table.

The Warsaw Treaty Foreign Ministers first of all underline that they 
regard the cessation of the arms race and the transition to disarma
ment as a basic concern of our time. They emphasize that everything 
must be done, while there is still time, to lessen military confrontation 
and to guide the international relations back to the path of detente 
and equal, mutually advantageous co-operation among states. Along

1 ACDA files.
 ̂ D ocum ent 251, December 4.
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these lines, they also reaffirm their advocacy of the earliest possible 
conclusion in the Vienna Negotiations of an agreement on the mutual 
reduction of armed forces and armaments in Central Europe.

The doubtlessly existing possibility of a change for the better in the 
international relations thus far, however, has been opposed by actions 
of the United States and some of its allies that are admittedly aimed at 
gaining military superiority and a position of strength. As a result of 
the continuing deployment of US medium-range missiles in a number 
of West European NATO countries, the situation in Europe has been 
further aggravated. Profound uneasiness has been caused by recent 
activities within the Western European Union. Disastrous are the pro
duction and accumulation of new types of ever more destructive 
nuclear weapons, but also the creation of new systems of conventional 
armaments coming close, in destructive power, to mass destruction 
weapons. It is an undeniable fact, that one of the dangerous and 
destabilizing consequences resulting from such course pursued by 
NATO, is the failure to give constructive answers to all the proposals, 
submitted by the socialist states and reaffirmed at the Berlin meeting, 
on the cessation of the arms race and the prevention of war.

Such is the highly topical context, in which the Vienna Negotiations 
have to be seen. More than 11 years ago, the Vienna forum, even in 
the original Western understanding, had been established to bring 
about the mutual reduction of armed forces and armaments in Central 
Europe, primarily also of conventional ones. But all that is going on at 
present in NATO bodies—for example at the Defense Ministers' 
meeting, a week ago—is diametrically opposed to this aim. They 
almost go into ecstasies over adopting new, even more dangerous 
offensive doctrines and long-term programmes that rule out any trend 
towards reducing NATO's conventional military potential. As pretexts 
they use artificial theories of an alleged raise of the ''nuclear thresh
old" and invent the most absurd scenarios on the existing relationship 
of forces, connecting them with the untenable argument of an "East
ern superiority". But it is obvious that e.g. the introduction of nuclear 
and conventional cruise missiles, in view of NATO's refusal to forgo 
the first use of nuclear arms, will lead to increased unpredictability 
and instability, i.e., to lowering the "nuclear threshold". Under such 
conditions it has become an unsolvable task for Western negotiators 
here in Vienna to prove the credibility of their verbally professed 
interest in achieving genuine progress in the negotiations. That is why, 
when taking stock of one more negotiating round in Vienna, we 
cannot but state that also this round proceeded without a single 
practical step being taken towards lowering the military confrontation 
in Central Europe.

But practical measures of military detente, in accordance with the 
principle of imdiminished security, form the indispensable yardstick 
Warsaw Treaty governments apply to disarmament negotiations. And 
in view of the fact that more than 11 years have elapsed without any 
progress, such yardstick has to be applied particularly strictly to the
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Vienna Negotiations. No more time must be wasted in them on a so- 
called exploration of, and familiarizing with, positions. The West's 
negotiating stance, however, neither enables us to make the necessary 
immediate start for the mutual reductions of forces and armaments, 
nor does the entire substance of its stance suggest a final result that 
would be conducive to a genuine reduction of military potentials.

In the just completed round, it has been a favourite method of the 
West, to accuse our side of underestimating the progress made in the 
negotiations and of ignoring positive signs in the Western position. 
Thus, for example, it has been pointed out that there is agreement as 
regards reducing the two alliances' armed forces in Central Europe to 
900,000 men each, including 700,000 ground forces. We have always 
welcomed such agreement. But, it must not be overlooked that it was 
achieved more than 6 years ago. Since that time, however, one has not 
come closer on how to implement the above goal. The socialist coun
tries in their well-known proposals of 1983, have concentrated on 
exactly the final aim. Their new approach contained in them points 
out how to prevent fruitless and needless debates on the present 
armed forces strength, would again block the road towards this aim 
[sic]. By insisting on a data discussion, the West rejects such solution. 
In this way, however, every further round ending in Vienna without 
result reduces the value of such agreement on an envisaged parity.

The unrealistic positions held by the West with regard to the so- 
called data issue also prevent a possible agreement on the sequence of 
the reduction process from becoming a genuine one. Be it recalled that 
if the proposals of the socialist countries had been accepted, the 
withdrawal of 20,000 Soviet and 13,000 US forces, on the basis of 
mutual example, would by now have been completed and we would 
be now in the politically agreed phase of a non-increase of armed 
forces and armaments in Central Europe. At the same time, we would 
be involved now in an intense process of elaborating a comprehensive 
reduction agreement. Since 1983, a draft agreement by the socialist 
countries to this effect, by the way, has been on the negotiating table 
which, in its 26 articles envisages detailed provisions on reductions, 
limitations and effective verification measures.

All these offers, in order to achieve progress, however, stayed with
out any constructive reply, since the West has not been ready to 
remove major obstacles. Let me just repeat some of them:

—Even after the West's proposal of April 1984,^ nothing from the 
point of substance, not of form, has changed with regard to the data 
issue. It turned out that the unjustified assessments on the Warsaw 
Treaty armed forces manpower strength are adhered to and that it is 
intended to continue passing judgment on the Eastern side's official 
data.

® For statements on this proposal, see Documents 80 and 108, April 19 and May 24. 
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—The reduction of armaments, cogently prescribed by the negotia
tion mandate, is devaluated as impracticable, and the joint search for 
mutually acceptable solutions opposed.

—The unrestricted guarantee as to the contribution by all direct par
ticipants to the reduction process, including the FRG, is again called in 
question.

—In respect of precise limitations on the air forces manpower, full 
compliance with manpower ceilings, once they have been established, 
and restrictions on military exercises—essential prerequisites for a 
militarily significant agreement—the West adheres to its categorical 
' ' N o " .

The lack of agreements on these key questions also prevents a 
meaningful discussion of possible verification measures.

Such is the present, exceedingly unsatisfactory situation prevailing 
in the Vienna Negotiations. Favourable possibilities of achieving a 
turn have been existing for a long time, in the form of the proposals 
by the socialist countries. They continue to exist. This has been reaf
firmed by the Foreign Ministers of the Warsaw Treaty States at the 
meeting in Berlin. The Vienna Negotiations remain a place to prove 
that the Western side does not merely pay lip service by stating that 
now a predictable period had started, in which also the East-West 
dialogue, primarily on questions of lessening the danger of war, would 
be given a new chance. We appeal to the West, in the coming year to 
finally enable us to conduct productive negotiations here in Vienna.

257. Communique of the North Atlantic Council, December 
14, 1984 1

The North Atlantic Council met in Ministerial Session in Brussels 
on 13th and 14th December 1984. Ministers agreed as follows:

1. The last few years have been difficult ones for East-West rela
tions. The difficulties have not been of our making. In particular, the 
constant Soviet build-up of arms of all kinds requires us to maintain 
adequate forces to guarantee our collective security and to preserve the 
peace. The Alliance has continued to show strength and political 
solidarity, which remain the basis for our security.

2. The principles of the ''Washington Statement on East-West Rela
tions" of May 1984,2 which reaffirms our commitment to the Harmel 
Report,® continue to guide the Alliance. Deterrence and defence, com
bined with arms control and disarmament, as well as constructive 
dialogue with the East, are for us integral parts of a coherent policy 
for stable peace. We remain ready to play our full part in a realistic 
effort to bring about an improved East-West relationship and in

 ̂N A T O  Review, vol. 32, No. 6 (December 1984), pp. 22-23.
2 Docum ent 111, M ay 31.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 679-681.
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creased co-operation. Regular bilateral high-level contacts can contrib
ute to these objectives. We call upon the Soviet Union and its allies to 
adopt a similarly positive approach towards genuine detente.

3. We will maintain our close consultations on all matters of 
common concern. As we approach what may be a new phase in the 
arms control process, consultations on arms control and disarmament 
remain of particular importance.

4. We welcome the forthcoming meeting of Secretary Shultz and 
Foreign Minister Gromyko to discuss new negotiations on the whole 
range of questions concerning intercontinental and intermediate-range 
nuclear weapons and arms in outer space.

Nuclear weapons should be substantially reduced by negotiations 
between the United States and the Soviet Union leading to equitable, 
verifiable and balanced agreements in which all concerned can have 
confidence.

5. The Allies concerned are willing to reverse, halt or modify the 
longer-range INF (LRINF) deployments—including the removal and 
dismantling of missiles already deployed—upon achievement of a bal
anced, equitable and verifiable agreement calling for such action. In 
the absence of a concrete negotiated result obviating the need for such 
deployment, the Allies concerned emphasised their determination to 
continue the deployment of longer-range INF missiles as scheduled.

6. The best approach to the problem of chemical weapons is the 
most radical: they should be eliminated world-wide. We remain 
deeply concerned about the use of such weapons. We call on the 
international community to work for the objective of a verifiable, 
comprehensive and global ban on chemical weapons. We attach high 
priority to the efforts to achieve this objective at the Conference on 
Disarmament in Geneva.

7. Confidence and security are complementary. In Stockholm (CDE), 
we seek agreement on militarily significant and concrete confidence 
and security building measures to be applied in the whole of Europe 
thereby giving new effect and expression to the existing duty of all 
participating states to refrain from the threat or use of force. In 
Vienna, the Allies participating in the MBFR negotiations are actively 
working towards a verifiable agreement involving reductions of con
ventional forces to parity at lower levels, thereby enhancing confi
dence and improving military stability in Europe.

8. We remain firmly committed to the balanced development of the 
CSCE process. The experts meeting on human rights which will take 
place in Ottawa in May 1985 will be one important step in this 
process. Full implementation by all participating states of the political 
undertakings made in Helsinki  ̂ and Madrid ® is essential. The tenth

Department of State Bulletin, September 1, 1975, pp. 323 ff.; the arms control portions 
may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304-308.

® Ibid., 1983, pp. 791-793.
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anniversary of the signing of the Final Act in August 1985 should be 
commemorated by a meeting of the participating states at political 
level, on the assumption that the international climate would make 
this appropriate. The CSCE process could thereby receive a new im
pulse.

9. It is unacceptable that the Soviet Union, in disregard of its 
obligation not to threaten or use force, continues to violate the inde
pendence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of Afghanistan.

Other issues also remain of deep concern to us. Recent events in 
Poland again demonstrate the need to achieve national reconciliation.

We, for our part, respect the sovereignty and independence of all 
states. We will remain vigilant and will consult on events outside the 
Treaty area which might threaten our common security.

10. The maintenance of a calm situation in and around Berlin re
mains an essential element in East-West relations. In this regard unim
peded traffic on all access routes is of fundamental importance.

We support the efforts of the Federal Republic of Germany to 
continue and develop dialogue and co-operation with the German 
Democratic Republic as a contribution to strengthening peace in 
Europe and to obtain further practical improvements to benefit the 
German people, particularly the Berliners. On the question of the 
division of Germany, we reaffirm our Washington Statement of 31st 
May 1984.

11. We seek to improve the quality of the peace. As a community of 
free nations sharing common values, we remain fully committed to 
strengthening free institutions and to promoting stability, well-being 
and economic cooperation, in the spirit of Article 2 of the North 
Atlantic Treaty.

We remain determined to prevent and suppress terrorism, which 
seeks to undermine stability and destroy our democratic institutions.

12. The continued expansion of Soviet military potential remains a 
major Allied concern. We are therefore determined to maintain a 
sufficient level of both conventional and nuclear forces to ensure the 
credibility of deterrence. Those Allies participating in the military 
structure of the Alliance will work in particular to strengthen their 
conventional capabilities.

The security we seek for ourselves is not security at the expense of 
the Soviet Union or any one else. None of our weapons will ever be 
used except in response to attack. Our Alliance is designed to prevent 
war and to preserve peace in freedom.

13. The Spring 1985 Meeting of the Council in Ministerial Session 
will be held in Lisbon in June.

♦ ♦ ♦

The Minister of Foreign Affairs of Spain reserves his Government's 
position on the present Communique.
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258. Address by the Chairman of the Foreign Affairs Com
mission of the Council of the Union of the USSR 
Supreme Soviet (Gorbachev) Before the British Par
liament, December 18, 1984 ^

First of all, allow me to thank you for this opportunity to address 
members of the British Parliament.

It is with keen interest that we are getting acquainted with your 
country, its rich history and ancient culture, its diverse traditions 
formed in the course of many centuries, and with your hard-working 
and talented people who have given the world many outstanding 
thinkers, scholars, writers, and artists who are well known in the 
Soviet Union.

The Soviet people remember the ties between our peoples in the 
most devastating war of all time. They also remember how more than 
40 years ago a British Prime Minister presented the people of Stalin
grad with an honorary sword, a symbol of close cooperation between 
the Soviet and British people in the anti-Hitler coalition.

In other words, we think that all the good, fruitful and constructive 
things that our countries and peoples have acquired and accumulated 
in their relations over various historical periods should be carefully 
preserved and carried on.

It is almost 10 years since a delegation of the USSR Supreme Soviet 
last came here. Serious changes have occurred since then in Soviet- 
British relations and in the international situation. This makes all the 
more apparent the need for such meetings as we are having today.

Hardly anyone will dispute that the future of the European nations 
is indivisible—both when they live in peace and concord and when 
clouds of storm loom over their land. We have come to your country 
firmly convinced of this and with the intention to discuss what can be 
done by our countries and parliaments to improve Soviet-British rela
tions and the international situation in general. The future of mankind 
and relations between individual states and groups of states depend on 
the actions and concrete moves which are being or can be undertaken 
on matters of war and peace and international cooperation.

These very issues were at the focus of our discussions with your 
Prime Minister, Mrs. Thatcher, and with other cabinet members. We 
think that our exchange of opinions was businesslike, frank and fruit
ful. So in addressing now the members of the British Parliament we 
would first of all like to outline our views which we find important 
for improvement of the international situation and for development of 
bilateral relations.

It is common knowledge that in the 70's Europe became a cradle for 
the policy of detente. Important areas of cooperation between the 
countries were found and fixed at that time. That process was then

ACDA files.
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joined by the U.S. and Canada for the signing of the Final Act of the 
Helsinki Conference along with the European countries. ̂

At one time the world managed to block the channels of further 
proliferation of nuclear weapons. That was formalized in a corre
sponding international treaty signed to date by more than a hundred 
countries.^ Nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, outer space and 
underwater were stopped and banned/ and talks were opened on a 
complete and universal ban on such tests. As a result of a series of 
Soviet-American agreements, certain restrictions were imposed in the 
field of strategic nuclear armaments and missile defense systems.® An 
active search got under way for opportunities to curb the arms race in 
other areas too, involving both mass destruction weapons and conven
tional armaments. Political dialogue was gradually gathering momen
tum. There was a noticeable intensification in arms trade links, cultur
al, scientific and other contacts. No one can dispute the obvious fact 
that in the years of detente people came to live more easily and with 
greater confidence in the future.

In short, it was a period of amelioration in the international climate. 
It was not a case of concessions by one side to another. It was rather a 
case of realism based on proper regard for the individual interests of 
countries with different social systems, and of understanding that one 
cannot build his own security by damaging the security of others.

In other words, reason and realization of the fact that war is a 
wrong and unacceptable method of resolving disputes and that it is 
impossible to win in a nuclear [war] just as it is impossible to win in 
the arms race or if confrontation got the upper hand. It became 
obvious that the cold war was an abnormal state of relations constant
ly fraught with danger of war. All that formed a foundation for the 
favorable course of international developments in the 70's. On that 
foundation, peaceful coexistence between states with different social 
systems took ever deeper and stronger roots in the whole system of 
international affairs. We still believe that there is and can be no 
rational alternative to the policy of peaceful coexistence, and I would 
like to emphasize this point with all certainty.

The natural question arising from the aforesaid is why the danger of 
war so effectively forced back at that time has drawn closer once 
again? I would not like to go into details now. The Soviet view on this 
point is well known. Nevertheless, I would like to repeat that the turn 
for the worse—and this is confirmed by the facts—was caused by the 
changes in the policies of certain forces which have been trying to 
gain military superiority and thereby gain an opportunity to dictate 
their will to others.

2 Department of State Bulletin, September 1, 1975, pp. 323 ff.; the arms control portions
may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304-308.

3 Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
4 Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
® Ibid, 1972, pp. 197 ff.; ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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The Soviet Union remembers perfectly the particular words and 
deeds which created the climate of mistrust and hostility and destabi
lized the international situation. But it is not to pique anyone that I 
am reminding you about that today.

We see our goal in joint settlement, since no one is in a position to 
do it single-handed, of the more important problems which are essen
tially common for us. These are preventing war; stopping the arms 
race and proceeding to disarmament; settling existing and averting 
potential conflicts and crises; creating an international atmosphere 
which would enable each country to concentrate its attention and 
resources on settling its own problems (show me a country which has 
no such problems); and pooling efforts in tackling such global prob
lems as famine and disease, environmental protection or energy and 
raw materials supplies.

If Britain adheres to this line, we will be glad to cooperate with her. 
And if the U.S. sticks to this line, too, and really puts its policy on the 
track of peaceful cooperation, it will find a reliable partner in our
selves.

This is how we see the situation and these are the views which our 
parliamentary delegation has brought to Britain.

If one agrees with the initial premises which I have just spoken of, 
the main question still remains of resolving the problems which all of 
us consider to be important, preventing further development of the 
present dangerous situation, and achieving a stable and reliable situa
tion in the world. In other words, how is one to overcome tension and 
the consequences of the cold war and to switch over again to detente, 
fruitful talks and cooperations?

Not words alone are needed for this though words are also impor
tant in politics. Concrete deeds are needed.

As a matter of fact, this requires practical resolution of the existing 
problems. As we understand, how [now], more than ever before, it is 
important for each country, for its government, parliament and politi
cal and public quarters to realize their responsibility for the state of 
affairs in the world. We in the Soviet Union retain memories of the 
horrors of the past war and are well aware what a future war may 
result in, and we have been doing everything in our power to live up 
to this high responsibility.

I am not going to enumerate all our foreign-policy proposals and 
initiatives here. I only want to say that they envisage the most radical 
reduction in nuclear armaments (with a view to eventually dismantling 
them completely) as well as conventional arms, prohibition of chemi
cal weapons and elimination of their stockpiles. We would like to hold 
a broad dialogue and to develop equal and mutually advantageous 
cooperation in resolving the pressing political problems, in the eco
nomic sphere, in science and technology, and in the promotion of 
cultural relations and exchanges.

When we speak about war and peace, we must bear in mind that 
the nature of present-day armaments, and first of all nuclear ones, has
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changed the traditional notions of these problems. Mankind is now on 
the threshold of a new stage in the technological revolution which is 
bound to tell on the further development of military technology. 
Those who engage in phrase-mongering about ''limited/' "lightning" 
or "protected" nuclear wars evidently remain prisoners of the outdated 
stereotypes characteristic of the time when a war was a great evil but, 
as distinct from today, did not threaten all humankind with annihila
tion. The nuclear age inevitably dictates new political thinking. Pre
venting a nuclear war is the most burning issue for all people.

I would like to quote here the following pronouncement by the 
head of the Soviet State, K.U. Chernenko: "I am talking of the prob
lem which, one may say, overshadows all others, that is— ĥow to 
remove the threat of a nuclear war, to find ways to stop the arms race, 
to bring about such a situation in the world wherein peoples would 
have no fear for tomorrow. In this endeavor no delay is admissible." ®

Our proposal to establish certain norms for the conduct of the 
nuclear powers serves exactly these aims. It is also relevant to say here 
that the Soviet Union has already urulaterally assumed an obligation 
not to make first use of nuclear weapons.

This is our fimdamental line, and we proceed from these ideas in all 
our proposals aimed at curbing the arms race and preventing war.

Guided by this, the Soviet Union has recently advanced an initiative 
for holding talks with the USA on a package of issues concerning 
nuclear space armaments. On the basis of this initiative, an agreement 
has been reached with the U.S. administration to start entirely new 
talks which would embrace the question of non-militarization of space 
and the questions of reducing nuclear arms, both strategic and 
medium-range. All these questions are to be considered and resolved 
in their interconnection. Of key importance in all this is prevention of 
a space arms race. Such a race would not only be dangerous in itself, it 
would give a boost to the arms in other areas. The Soviet Union is 
prepared to seek and work out the most radical measures on all these 
issues, measures which would help advance towards complete prohibi
tion and eventual elimination of nuclear weapons. It is now up to the 
United States to make a move, to take this time a realistic stand which 
would make for effective negotiations.

We know that everything relating to reducing the nuclear danger is 
being widely discussed in Great Britain and other countries in Western 
Europe. It goes without saying that the questions of defense and 
security must be decided by sovereign states by themselves. But I 
might state that any concrete step towards removing the threat of a 
nuclear war anywhere, Europe included, will find a corresponding 
practical response on our part.

It is true, of course, that not infrequently the stands of the Soviet 
Union and Great Britain on crucial international matters differ. Nei
ther we, nor you would hide this fact. But it is our deep conviction

® Docum ent 210, Novem ber 18 (variant translation).
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that at the present time, more than ever before, all countries and 
peoples need constructive dialogue and a search for solutions to the 
key international issues; need spheres of accord to be found which 
could promote confidence among countries and create such an atmos
phere in international relations as would be free from a nuclear threat, 
hostility, suspicion, fear and enmity.

My country set forth its attitude in plain and unambiguous terms: 
tension should be overcome and disagreements and disputes resolved 
at the negotiating table, with due consideration for the sides' legiti
mate interests rather than through the threat or use of force; and 
interference in internal affairs should be excluded. I would put it that 
way: we all must tirelessly learn to live together, proceeding from the 
realities of our contemporary world of constant intrinsic change.

Relations among countries in Europe greatly affect the world situa
tion. 1 have already said that such relations were particularly beneficial 
in the 1970's, especially following the adoption of the Helsinki Final 
Act. This document remains a spring feeding the trends towards 
mutual understanding and cooperation in Europe and beyond. We feel 
it essential to protect this spring and not to allow it to be cast with 
stones.

Good relations among European countries are a major guarantee of 
tranquility and peace in the world. The peoples of our continent paid 
dearly for realizing that under no circumstances shall they indulge the 
forces which have not given up attempts to change the post-war 
territorial realities in Europe. These realities are the fruit of our 
common victory. They have been sealed in the allied agreements on 
the post-war European set-up, major bilateral treaties and the Helsinki 
Final Act. Sticking to these documents would halt those who would 
throw into doubt the results of the second world war and post-war 
developments and the inviolability of frontiers in Europe. There can 
be no ambiguity on this score.

The Stockholm Conference could open up prospects for a more 
secure peace in Europe. The Conference is looking, among other 
things, at an important proposal concerning a treaty on the non-use of 
armed force and the maintenance of peace. We believe that major 
political and legal steps, backed by confidence-building measures in 
the military field in pursuance of the Helsinki Final Act would make 
the Stockholm Conference a success, an important contribution to 
security in Europe and elsewhere.

1 have dwelt on some of the more pressing issues, whose resolution 
would help stop the arms race and promote security on a European 
and world scale. I would like to stress once again that the Soviet 
leadership stands for forthright and honest talks to help us, on a 
mutually acceptable basis, limit and reduce arms, primarily nuclear 
weapons, and eventually eliminate them. We are ready to go here as 
far as our Western partners in the talks. Naturally enough, equality 
and equal security shall underlie any agreements in this field. And, of
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course, any course that seeks military superiority over the USSR and 
its allies is unacceptable and has no prospects.

Ladies and gentlemen, we all agree that ours is a vulnerable, fragile 
yet interdependent world, where we must coexist, whether we want 
this or not. For all that separates us, we have one planet and Europe is 
our common home, not a theater of operations.

The Soviet Union is working for better relations among nations. In 
politics and diplomacy there is always room for reasonable compro
mises, and a vast field for fostering mutual understanding and trust on 
the basis of similar or coinciding interests, if there is only the desire to 
work this field. The Soviet Union and Britain do have coinciding 
interests, with peace being the main of them.

Going back over 60 years, the history of Soviet-British relations 
contains unforgettable landmarks. Since the war we have seen both 
years of fruitful cooperation and slump. Nowadays the relations be
tween our countries, which develop not in a political vacuum, but in 
the anxious atmosphere of growing danger of nuclear war, are not on 
the upgrade and are far from ideal. At one time Britain ranked first in 
trade with the USSR. It has now gone to seventh or eighth. I agree 
with those British businessmen and industrialists who say that politics 
must promote trade which, in turn, must facilitate mutual understand
ing and confidence.

The honorable members know that earlier this year British states
men went for talks to Moscow. We told them that we were ready, if 
Britain also wanted that, to vigorously develop Soviet-British relations 
over a wide range of questions. I would like to confirm this once 
again.

Ladies and gentlemen, the foreign policy of a nation is inseparable 
from developments on its domestic scene, from its socio-economic 
goals and requirements. As K.U. Chernenko, General Secretary of the 
CPSU Central Committee and President of the USSR Supreme Soviet 
Presidium, put it recently, the chief aim of our plans is, proceeding 
from the results of Soviet citizens' work which becomes more and 
more efficient, to raise the prosperity of the nation by boosting the 
living and cultural standards of the people.

Our party and state in general emphasize economic advance through 
efficiency and intensive growth factors. We concentrate on the early 
introduction of the latest achievements of science and engineering in 
industry and agriculture. Using the fruits of the current revolution in 
science and technology, we are tackling targets to be reached by the 
year 2000.

The Soviet Union needs peace to implement its huge development 
programs. This steady course of ours is not subject to change depend
ing on the political situation.

Ladies and gentlemen, the political leaders, legislators, all who shape 
the policies of states bear great responsibility for the present and 
future of the world.
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The statements which the USSR Supreme Soviet issued in December 
1982 and December 1983 say that the Soviet Union does not encroach 
upon the security of any country. East or West. We want to live in 
peace with all countries on the basis of the principles of peaceful 
coexistence between states with different socio-political systems. The 
USSR's legislature expressed readiness to contribute effectively, to
gether with the parliaments of other countries, to settling the main 
problem of the day and saving mankind from nuclear catastrophe.*^

The world situation remains complicated and the danger of war is a 
reality of the day. Faced with this grim reality, we must look to the 
future, but not forgetting the past. To put it differently, without 
forgetting anything good or bad and drawing lessons from either, we 
must help open up new prospects for a breakthrough to peace more 
safe for all and genuinely secure.

We have been in Britain for several days now. We are grateful for 
the hospitality accorded to us and we hope that our visit, new contacts 
and talks will promote Soviet-British cooperation in the interests of 
the two nations and those of mutual understanding and peace in the 
world at large.

Allow me to express the Soviet people's most sincere wishes of 
peace, happiness and prosperity to the people of Britain.

259. Report by a Special Panel of a Subcommittee of the 
House Committee on Armed Services: Arms Control 
and Disarmament During the 98th Congress—Conclu
sions of the Panel [Extract], December 28, 1984 ^

• • • • • • •

Acknowledgments

In the course of its review of arms control and disarmament matters, 
the panel has reviewed a large array of factual matter and heard many 
opinions and proposals from persons representing various groups and 
professions. The panel is indebted to civilian and military officials of 
the Department of Defense, Officials of the Central Intelligence 
Agency, the Defense Intelligence Agency, and the National Security 
Agency for briefings on U.S. Defense policy and U.S./Soviet military 
balance and verification matters. The cooperation of the Department 
of State, the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency and members of 
the U.S. arms control negotiating teams have been invaluable in pro
viding an understanding of existing agreements and U.S. approaches

'^Documents on Disarmament, 1982, pp. 922-924.
 ̂Review of Arms Control and Disarmament Activities, 98th Congress: Report of the Special Panel on 

Arms Control and Disarmament of the Procurement and M ilitary Nuclear Systems Subcommittee 
(Com. prt. No. 23; 98th Cong., 2d sess.), pp. 23-29.
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toward new agreements. The panel is also indebted to those parlia
mentarians from other NATO countries, with whom its members were 
privileged to meet, whose opinions concerning the impact of U.S. arms 
control efforts on the NATO alliance have been most valuable. Final
ly, the panel has benefitted from the several debates that have oc
curred in the House of Representatives during the 98th Congress on 
specific weapons systems and their relationships to arms control mat
ters. These have included debates on: a ''nuclear freeze," nuclear 
build-down, the MX and Trident missiles, the sea launched and 
ground launched cruise missiles, the Pershing II missile, antisatellite 
weapons, the B-lB bomber and corresponding Soviet weapons.

Deterrence and the "Arms Race"

The panel believes that there is a high degree of public confusion 
and misunderstanding regarding the relationships between the national 
security policy, international commitments, defense programs and the 
arms control goals of the United States and its allies. Public debate has 
focused on the numbers and types of weapons deployed (with empha
sis on nuclear weapons), the size of annual defense budgets and the 
political and moral aspects of particular defense and arms control 
activities. Although these are worthy subjects for discussion, they 
must not be considered in a vacuum or in ways that exclude or 
oversimplify the existing underlying problems and rivalries between 
the United States and the Soviet Union, and their allies, that could 
lead to conventional or nuclear war. It is unfortunate, but true, that an 
uneasy peace has been maintained for nearly 40 years through the 
maintenance of a mixed balance of conventional and nuclear military 
forces. The opponents in this political, economic and military rivalry 
have evolved strategic policies and doctrines that have forestalled war 
based on the mutual fear of the consequences of retaliation. Although 
the concept of military balance has been generally called a ''correlation 
of forces" by the Soviet Union, it has evolved into a doctrine of 
"deterrence" with respect to U.S. forces and mutual defense treaties 
with U.S. allies.

Although the doctrine of deterrence has contributed to a technologi
cal and numerical "arms race," the certain consequences of war be
tween nuclear armed adversaries has made peace a necessity. Deter
rence through the maintenance of balanced military forces has re
quired, and will continue to require, compromises and accommoda
tions that increase the risk of war. The panel, however, has found no 
viable substitute for adequate deterrent forces of the concept of deter
rence as described in 1967 by former Secretary of Defense Robert S. 
McNamara, i.e., "We must possess an actual, assured destruction capa
bility. And that actual, assured destruction capability must be credible. 
The point is that a potential aggressor must himself believe that our
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assured destruction capability is in fact actual and that our will to use 
it in retaliation to an attack is in fact unwavering." ^

Arms control measures, therefore, must not so weaken actual U.S. 
military capability, or the perception of a national will to use that 
capability, that deterrence becomes less credible. Moreover, military 
force structures and alliances that may be credible for deterrence today 
may not be adequate in future years. In this connection, the panel 
believes that the evidence is clear that the Soviet Union has and will 
continue to structure and modernize its military forces in accordance 
with its own perceived best interests, taking full advantage of all 
technical and legal ambiguities in any arms control agreements or 
negotiations toward future agreements. Furthermore, where no con
straints exist, no Soviet self-restraint can be expected. Because of 
inaction and self-restraint by the United States and because of differ
ences in emerging force structures and modernization programs, seri
ous asymmetries and new vulnerabilities have been created in the 
U.S./Soviet military balance.

The key question in future arms control efforts now appears to be 
whether a balance and credible deterrence can be maintained at lower 
levels of weaponry and forces without creating additional tension 
between the opposing sides. So long as deterrence remains the primary 
mechanism for preventing war, deterrence must be based on real 
military capability to remain credible.

Balance of Forces

There are no simple methods for assessing net balances in conven
tional or strategic forces or their respective deterrent values. With 
respect to the United States and the Soviet Union, military forces have 
been historically structured in different ways. Vast geographical ad
vantages exist. Advantages on one side may or may not be offset by 
advantages on the other. Offensive systems can be offset by defensive 
systems, new systems may be added, older systems become obsolete 
or retired, and deployment modes may be altered so as to alter the 
effective balance of forces essential to the credibility of deterrence.

A combination of the above factors has occurred during the past 
decade which the panel believes has substantially altered the balance 
of military forces and has threatened the credibility of the deterrent 
capabilities of the United States and its allies. As examples, the fol
lowing adverse trends have continued in spite of existing arms control 
agreements, while negotiations were being pursued toward other 
agreements, and in areas not covered by agreements or negotiations:

(a) During the past decade, the military balance of power of the 
Warsaw Pact versus that of the NATO Alliance has continued to 
improve in favor of the Warsaw Pact in both conventional and nuclear 
forces and in both quantitative and qualitative terms. The considerable

 ̂New York Times, September 19, 1967. [Footnote in original. Also Documents on Disarma
ment, 1967, p. 383.]

Document 259



SPECIAL PANEL REPORT, DECEMBER 28 891

geographical advantage of the Warsaw Pact has not been offset by 
efforts to improve the sustainabihty, reinforcement, nuclear deterrent, 
or resupply of NATO. The numbers and capabilities of Soviet-ar
mored, short-range nuclear forces (artillery and missiles), nuclear capa
ble aircraft, and chemical warfare forces, have continued to grow and 
improve beyond any national requirements for self-defense. These 
forces have been augmented by some 378 triple-warhead, MIRVed SS- 
20 intermediate-range nuclear missiles capable of launching a decapi
tating first strike against NATO military targets. Taken together, 
Warsaw Pact conventional and theater nuclear forces represent both a 
military threat and a politically coercive force that the Soviet Union 
has not neglected to use in its attempts to divide the NATO Alliance. 
Moreover, the Warsaw Pact's growing conventional and chemical war
fare capabilities have raised the prospect of the early use of nuclear 
weapons in defense of NATO. The existing situation unfortunately 
appears to present NATO with a choice between early capitulation or 
the use of nuclear weapons, while the Soviet Union would be present
ed with a choice between no war and a nuclear war. The panel does 
not foresee any short-term military resolution for this dilemma nor, 
given the history or present status of arms control, can an arms control 
resolution to the problem be easily foreseen.

(b) Developments relating to the balance of strategic forces have 
also been adverse to the United States and its allies. Although there is 
a rough parity in the numbers of strategic nuclear warheads, there are 
several Soviet military advantages that are crucial to a credible deter
rent. Soviet strategic nuclear forces are concentrated in modern, accu
rate, ICBM's equipped with high yield warheads deployed in very 
hard silos. These are first strike weapons in every sense of that term, 
in that they: are on constant alert; can be delivered with little advance 
warning; are relatively secure against a preemptive attack; and are in 
such numbers and have the accuracy and power so that only a fraction 
of them could theoretically produce a decapitating preemptory strike 
against the deterrent forces of the United States. The trend toward 
imbalance and strategic instability results not only from the relative 
numbers and types of strategic warheads on each side but from the 
relative capabilities and emerging vulnerabilities of delivery systems.

Maintenance of balanced forces and the modernization of forces 
were primary underlying premises of the SALT process. Although it 
was assumed, and the public was assured, that both the United States 
and the Soviet Union would maintain and modernize their forces 
within established limits, this was not done concurrently. Important 
programs of the United States were cancelled or delayed to the point 
that the belated effort to restore parity has taken on the appearance of 
an arms race that the SALT process was supposed to prevent. The U.S. 
modernization effort has been greatly exceeded by the Soviet's deter
mination to build to the limits of the SALT agreements  ̂ while ex

 ̂These agreements may be found ibid., 1972, pp. 197 ff., and ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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ploiting every technical and legal loop-hole in those agreements in the 
development and deployment of new systems.

The panel believes that the balance of deterrent forces must be 
maintained v îth or without formal arms control agreements. Although 
arms control agreements could help to maintain the balance at lower 
levels, stability and deterrence for the United States can only be 
maintained by unilateral decisions. Deterrent capability must not be 
neglected in the hope that agreements will, at some uncertain time in 
the future, result in the achievement of the sweeping goals of arms 
control; without deterrence and the resulting stability, there would be 
few incentives to bargain for agreements and fewer impediments to 
war.

Need for a National Consensus

There have been, and the panel expects that there will continue to 
be, fundamental differences between the Soviet Union and the United 
States in their approaches to arms control. The Soviet leadership is 
relatively immune from both internal and external political pressures 
that could change its collective views of national security or the roles 
that Soviet military power should play in world affairs. Military deci
sions require no consensus among the Soviet people or Soviet allies— 
none is sought. The opposite is true with respect to the United States.

Successful U.S. arms control agreements must not only be acceptable 
to the Soviets and the Executive Branch of the U.S. Government, but 
they must also be acceptable to two-thirds of the Senate, to the U.S. 
electorate and to U.S. allies. Moreover, the Constitution assures that 
agreements will be debated, examined, interpreted, and praised or 
condemned by a free press and by experts within and outside of 
Government. Because of this requirement for a broad political consen
sus involving U.S. allies, certain attributes previously thought of as 
arms control ''objectives" have evolved into arms control "require
ments"—for without them future agreements may not be politically 
feasible. These minimum requirements for a consensus, defined as the 
U.S. arms control objectives by the Reagan administration in 1981, are:

• Equality of rights and limits;
• Effective verification machinery;
• Substantial weapons reductions; and
• Increased security for the United States and its allies.

They provided the underlying rationale and the major sources of the 
debates and disagreements with respect to SALT I and SALT IL More
over, these principles have been applied by the United States through
out the long Mutual and Balanced Forces Reduction (MBFR) talks in 
Vienna and in multilateral negotiations on chemical weapons.

The "flaws" in the SALT I and SALT II accords resulted from the 
perceived failure of those agreements to meet the test of equality and 
disappointment in the fact that those agreements permitted substantial 
strategic weapons increases instead of reductions. The SALT agree-
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ments were perceived as providing only a theoretical, perhaps illusory, 
improvement in security. With respect to SALT II, considerable con
cern was expressed that the agreement could not be adequately veri
fied. As a result, the ''flaws" in SALT II resulted in the adoption of 17 
''understandings," two "reservations" and one "declaration" before the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations favorably reported the treaty 
by a vote of nine yeas to six nays. In addition, six amendments and 
one "reservation" were narrowly rejected by the committee. A review 
of the committee's report (Exec. Rept. No. 96-14, November 19, 
1979)  ̂ indicates that the absence of a consensus would have made 
Senate approval of SALT II by the required majority unlikely.

The arms control debate in Western Europe following the NATO 
decision to deploy intermediate-range nuclear weapons has strength
ened the Alliance and the consensus for negotiation of substantial 
reductions in intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF) in Europe. Con
versely, within the United States, the arms control debate has polar
ized political and philosophical differences. Advocates of the freeze, 
build-down, and specific arms control approaches with respect to 
specific weapons have not reconciled their differences with others who 
favor more cautious and deliberate approaches. Specific weapon sys
tems, such as the MX, chemical weapons and the ASAT, have been 
made hostage to future arms control efforts. Thus, the net result of the 
arms control debate within the United States appears to be polariza
tion and division often along partisan political lines—not consensus. 
This polarization will complicate both the U.S. approach to future 
initiatives and the acceptability of any future agreements.

Prospects for the Future

The panel notes, with some hope, the November 22, 1984, an
nouncement that the United States and the Soviet Union, represented 
by the Secretary of State and the Soviet Foreign Minister, respectively, 
will meet on January 7, 1985, to discuss an agenda for possible addi
tional arms control talks. Although this announcement following a 
one-year hiatus in nuclear arms negotiations, tends to revive hope for 
the future of the arms control process, its text provides no reason for 
euphoria. The announcement was as follows:

The United States and the Soviet Union have agreed to enter 
into new negotiations with the objective of reaching mutually ac
ceptable agreements on the whole range of questions concerning 
nuclear and outer space arms. In order to reach a common under
standing as to the subject and objectives of such negotiations. 
Secretary of State George P. Shultz and Foreign Minister Andrei 
Gromyko will meet in Geneva on Jan. 7-8.®

The panel notes that the tentative agreement extends to "new nego
tiations" and not the resumption of the interrupted START and INF

 ̂An extract is printed ibid., pp. 671-682.
® Docum ent 234, Novem ber 22.
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talks. Further, the new negotiations would be very broad in scope by 
including ''the whole range of questions concerning nuclear and outer 
space arms/  ̂ Finally, the panel notes that any new negotiations will 
depend upon a "common understanding" as to the "subject and objec
tives" of such negotiations that may be reached by the parties.

Rather than speculate on the form of future talks or the subject 
matter that might be included therein, there are several potential 
problem areas that could arise. For example, the "whole range of 
questions concerning nuclear weapons" appears to include strategic, 
offensive, defensive and tactical weapons, including U.S. forward- 
based dual-purpose systems and systems of the United Kingdom and 
France. Many of these subjects have not been included in previous 
arms control discussions for reasons advanced by both the United 
States and the Soviet Union. Expanded talks, covering a multitude of 
subjects, would tend to increase the complexity of negotiations and to 
prevent the concentration of attention on the most destabilizing weap
ons. Inclusion of forward-based U.S. systems such as aircraft and 
naval units, and nuclear systems of other NATO countries could 
weaken the consensus of the NATO Alliance unless NATO countries 
become parties to the negotiations.

It is also possible that the January meetings may reveal certain 
Soviet preconditions that must be met prior to further negotiations 
such as a suspension of U.S. modernization efforts and uninspected 
moratoriums on development, production or development of U.S. of
fensive and defensive systems pending protracted negotiations in the 
future. The panel, however, hopes that this will not be the case since 
preconditions would tend to destroy the credibility of future negotia
tions before they could begin.

T h e  L im it a t io n s  o f A rm s  C o n tro l

There is a growing body of opinion that the traditional arms control 
process may have reached the end of its usefulness. The process 
wherein negotiations result in formally ratified legal agreements capa
ble of making significant contributions to arms control is believed, by 
some, to have been overtaken by rapid changes in technology and the 
complexity of the issues that would have to be negotiated in the 
future. The London-based International Institute for Strategic Studies 
recently pointed to the trend in the direction of increasing accuracy, 
greater mobility, smaller size, and dispersal and concealment practices 
with respect to weapons of all types—a trend that complicates both 
negotiations and verification.

The traditional arms control process has been faulted, on the one 
hand, because it has failed to reduce the number of weapons and 
sophisticated delivery systems; that it has merely legalized the arms 
race. On the other hand, the process has been faulted because of the 
belief that the United States has been shortchanged by the process. 
Others take the view that even if future arms control negotiations 
succeed in reducing nuclear weapons, the basic international differ
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ences that could result in a war would not be addressed and the 
results of war would be the same.

It is a fact that no new arms control agreement with the Soviet 
Union has been ratified during the last ten years. It is also true that 
the traditional approach to arms control has not borne fruit in compli
cated multilateral negotiations such as the Mutual and Balanced Forces 
Reduction (MBFR) and chemical weapons talks. The negotiations that 
are likely to flow from the high level meeting in Geneva on January 7 
and 8, 1985, have the potential of becoming by far the most compli
cated discussions on arms control ever undertaken. As we approach 
these possible new negotiations with the Soviet Union on nuclear 
weapons and space, our expectations should be tempered by the real
ization that the arms control process has limitations. As former Secre
tary of Defense Harold Brown recently wrote.

The prospective utility of arms control is reflected in the many 
objectives that agreements can be designed to serve. They can 
provide greater confidence as to the future characteristics and size 
of the nuclear force postures of each side than would exist in the 
absence of any agreements. They can reduce the number of nucle
ar weapons, to decrease both the cost of maintaining a nuclear 
balance and the reliance of governments on nuclear weapons in 
their foreign and defense policies. They can constrain moderniza
tion, either overall or of the most destabilizing kinds of threats, 
e.g., accurate intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), which can 
destroy missile silos in a preemptive strike. They can improve 
crisis stability by reducing the vulnerability of each side's nuclear 
forces. By moderating the competition, they can both reassure 
Western publics and reduce the degree to which each side's build
up becomes an independent source of tension.

It is important to understand, however, that an agreement will 
probably not achieve all these aims, let alone the more sweeping 
goals—such as ending the risk of nuclear war—that have often 
been promised by advocates of various arms control proposals. 
Negotiations with the Soviet Union cannot be expected to 
produce in the foreseeable future nuclear force postures with 
fewer than many thousands of nuclear weapons. Nuclear war will 
still be possible and its catastrophic consequences will not be 
changed.®

If the Soviet Union is indeed serious in its stated desire to reduce 
the international tensions that could lead to war, future negotiations 
will be protracted, requiring the utmost in negotiating skill and per
haps unprecedented patience. During these negotiations, the desire to 
simply produce a legal arms control document must not become the 
rationale for development, procurement, or modernization of U.S. mili
tary forces, or the rationale for negotiations. In addition, if future 
negotiations are to succeed, a political consensus on the arms control

® Harold Brown and Lynn E. Davis, "'Nuclear Arms Control: Where Do We Stand?'', 
Foreign Affairs, Summer, 1984, pages 1145-1160. [Footnote in original.]
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objectives of the United States and its allies must be hammered out 
and the distrust engendered by Soviet noncompliance practices will 
have to be dealt with in some satisfactory manner.

• • • • • • •
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S. Dakota State Library Commission 
Pierre, South Dakota
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Tennessee
Joint University Libraries 
Nashville, Tennessee

Texas
University of Texas 
Austin, Texas 
Dallas Public Library 
Dallas, Texas 
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 

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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United Nations Publications
The United Nations Disarmament Yearbook reports annually on U.N. activities in the 

disarmament field, the positions of member states on the various issues discussed in the 
General Assembly and its First (Political and Security) Committee, and the votes on 
General Assembly resolutions on pertinent questions. Vol. 1 covers 1976; vol. 8, the 
most recent, covers 1983 [sales No. E. 84.IX.3 (paperbound)]. The Status of Multilateral 
Arms Regulation and Disarmament Agreements, originally issued in 1978 as a special supple
ment to the 1977 Yearbook, has been updated to include all disarmament agreements as of 
December 31, 1982 [sales No. E.83.IX.5]. An updated annex has been issued as docu
ment A/39/454. Disarmament: A  Periodic Review by the United Nations is published, like the 
Yearbook, by the Department for Disarmament Affairs. Issued in five languages about 
three times a year, it features the texts of speeches by officials of various governments 
as well as articles by persons prominent in the arms control field. It also includes reports 
on conferences, book reviews, and chronologies of disarmament events. The three issues 
for 1984 bear a common theme, 'T h e  Future of Disarmament": No. 1, Spring; No. 2, 
Summer; No. 3, Autumn. O f broader scope, the U.N. Chronicle, an illustrated periodical 
published each month except August by the United Nations Department of Public 
Information, covers the full range of U.N. activities, including those of its subsidiaries. 
Its offerings include summaries of disarmament resolutions adopted by the General 
Assembly and lists of current documents and publications of the United Nations, as well 
as lists of the memberships of the General Assembly, Security Council, Economic and 
Social Council, and the International Court of Justice. Vol. XXI comprises the 1984

1314 Kinnear Road, Columbus, Ohio 43212.
English language editions are published by The Atlantic Council of the United States, 1116 H Street, NW., 

Washington, D.C. 20006. English language editions may also be obtained from Bureau of Public Affairs (PA/OAP), 
U.S. Department of State, Room 5815 A, Washington, D.C. 20520.

Further information on materials issued by the United Nations may be found in the Secretary-General's Report 
on the World Disarmament Campaign (A/39/492).
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issues. The Yearbook of the United Nations is a useful reference book. The most recent is that 
for 1980 [sales No. E.83.I.1].

Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean

The report of the Ad Hoc Committee on its work during the year has been published 
as General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-ninth Session, Supplement No. 29 (A/39/29).

Ad Hoc Committee on the World Disarmament Conference

The report of the Ad Hoc Conunittee has been published as General Assembly Official 
Records: Thirty-ninth Session, Supplement No. 28 (A/39/28).

Advisory Board on Disarmament Studies

The Secretary-General's report on the activities of the Advisory Board on disarma
ment studies and on its activities in its capacity as Board of Trustees of the United 
Nations Institute for Disarmament Research has been issued as document A/39/549.

Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space

The report of the Committee on its activities in 1984 has been published as General 
Assembly Official Records: Thirty-ninth Session, Supplement No. 20 (A/39/20). Verbatim records 
of the committee's meetings are contained in documents A/AC.105/PV.225-265. The 
report of the Legal Subcommittee was issued as document A/AC.105/337. Documents 
A/AC.105/C.2/SR.339-416 contain summary records of the subcommittee's meetings.

Conference on Disarmament

The report of the Conference on Disarmament has been published as General Assembly 
Official Records: Thirty-ninth Session, Supplement No. 27 (A/39/27).

Disarmament Commission

The report of the Disarmament Commission has been published as General Assembly 
Official Records: Thirty-ninth Session, Supplement No. 42 (A/39/42).

General Assembly

The texts of resolutions and decisions adopted by the 39th General Assembly have 
been published as General Asssembly Official Records: Thirty-ninth Session (A/39/51) [Sales No.
E.85.I.4]. Verbatim records of General Assembly plenary meetings exist in mimeo
graphed form. Disarmament proposals introduced in the General Assembly are pub
lished in the Annexes of the Official Records. Thirty-ninth session annexes of interest cover 
agenda items 45-65, and 142.

Preparatory Committee for the United Nations Conference for the Promotion of International Cooperation in 
the Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy

The report of the Preparatory Committee has been published as General Assembly Official 
Records: Thirty-ninth Session Supplement No. 47 (A/39/47).

United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR)

The report of the Director of the institute on the activities of the organization during 
the period September 1983-August 1984 has been issued as document A/39/553. The 
institute has also issued two reports pursuant to General Assembly resolutions:

A/39/229—Establishment of an International Disarmament Fund for Development (resolution 
37/84 of December 9, 1982);

A/39/470—South Africa’s Nuclear Capability (resolution 38/181 A of December 20, 
1983).
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In addition, it has issued the following publications:

Prevention of Nuclear War: Soviet Scientists' Viewpoint by O.V. Bogdanov, A.N. Kaliadin, and 
G.A. Vorontsov [Sales No. E. 83.XV.RR/31].

The Prevention of Nuclear War: A  United Nations Perspective by William Epstein. [Special 
Fellow at UNITAR and former Director, U.N. Disarmament Division.] Cambridge, Mas
sachusetts: Oelgeschlager, Gunn, and Hain Publishers, Inc., 1984.

Secretary-General

The annual report of the Secretary-General on the work of the organization has been 
published as General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-ninth Session, Supplement No. 1 (A/39/1). 
In addition, the following reports were issued pursuant to General Assembly resolutions:

A/39/337—Study on the Consequences of the Israeli Armed Attack Against the Iraqi Nuclear 
Installations Devoted to Peaceful Purposes (resolution 37/18 of November 16, 1982).

A/39/399—Reduction of Military Budgets: Progress Report on the Construction of Price Indices and 
Purchasing Power Parities for Military Expenditures (resolution 37/95 of December 13,
1982).

A/39/419—^Replies received from governments on Curbing the Naval Armaments and 
Extension of Confidence-Building Measures to Seas and Oceans (resolution 38/188 F of 
December 20,1983).

A/39/436—Replies received from goverrunents on Measures To Provide Objective Informa
tion on Military Capabilities (resolution 38/188 C of December 29, 1983).

A/39/471—State of Adherence to the Convention on Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of 
Certain Conventional Weapons Which May Be Deemed To Be Excessively Injurious or To Have 
Indiscriminate Effecb and its Three Protocols (resolution 38/66 of December 15, 1983).

A/39/492—World Disarmament Campaign (resolution 38/73 D of December 15, 1983).
A/39/493—^Information received from governments on activities undertaken to pro

mote the objectives of Disarmament Week (resolution 38/183 L of December 20,
1983).

A/39/500—^Activities of the United Nations Secretariat in the Implementation of 
the General Assembly Resolution on the International Year of Peace (resolution 38/56 
of December 7, 1983).

A/39/516—Unilateral Nuclear Disarmament Measures prepared by a group of govern
mental experts (resolution 38/183 J of December 20, 1983).

A/39/521 and Adds. 1 & 2—Military expenditures which were reported by member 
states in standardized form (resolution 38/184 B of December 20, 1983).

A/39/525—Comprehensive Study on the Military Use of Research and Development [interim 
report] (resolution 37/99 J of December 13, 1982).

A/39/544—Contribution of the Special Agencies and Other Organizations and Programs of the 
United NaHons System [ILO, FAO, UNESCO, WHO, ITU, UNCTAD] to the Cause of Arms 
Limitation and Disarmament (resolution 38/188 J of December 20, 1983).

A !39/567— United Nations Program of Fellowships on Disarmament (resolution 38/73 C of 
December 15, 1983).

Security Council

The report of the Security Council has been published as General Assembly Official 
Records: Thirty-ninth Session, Supplement No. 2 (A/39/2).

For text of the convention and its protocols, see Documents on Disarmament, 1980, pp. 440-452. The status of the 
convention and protocols for the periods April 10, 1981-August 31, 1982 and September 1, 1982-August 31, 1983 
may be found in documents A/38/405 and A/39/199 and Corr. 1, respectively.
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International Atomic Energy Agenq/ (IAEA)

The 28th report of the Agency for the calendar year 1983 (GC [XXVIII]/713) was 
submitted to the General Assembly as an annex to document A/39/458. Only a limited 
number of copies is available. The IAEA also publishes the IAEA Bulletin, a quarterly 
periodical. Each issue includes an ''NPT N ew sletter/' which lists the non-nuclear- 
weapon states parties to the Non-Proliferation Treaty with whom safeguards agreements 
have been negotiated. Vol. 26 compromises the 1984 issues. The September 1984 issue 
(vol. 26, No. 3) contains several articles on IAEA safeguards, including one by Director 
General Blix and an up-date on the Tlatelolco Treaty by OP ANAL General Secretary 
Martinez Cobo.^®

Published in English, French, Russian, and Spanish, the Bulletin may 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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Lowrrz, D o n a l d  S. U.S. lawyer; partner, in Aaron, Schimberg, Hess, and Gilbert, 1974- 
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M e is z t e r ,  D a v id .  Ambassador and Permanent Representative of Hungary to the U.N. 
Office at Geneva and Head of delegation to the Committee on Disarmament and 
the Conference on Disarmament, 1983- .

M e llb in ,  S k jo ld  G. Ambassador of Denmark and Chairman, U.N. Secretajy-General's 
Group of Experts on All Aspects of the Conventional Arms Race, 1982-1984; Per
manent Representative to the Conference of Confidence- and Security-Building 
Measures and Disarmament in Europe, 1984- .

M e s e ls o n ,  M a t t h e w  S. (Dr.). Biochemist; Harvard University faculty, 1960- ; propo
nent of theory that "yellow rain" in Southeast Asia contains bee feces.
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